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1. Evaluation vision: Basic scenario concerning future development of topic

The mid-term evaluation is based on the following vision regarding the subject of assessment:

Estonia’s future membership of the EU will change the institutional basis of cross-border cooperation between Finland and Estonia. At the same time, the operational nature of the cooperation will alter.

In the medium term, during the first few years of the new Structural Funds period, the significance of these operational changes will already have achieved a greater impact than institutional changes at the macro level. The significance of the political and economic assistance offered by Finland to Estonia will change as the activity of this new member of the EU turns increasingly towards the entire area of the EU. A further result of this will be that the foreign policy component or dimension of the cooperation between Finland and Estonia will lose its current importance.
As the operational dimension of cooperation becomes stronger, there will be an increasingly pressing need to identify promising local and regional ideas which can form a solid basis for obtaining cooperation resources, and to whose support resources can be directed. A similar type of operational focusing appears in the form of strong thematic emphases, which are targeted on local and regional requirements, for example in the Nordic cooperation in archipelago (Skärgården) or Kvarken-Mitskandia area.

The effective implementation of cooperation and its qualitative renewal requires institutions which are capable of recognising important operational requirements at any given time. These are also needed in order to formulate and to give prominence to development requirements, so that an attempt can be made to allocate resources which may be obtained from external sources. This is a lesson which stems from the development of cross-border Nordic cooperation, and at the same time a special challenge when creating operational systems to suit the new development context between Finland and Estonia. The relationship between Estonia and “EU Finland” will change, to become one between “EU Estonia” and “EU Finland”.
If institutions are to cope successfully with these tasks in accordance with expectations, they will have to take root in a known environment, engage in activity which reflects the special needs of the regions concerned, and be able to act as an intermediary between local needs and external resources. As a result of the above considerations, the main areas of emphasis of the mid-term evaluation plan presented here will be to assess the following factors:

a) 
to what extent will the activity implemented during the current Interreg-Phare programme period create the basis for generating a system which adheres closely to operational, local and regional needs and supports development; and

b) 
what sort of adjustments need to be made to the future implementation of the programme in order to attain these objectives.

2. Evaluation context
The Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg III A and Phare CBC Estonia mid-term evaluation will take place in accordance with Figure (1) below. The evaluation process is seen as activity which supports learning at the programme level. Its particular task is to analyse the ability of the implementation process to act as a link between the objectives outlined in the JPD and their implementation. On the basis of this analysis, a view will be taken on any apparent needs to change the prioritisation  in project selection or to consolidate the institutional basis of future cross-border cooperation.

In this evaluation, two levels can be distinguished. When referring to these, henceforth the terms “external” and “internal” will be used.
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The task of external evaluation (circle a in Figure 1) is to analyse the programme’s objectives and its impacts in relation to regional development and to cross-border regional integration. In the programme’s internal evaluation (circle b) the subject of analysis is the tools and modes of action used in the implementation of the programme, examples of which include the programme implementation and monitoring systems, the indicators and the programme’s practical implementation work. Both viewpoints will be used to analyse the programme documents themselves and the ongoing projects.
Figure 1 also makes reference to the methods to be used and the materials to be evaluated. At the external level, the emphasis is on programme management and the requirements regarding the management system. These will be analysed in relation to the objectives set, and so a significant role is also played by the projects submitted in and selected for the programme framework; these are the basic elements by which the programme’s concrete content and final output will be produced. At the more internal level the emphasis is on the management of the programme itself, the outlining and possibly even the creation of a future institutional basis, and diversified and versatile modes of working (which emphasise learning) relating to these tasks.

3. Analysis of content of mid-term evaluation

The Southern Finland Interreg III A – Phare CBC Estonia mid-term evaluation is based on the Commission’s directions (Working paper no 8a) in which the following five main tasks are set out:

1. Assessment of the continuing relevance and consistency of strategy.

2. The quantification of objectives – outputs, results and impacts.

3. Evaluation of effectiveness to date and expected socioeconomic impact, and evaluation of the division of programme funding on the basis of these.

4. Quality of the joint implementation and monitoring system.

5. The added value from cooperation.

4. Materials used in evaluation

The materials used as the basis of the evaluation are the Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg III A – Phare CBC Estonia programme document and its programme complement; documents relating to the management of the Interreg III A programme (http://80.248.160.47/), publications assembled by the evaluators; and e-mail questionnaires and telephone interviews carried out by the evaluators. The questions used in the questionnaires and interviews were drafted in accordance with the Commission directions (Working Paper no. 8a) and with the questions included in the invitation to tender for the evaluation which was issued by Finland’s Ministry of the Interior.

As part of the evaluation, two separate e-mail questionnaires have been carried out. One of these was addressed to the programme authorities (this is enclosed as Annex 1) and the other to the project implementers (Annex 2). 36 questionnaire addressed to programme implementation authorities (a total of 73 persons) were sent out, and 16 replies were received. 35 questionnaires were sent to project implementers (there were a total of 70 projects); 27 replies were received. In addition, six representatives of programme implementation authorities were interviewed (the questions outline is presented as Annex 3), as were five project representatives (Annex 4). (For more detailed information about the returned questionnaires and interviews, see Annex 5.)
The evaluators have taken part in the meeting of the Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg programme’s Steering Committee and the general meeting of the Interreg and Phare CBC Estonia Steering Committees on 8.4.2003 in Tallinn; the meeting of the Interreg programme Monitoring Committee on 23.5.2003 in Helsinki; and the meeting of the Task Force for the amendment of Finland and Estonia’s joint Interreg programme on 10.6.2003 in Tallinn.

In addition, the evaluators have been in contact as and when necessary with the programme implementation authorities, and have requested additional information and discussed questions relating to the progress of the programme and the content of evaluation.

5. Assessment of the continuing relevance and consistency of strategy

Observations on the structure of the programme

The primary purpose of the Interreg Community Initiative programmes is to act as working tools in the promotion of cross-border interaction and cooperation over the internal borders of the European Union. Similar cooperation over the Union’s external borders is supported by other instruments, for example by Phare CBC. In the latter case, an important matter to be taken into consideration is in fact the interaction between two programme frameworks – frameworks which have different norm-derived backgrounds, different institutional frameworks, administrative practices and (up to a certain point) even different objectives. This factor has, in fact, made it impossible to convert the Interreg-Phare CBC Joint Programming Document into the form of practical programme work.
The programme objectives build on the idea of a Baltic Sea economic area, which appears to be gathering momentum. The programme area is furthermore seen as (1) benefiting from its location on a future internal border of the EU and (2) forming an area characterised by balanced economic growth, which reflects the well-being both of the people living there and of the environment. A number of conceptual weaknesses compromise this argument, which in itself is plausibly applicable in terms of the tenability of the content of the programme. Theoretically speaking, the most serious of these relates to the idea of a border as a resource or as a special strength.

The first problem point relates to “border”. A border, whether it stems from geographical barriers or obstructions, whether it is a fiscal border or generates other fees under public law, or whether it is a border between different modes of procedure and/or administrative practices, is hardly ever a special strength when comparing an area divided by a border to a uniform economic landscape or an undisturbed economic situation. It is true that a border may be advantageous if it means a significant and permanent difference in the production factor costs of its two different sides. After all, these differences will in principle energise the dynamic division of labour, specialisation and exchange of the cooperation partners who are separated by the border, and their general synergetic strength in relation to the rest of the world. The purpose of the programme now under study, however, is to mitigate the differences between the two sides of the border: its fundamental logic is primarily inherited from the objectives of the European integration policy – a set of objectives which are not economic but political.
The second problem relates to “balanced development”. The programme’s second fundamental idea, i.e. balanced or possibly balancing
 economic growth, is likewise problematic even in theory – to say nothing of balancing in practical political and economic life. Balanced economic growth, along with its prosperity impacts, is not something which comes into being by itself, even as a result of close interaction and exchange. What is needed is also – and particularly – conscious political and policy measures, which create mechanisms which harmonise growth and institutional solutions which aim at convergence. What is involved here are significant national choices, which are justified (for example) by competitiveness factors. Current developments on the two different sides of the border seem however to be taking the two economies with which this programme is concerned further away from the sort of balance described in the programme. On the other hand this, as suggested above, may lead to a greater economic interaction than at present, and to an exchange-based dynamism between the economies engaged in cooperation.
The third problem point is “the economic view on the environment”. The two problem areas dealt with above become even more complex when they are examined in relation to the viewpoints raised in the programme regarding the state and status of the Baltic Sea. This problem is by no means unique, and neither does it apply solely to this programme. Challenges linked to the state and well-being of the environment are, in general, difficult to resolve when they are treated as parts of programmes where economic development - and the creation of the prerequisites for this - is a significant objective. This problem becomes particularly apparent, however, in a context where the characteristic conflicts result from insufficient measures at the institutional level and at the level of practical administration, which are taken in an attempt to balance the economic growth of the economies under study. The way in which the implementation of the programme is interpreted often breaks down most naturally into the pursuit of economic growth and the promotion of economic dynamism. In this case the human-centred (anthropocentric) and nature-derived (ecological) dimensions of growth will end up on an almost unavoidable collision course. Typically, it will be nature that suffers.
The most material problems, which affect the implementation of the Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg IIIA and Phare CBC Estonia programmes, may be summed up as follows:

1 Both between the programme implementation areas and within these areas (particularly in the case of Estonia) there are considerable disparities in development which show up in the economic and social indicators.

2 Due to these disparities in development, the areas implementing the programme have different needs and future growth prospects.

3 Problems linked to the border and cross-border activities have had to be solved by applying two different ranges of measures (Interreg and Phare) and the rules relating to these.

Due to these starting points, it is not merely the application of the programmes at the operational level and hence the fine-tuning of content that involves a balancing act. The search for balance extends also to those impacts at which the programmes aim in relation to the societies which surround them, and to the needs which manifest in these societies – as a result of real differences in the environment in which implementation of these programmes takes place.

Priorities and operational environment of programme

The Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg IIIA programme is divided into three thematic Priorities plus the programme’s technical assistance. The programme is constructed in such a way that it can be monitored and evaluated both as a unified whole and as a combination of Measures (although not as the sum of the Measures). The programme’s intervention logic is based on the prevailing understanding of how the programme should appear
. Therefore, there is nothing surprising in the way the programme is divided into subobjectives at different levels, each of which correspond to different way of measuring the results obtained. Rather, this represents an almost textbook example of the creation of a hierarchical systematic for the requirements of the programme management and also of its evaluation.
Priority 1 – Interaction and Networks

This Priority consists of two Measures, (1.1) Networks of Local and Regional Administration and (1.2) Social Interaction and Contacts at the Local and Regional Levels. The general function of these Measures is to promote the infrastructure for balanced growth. Increasing exchange and interaction are seen as instruments for this type of reinforcement. The indicators are well set in relation to the Priority and the Measures. It is not, however, clearly stated in the case of all indicators whether they are quantitative or qualitative metrics. Similarly, it is not stated how these metrics are intended to be applied in the analysis of operations. Likewise, the source from which it is intended to collect the indicator data remains unclear.  “Social interaction” is interpreted in a relatively mechanical way, or relying on a simple view regarding how interaction will manifest itself. In places the evaluation of interaction even takes on the tinge of bureaucracy, especially in the case of the results indicators which are intended to measure interaction taking place within the field of civic society (or on its terms?). They seem to have been derived directly from indicators which were developed for administrative players.
Priority 2 – Employment and Competitiveness

This Priority – which is of central importance from the aspect of the content of the programme – is divided into several Measures: (2.1.) Expertise and Know-How, (2.2) Operative Environment of Enterprises, (2.3.) Tourism and (2.4.) Transport, Communications and Development of Interlinked Services. This Priority may be regarded as the centre of gravity of the entire programme. It relates to promotion of market conditions in the programme area. Through this Priority, it is intended to improve employment and competitiveness. With regard to the cross-border impact of the various factors, the content of the Priority is somewhat disjointed.  Some content areas, such as traffic and transportation, are directly at the core of cross-border interaction and exchange, while others (for example, expertise and know-how) are means of creating the prerequisites for interaction.
The linkage of the education and training component in Measure 2.1. to the cross-border impact of the operations to be supported is in fact considerably more indirect; it is not linked directly via observed results. Increasing the awareness of the operating conditions of the cooperation partners on the other side of the border forms an important part of this Priority of the programme. It may however be difficult to bring about a direct impact, which appears in the form of an improvement of economic performance, as a result of such awareness even if significant use were to be made to the latest innovations relating to information transfer and other functions which enhance the input of enterprises. The problematic nature of the context becomes even more apparent when thinking of the increase of awareness relating to operating conditions as a means to promote the environmental efficiency and eco-effectiveness of economic units. In addition to the above, the balanced development of the (cross-border) labour market is a very difficult task in a situation where the differing reactions to market expectations of the respective economies seems to be leading further away from a “balanced” situation. The tax debate and speculation (at the time of writing this report) regarding the relocation of the head offices of various Finnish enterprises to Estonia is an indication of this.
Use of the selected result indicators will not necessarily allow us to produce particularly comprehensive information on the success of the Measure and of the qualitative impacts of the measures carried out under its heading.

A Measure which is addressed to the operating environment of enterprises seems somewhat open-ended. The above comments regarding the proposed indicators and the conclusions which can be drawn on the basis of them are also valid in the case of this Measure. Measures addressed to tourism and transport are strongly linked to one another. It can probably be predicted that Estonia’s future EU membership will mean considerable qualitative progress in this area. This also means that when considering the question of how to evaluate these Measures it would make sense to pay more attention to the qualitative characteristics of the operations carried out under their headings.
Regardless of criticism, the current Measures may be regarded as forming natural parts of the Priorities. Self-piloting, and operations which are prioritised according to the interests of the parties setting up projects at the grassroots level characterise the implementation of this programme. The final targeting of resource allocation according to the demand indicated by the project proposals will bring a suitable responsive and actor/activity-led element to the management framework of the programme.
Priority 3 – Common Environment

This Priority, which is highly important in terms of its content, is divided into two Measures: (3.1.) Cooperation in Environmental Protection and Monitoring and (3.2.) Cooperation in Improving the Environment. This Priority may be regarded as a kind of appendage to the Priority addressed to promoting economic competitiveness. The situation is often precisely like this: environmental factors remain subordinate to the economy and to economic development. Genuine thinking which focused on an environment-led promotion of competitiveness is rare in regional development programmes, even though the scientific community has, from the 1990s onwards, provided tools for the unification of ways of thinking involving economic and environment-led competitiveness.
Keeping environmental factors to the foreground is, however, an important political signal. The question of the state of the Baltic Sea is an important one. In development programmes concerning the Baltic area which go through stages of discussion by both national and supranational bodies, it is important that a purposeful effort be made to give environmental matters their due prominence.
The indicators drawn up for this Priority seem to be concerned with highly general quantitative factors, for example those concerning the number of environmental projects. The Priority is also characterised by a belief (built upon the “ecological modernisation” idea) regarding the positive correlation between economic growth and the improvement of the environment.

This general nature of the indicators may be expected to be reflected in the quality of the monitoring data which they can produce. In addition, the operations grouped under the various different Measures, whose profitability we are attempting to measure, are clearly overlapping in places. At times the man attention seems to be on the processes aimed at improving the state of the environment, rather than on the results of the activity.  From the aspect of promoting learning, this is an excellent choice, but for monitoring impacts relating to changes to the state of the environmental it is problematic. Attention should therefore be directed towards those activities which are assumed to achieve changes also in the state of the common environment itself, and similarly towards indicators by which we can take a position on the achievement of such changes. In a similar manner we should evaluate activities which aim to improve the environment via the cooperation of various private and public players working in the “ecological modernisation business sector”, and the results of this cooperation.

More precise definition of results which are intended to measure actions listed under the thematic categories described could also in turn clarify the role of the specified Measures as part of the Priority and the entire programme framework.

Priority 4 – Special Support for Regions Bordering Candidate Countries [COM(2001)437 final]

This special support is linked to the enlargement of the Union and was brought into force by virtue of the Commission Communication [COM(2001)437 final] in 2002.

There is no major need to rewrite the programmes strategy at its current stage. If one would try to apply it as a set of directives for detailed activities, it could be taken as slightly unrealistic. As the programme writers expression of general aims the chosen strategic arguments are well plausible. They are turned into operationally designed Priorities and duly applicable definitions of key tasks (Measures). Despite of the few problems set forth in the previous remarks, we regard the current set of priorities suitable also for the subsequent stages of the programme implementation.

6. The quantification of objectives – outputs, results and impacts

Consistency of objectives

According to the questionnaire addressed to the authorities, the Interreg programme’s general, specific and operational objectives form for the most part a coherent whole. In other words, no internal conflicts have arisen in the programme and its implementation. In its current form the Southern Finland III A Interreg programme makes up an appropriate whole, but the greatest problem has been the joint implementation of the Interreg programme and Phare CBC Estonia at the project level, which has in practice turned out to be impossible. This has caused major problems in the implementation of matching projects to be carried out in Estonia.
Even though the joint implementation of the Interreg and Phare projects has been a major problem at the level of joint Finnish-Estonian projects, it cannot exactly be said that there has been any lack of success in reconciliation at the programme level, i.e. from the point of view of the objectives of the programme. The Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg III A – Phare CBC Estonia Programme Document has from the start been made a joint document, which is reflected in its content. The programme has been drawn up as Finnish – Estonian cooperation, which in itself may be regarded as a serious effort towards genuine cross-border cooperation. If the JPD had represented solely the Interreg programme, it could be presumed that the content of the programme would be different from its present form. In turn, genuine cross-border cooperation would be at a lower level in comparison to the current programme.
The programme is more limited than (for example) the Southeast Finland Interreg III A programme, and partly for this reason it is relatively strictly delineated. The relative smallness of the programme, in itself, eliminates inconsistencies from the programme. Examined in terms of each Priority, in certain respects the programme fails to make up an unbroken whole. The problem concerns Priority 3, i.e. the common environment. The approved environmental projects are in accordance with the programme and their implementation is feasible. In the case of the environmental component, a few more extensive projects could perhaps have been chosen. The justification for this is that environmental questions stem from many different causes, and are questions which – at least indirectly – concern all sectors of life. In order for the projects to have a significant direct environmental impact, the projects would need to be more extensive. In this sense the environmental component is not such a coherent whole as for example Priority 2, employment and competitiveness. On the other hand it is also possible to take the environmental viewpoint into account in projects other than direct environmental projects.
Quantitative results indicators

According to questionnaires addressed to the authorities, there should not be any major problems in the use of quantitative result indicators per se. The problem mainly arises in how to measure cross-border impacts in a reliable and appropriate manner.

The quantitative indicators are highly general (employment, training, new enterprises and jobs), but also useful in the sense that such impact needs to be monitored. On the other hand the intensification and quality of cooperation do not show up in quantitative indicators. Since the question relates to impacts which are qualitative by nature, it is doubtful whether qualitative results can be reliably converted to a quantitatively measurable form.

It should be emphasised (as becomes apparent in Chapter 7) that the impact of the projects and, through this, of the programme will in many ways extend long into the future. For this reason, no monitoring system is able to exhaustively establish and indicate the impact of the programme. It must be accepted from the start that a significant part of the impact of the projects and of the programme will in any case remain “in the dark”.
Attainability of objectives

The programme authorities regard the level of the programme objectives as being for the most part suitable: the objectives are realistic, not overoptimistic, but suitably ambitious. In relation to the available funds, the objectives are likewise regarded as realistic.
Discovering suitable projects for the programme may produce problems in the future. On the other hand, a suitably ambitious programme can be regarded as a factor which will activate projects and generate innovation. In this way the projects are “forced” to attain the target level set: attainment of objectives is also a problem which needs to be pondered at the projects level.

Some indicators are regarded as too “optimistic”. The employment of people and the generation of enterprises are not regarded as realistic. Information on the smoothness of cross-border cooperation remains at least in part outside the range of the monitoring systems.
According to the information given by the projects, the projects have integrated the programme operating principles and objectives successfully. Some projects already had experience from the previous Interreg programme period, and so the “Interreg world” was in fact quite familiar. In addition, the projects were drafted and tailored specifically to suit the Interreg programme, which in itself requires a good level of knowledge of the Interreg and other EU programmes. The Interreg programme was accessed on the Commission’s website as early as the programme’s drafting stage.
In questionnaires and interviews addressed to the projects, it also became apparent that there was a problem concerning the initial stage of the programme and in particular the activities of the national co-financing organisations. In some cases the project implementers regarded themselves as being even better informed on the programme’s operating principles and objectives than the authorities involved in the programme management. As the programme has progressed, the authorities too have caught up with the level of knowledge of the projects.
Relation between quantitative and qualitative objectives

The needs for development are concentrated in three problem areas: 1) quantitative indicators, 2) qualitative indicators and 3) the relationships between these. The problems culminate in the measurement of cross-border impact.
Quantitative indicators

There are valid grounds for suspecting the adequacy of the quantitative indicators used for evaluating objectives regarding regional development, to say nothing of the evaluation of cross-border impacts. The weaknesses of the indicator system used are least evident in the examination of one region; they increase in the analysis of a number of regions, and they loom very large in the evaluation of cross-border impacts.

It is not possible to measure the actual impacts from all angles by a few quantitative indicators. For example, the number of new jobs in itself tells nothing of the real employment and economic impact.  We also need information on how the job is linked to the region’s business and operational structure. As another example, one could mention the number of persons who have participated in training, which is a poor indicator in terms of its information value. The actual impacts will only become apparent when the indicators are supplemented by information on the orientation of the training, and the activities of the trainees after the training is complete.
Qualitative indicators
The programme’s qualitative indicators are fairly well set. When realised they will undeniably promote the cross-border social, economic and other impacts, and will in turn promote and facilitate Estonia’s accession as a member of the EU. What remains unclear, however, is the probability of their realisation. Not enough attention is paid in this programme to the differences in terms of development and in other respects of the regions on the two sides of the border, differences which on the other hand make it difficult to set up and lead through the type of projects which could have an effective cross-border impact. In order for projects to be implemented on the Finnish side to have an actual impact on the Estonian side, the latter region needs to have the prerequisites in place to also make beneficial use of the results of the projects on its own behalf. It is a fact that difficulties arise when a border divides the funding, but the idea is for the impacts to transcend the barriers represented by borders. This is particularly the case during a short programme period. The more long-term impacts may be boosted via the multiplier effects of different kinds of joint activities.
Relation between quantitative and qualitative objectives

In the development of indicators there are at least two alternatives which complement one another:

1) We can aim to define in advance what sort of impacts we wish to measure, and we can diversify the content of the indicators in accordance with this.
2) We can aim to examine the impact of the programme during the time of implementation, and in particular after the programme period by separate studies.

In the latter way we can, using the representation principle based on a sample of regions and projects, find those actual development chains of effects which have been launched and supported by the programme. In practice, therefore, qualitative information can be procured by various interviews and by investigations of what the projects’ practice and their impact on cross-border cooperation have been.

The relation between the programme’s quantitative and qualitative objectives is difficult to evaluate precisely; they are not commensurable. The qualitative objectives seem to be along the right lines, but are too general for evaluation of the results. Realisation of the qualitative objectives will probably have a positive impact on the realisation of the quantitative objectives – and vice versa – but the long-term impact of both remains unclear. Qualitative objectives really need to be specified more precisely.
In summary we can state that the quantification of objectives has turned out to be problematic, particularly in the evaluation of cross-border impacts. A deeper, example-oriented analysis based on sampling would probably produce better results than a one-sided and superficial indicator system based on monitoring.

On the other hand, a quantitative indicator system guarantees comparability between the projects of the programme. Since the various different Priorities and Measures contain projects which in qualitative terms are very different, the drafting of qualitative indicators should take account of the special features of each Measure. Consequently, in the use of indicators we could apply the following division:
1) Quantitative indicators are used to measure those objectives which - at least in principle - all projects should be aiming for.

2) Qualitative indicators are used to obtain supplementary information on the special features of the Measures and projects.

Reliability of data collection system

The aim is to monitor the progress of projects from the aspect of realisation of the programme’s objectives. The result data to be monitored is collected from the projects by a separate monitoring questionnaire. Information on all projects implemented in the Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg IIIA programme is fed into the FIMOS2000 monitoring system, which in addition to project-specific scrutiny enables the drafting of summaries covering the entire programme.
In official interviews it has become clear that, in its current form, the FIMOS monitoring system cannot be regarded as meeting the requirements of the Interreg-Phare programme. Its use is regarded as so inconvenient that people actually avoid using it.

At the moment information from Estonia is entered into the FIMOS system to a certain extent. As it currently stands, FIMOS is however too limited a system. In other words, if there are two different countries in the programme area, the recording of information ought to be possible on the same bases and equally from both regions. How this matter is handled technically is, in principle, unimportant. The matter will become particularly topical once Estonia has become a member of the European Union, which will make it possible to run a joint Interreg programme.
The recommendation of the evaluators is that the possibilities of introducing a system to replace the FIMOS system should be investigated. Apparently, it would be expensive to develop and supplement the current system. Development of a new system which corresponds to the requirements of the Interreg programme may actually prove to be cheaper.
In the case of the enforcement system (monitoring and control of projects) a supervisor / contact person is named for each project. In addition, data is gathered in various monitoring reports. As for the project’s appointed supervisor, it is largely up to the supervisor himself how he/she uses his time, stays in touch with the project or clarifies problem situations which arise. In this respect no major problems have arisen in the supervision of projects. The problems have primarily related to the fact that the Interreg programme has been a new situation for some project supervisors, which has required a learning effort in the early stages. With time, and as projects have progressed, things have sorted themselves out.
On the other hand the monitoring system has also encountered some criticism. The use of the current monitoring forms is in itself an appropriate procedure. The problem lies rather in the reliability of the information obtained from the projects. It is apparent that the projects exaggerate the results obtained. The solution could be some sort of auditing system which would pay attention not only to what the money is used for, but also to what is accomplished with the money. Such a system could be linked to the development and use of indicators which measure the impact of the programme.
Another viewpoint also relates to the development of the monitoring system. The monitoring system should not be merely control directed at projects, but rather it should serve the purposes of a cumulative exploitation of information. The projects are obliged to make a final report, but the information in the reports and the results they present does not however go very far. One specific manifestation of this is the fact that when some project has been implemented, someone tries to implement a highly similar project in the same area. The problem is how the information and results shall be kept “active” and made available to others when the projects have finished.
The cumulative exploitation of information includes learning from mistakes. The current monitoring system does not however encourage this. The “Best Practice” examples need to be accompanied by “Worst Practice” examples. At the practical level, projects should be encouraged also to report problems and misinterpretations of situation which have arisen. Enhancing the monitoring of problems will lead directly to a situation whereby it will be possible to intervene in problems as soon as they arise. In this way problems can also be better avoided in the future.
7.  Evaluation of programme implementation to date and evaluation of results

Manifested problems and difficulties

From the viewpoint of the projects, the largest problems relate to the delaying of funding decisions and the slowness of processing of payment applications. In many cases these factors have had the effect of slowing project activities. Even if the delay of a project was not involved, the slowness of administration has in many cases caused uncertainty for the implementers of projects. The following comments issued by projects describe the problem well:
“The funding decisions and decisions on payments have been delayed for a really long time, and have caused great difficulties for the project activity. The decision on the first outpayment has taken over half a year, and this seems unreasonable. Several corrections and additions were made to the payment claim, and there were also discussions on this, but even after this the final decision took over two months. These things have had an impact on the implementation of the project, since we have not been able to be sure of the exact financial status of the project.”
“The project application process, with all its complexities and differing directions, was burdensome and time-consuming. In addition, applying for the outpayment following approval of the project has been very time-consuming and slow. (There has still been no decision on the payment for early 2002!) As a whole, the bureaucracy relating to the project is quite massive and therefore takes a great deal of time away from the implementation (or content) of the project.”
“Payment applications and monitoring forms; in general, very tedious bureaucracy. This matter has been made particularly difficult by the lack of clarity of terminology etc. Several different terms are used to refer to the same thing. In addition, the forms to be completed vary; different forms ask about different things under the same term. Even when you think you have understood something correctly, in the next form this means or includes something quite different. One positive thing has been the helpfulness and flexibility of our own project supervisor. In addition, the cooperation between the various parties (the entrepreneurs involved in the project, other projects) has been rewarding.”
“The feeling is as if we were students trying to get into some university who were continually being asked for new information about quite new subjects and their marks.”

Other problems arising from the projects have mainly been:

· Errors have appeared in the forms (for example the calculation layouts of Excel spreadsheets) or else the forms have been outdated.

· The activity of supervising authorities has been indiscreet, e.g. threats of EU auditors.

· There remain uncertainties as to which costs are eligible and which are not.

· The necessity to apply for external credit in instances where payments are delayed.

· Application for funding for short periods and in small amounts, and not for the entire duration of the project.

· Associations (Non-Governmental Organisations) find that Interreg funding has been planned for the needs of the public sector, and not so much for the promotion of civic activities.

· Some projects have even considered discontinuing the project due to the delays in payments.
It must be emphasised that even though the processing of payment applications has in many ways slowed down rather than advanced the implementation of the programme, a significant portion of the projects have not had any difficulties in launching and implementation, even despite the slowness of the bureaucracy. In the implementation of projects the greatest problem from the viewpoint of cross-border cooperation has been the lack of Estonian co-financing.

Preliminary results of projects

According to information given by projects, results already achieved or within sight include at least the following:

· The cooperation which has already started between Finns and Estonians

· New innovations

· Internet web pages

· Increase in economic activity

· Extensive publicity

· The joint productions of cultural projects

· Increase in mutual confidence

· Development and preparation of training material

· Launching of training

· Seminars

· The start of cooperation between authorities at the practical level

· Increased knowledge about Estonia among Finns

· Taking account of environmental matters; environmental programmes

· Increase in tourism

· Associations and other organisations of regional importance have been set up in Estonia

Projects were also asked to predict the most important permanent impacts of the projects:

· Genuine networking

· The activity started here will become permanently established

· Permanent establishment of the working models created in the projects

· Exploitation of shared information systems in Finland and Estonia

· A permanent readiness to exploit future EU programmes together

· Improvement in the safety of maritime transport

· Expansion of the business activities of enterprises over the borders

· Improvement of the profitability of enterprises

· Education plans will survive the end of their project

· New jobs

Progress of the programme in the direction of the objectives set

As of 8.4.2003, 176 applications for the Interreg programme have been received. 70 projects have been approved for the Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg III A programme. Negative decisions have been made in the case of 79 projects. The evaluation of the implementation and results of the programme to date are based on the situation as at 8.4.2003.
The projects approved can be analysed by Priority and by Measure as follows:

Priority 1: Interaction and Networks: a total of 20 projects, consisting of

Measure 1.1: Networks of Local and Regional Administration: 10 projects, 

Measure 1.2: Social Interaction and Contacts at the Local and Regional Levels: 10 projects.

Priority 2: Employment and Competitiveness: a total of 36 projects, consisting of

Measure 2.1: Expertise and Know-How: 12 projects,

Measure 2.2: Operative Environment of Enterprises: 11 projects,

Measure 2.3: Tourism: 7 projects,

Measure 2.4: Transport, Communications and Development of Interlinked Services: 6 projects.

Priority 3: Common Environment: a total of 10 projects, consisting of

Measure 3.1: Cooperation in Environmental Protection and Monitoring: 6 projects,

Measure 3.2: Cooperation in Improving the Environment: 4 projects.

Priority 4: Special Support for Regions Bordering Candidate Countries: a total of 4 projects, consisting of:

Measure 4.1: EU Enlargement: 4 projects.

Measured by the number of funded projects, the programme as a whole is progressing in accordance with objectives. Measures 1.1 (Networks of Local and Regional Administration), 2.4 (Transport, Communications and Development of Interlinked Services) and 3.2 (Cooperation in Improving the Environment) have however lagged behind the objectives set. The reason for this is that an insufficient number of project proposals have been received for these Measures. The attempt has been made to rectify this situation by a targeted application round, which will not however rule out applications for other Measures as well.

If the targeted application round does not lead to the hoped-for result from the aspect of the programme objectives, one solution model will be the changing of emphases between the Priorities and Measures.
The funded projects are in accordance with the programme Priorities and with the criteria set in the programme complement. It must be stressed that the programme objectives are presented at a relatively general level, which is a strength in one way but also causes a certain lack of coherency.

The general objectives and Priorities of the programme are clear. In other words, the Interreg programme has a special cross-border dimension, which has also been taken into consideration when selecting projects. This is a direct consequence of the fact that the JPD is shared jointly with the Phare CBC Estonia programme. In addition, the Interreg projects have been required to have Estonian cooperation partners in order to obtain programme funding.

The lack of cohesion means that the programme as a whole has allowed the funding of a wide range of projects of various types. As the programme has progressed to the mid-term evaluation stage, it has become possible to better define the funding allocations between different Priorities. Also, experience and knowledge of what level of project applications it is possible to obtain has increased.
On the other hand, interviews with authorities have revealed certain problems: the set objectives are very general, and the above-mentioned Measures have not received as many applications as was predicted when drafting the programme. For the most part, however, the programme is regarded as progressing according to plan. The Interreg secretariat has received thanks for its good work, and the visibility and general publicity of the programme have increased, which has promoted its implementation.
The bureaucratic nature of the project preparation and application process, for its part, is the target of some criticism. We will return to this matter in Chapter 8.

Added value obtained by projects from the programme

The added value from the programme experienced by the projects relates closely to the project contents – in other words, the projects have been planned from the start as Interreg projects, in accordance with the Interreg programme. One project summed up the matter as follows: “If this project had not been carried out, there would certainly not have been a similar project addressed to Estonia.” On the basis of the replies given by the projects, the majority of the Interreg projects now underway would not have been implemented in their current forms at all. The alternatives would have been either that the project would not have been implemented in any way, or else an attempt would have been made to implement a similar type of project, but on a considerably smaller scale. In other words, the profile of Interreg projects has clearly been distinguished from projects implemented by other types of funding.

The added value experienced by the projects is apparent also from the fact that the Interreg programme has made possible activities for which there was a natural need: “Estonia is the natural place to start.” The programme has made possible the continuation of previous cooperation in a more intensive form. In the case of projects relating to transport, the volume of traffic between Finland and Estonia is so great that their implementation between other countries (with the possible exception of Sweden) would not have been appropriate.
Estonia’s future membership of the EU has been a major incentive, which is reflected in the purposes and implementation of the projects. The current Estonia and the future Estonia are also seen as an interface which has a reflected impact on the Baltic region and on Russia. The position of the future EU Estonia in the Baltic Sea region is regarded as crucial in relation to Latvia and Lithuania, and also to Russia: “When the project is over, our Estonian partners will have learned so much that they will be able to carry out the same type of project with the Russians.”
Effectiveness of programme

Since the Interreg projects are in their initial stage, measuring the effectiveness of the programme by results achieved in relation to the programme funding used is in practice impossible. According to information given by the programme authorities, those projects which have been selected have deserved it. In other words, the projects have been well prepared and meet the criteria set for them. In practice, the national co-financing organisation negotiates with the applicant as early as the project planning stage. The project will either meet the criteria or not – it’s as simple as that. One problem which has arisen from the viewpoint of the national co-financing organisations has been scouring the field in respect of which parties would be the best actors for each Measure.
Attainment of the operational, general and specific objectives set in the programme is helped by the fact that level of quality of the funded projects is high. It must also be taken into account that the funding decisions are made on those projects for which Interreg funding is sought. It is in practice impossible for programme authorities to influence activity which is directed “from the bottom up.” Consequently, the realisation of the programme to date seems to match the operational needs of the players in the Interreg area.
Within the framework of the current programme, cross-border economic, social and cultural cooperation structures are well developed at the operational level in those projects with previous experience from an earlier Interreg programme period, or which have had other previous cooperation with Estonian partners. On the other hand there are also projects in which the operational contacts with Estonia have been generated during the time of the project itself. Roughly speaking, cross-border cooperation structures vary from already-established close relations to the seeking of new contacts.
Since the projects of the programme vary in their content from various cultural and training projects to many types of planning and development work, the cooperation to be carried out in the projects will also directly reflect the content of the projects. On the other hand the funding problems experienced by the Estonian partners have impeded their operations. For this reason (i.e. the problem of joint implementation of the Interreg and Phare programmes) there has been more activity in Finland than in Estonia. Practical examples of cooperation are study trips, seminars, the exchange of information between Finnish and Estonian expert networks, exchange of experts, exchange and lending of materials of various kinds, and marketing cooperation. Examples of players have included universities, other educational and training establishments, business centres and incubators, chambers of commerce, information organisations, civic organisations, numerous authorities representing various fields, and private individuals.
From the point of view of the continuity of projects, each project – at least in its Interreg form – will end when the Interreg funding ends: “The project is ending because it is supposed to end.” This fact however applies only to the Interreg funding stage. According to replies received from the projects, cooperation will continue in one way or the other after the project has finished. In this case, too, the future of cooperation will vary from smaller-scale and more unofficial cooperation to an effort to extend and internationalise the projects.
For example, pilot-type projects are basically projects which test various working and cooperation models. On the basis of their results, the models being tested will either be abandoned or (on the basis of positive experiences) an effort will be made to continue and expand the project. The result of an Interreg project will thus determine whether it is worthwhile to continue. In some cases signals have been given by the national co-financing organisation that it is worth aiming to continue, expand and refine the project in cooperation with (for example) the Russians.
The prerequisites for continuation of projects largely depend not only on the content of the project and the quality of cooperation but also on the projects’ previous experiences of cross-border cooperation. Players which have been engaged in cooperation with the Estonians for a long time already regard it as self-evident in a way that cooperation will also continue in the future, of course with different content and from a new level which is generated as a result of the current project. Continuation plans vary from preliminary discussions to concrete preparation work. An example of concrete preparation work is seeking similar projects from other countries. A stage of expanding international cooperation is on the horizon.
The Interreg III A programme and the regional activity sector

The relation of the Southern Finland Interreg III A – Phare CBC Estonia joint programme to regional development work has been more clearly prominent in the programme drafting stage. In this respect the programme has a clear internationalisation dimension, which brings its own extra and clearly visible contribution to regional development work. Since an EU programme is involved, one can justifiably speak of a European dimension to regional development.
In interviews with authorities, however, problems have become more apparent relating to the link between the Interreg programme (or more widely the Interreg programmes) and practical regional policy development work. To be blunt, this link is very weak.

One problem of the Interreg programme is seen to be its distance from the other strategies of the regions. There is no direct link between these. From the viewpoint of regional development, the role of the programme has not been precisely identified. Even though the national co-financing organisations of the programme engage in cooperation with the Regional Councils when making funding decisions, the cross-administration could be more efficient. On the other hand the representatives of the national co-financing organisations hope that the regional point of view could play a more prominent role within their own administration.
The clear connection with regional development of the programme’s drafting stage work has been “watered down” as the programme has progressed.  It should be noted that the Southern Finland Interreg programme is very small, and the added value in regional development work is relatively slight for this reason. On the other hand not many programmes are available in Southern Finland. In this sense, the Interreg programme has a certain importance.
Funding framework of the Southern Finland Coastal Zone and Estonia Interreg III A programme

The evaluators had access to a highly preliminary funding framework plan for the future joint Southern Finland Coastal Zone and Estonia Interreg III A programme (presented at the meeting of the Task Force drafting the joint programme, on 10.6.2003). In the case of Estonia the programme’s total budget (the EU contribution and Estonia’s national and private funding) is assessed to be slightly over seven million euro. The annual allocation of the budget was 2004: 31.3 %; 2005: 31.9 % and 2006: 36.9 %.
Due to the paucity of information, it is very difficult to assess the feasibility of implementation of this plan. The first matter which is open to question is whether Estonia is capable of raising the planned national funding. The second matter is the annual allocation of the budget. As the Southern Finland Interreg III A programme has shown, the launching of a programme is a slow process. For this reason it is uncertain whether a third of the funding can be used as early as 2004. It would seem more natural to reduce the allocation for 2004, and to transfer funds to 2005 and 2006.
According to official questionnaires, the programme’s technical assistance (programme administration 5% and other technical assistance 3%) is regarded as sufficient as the programme currently stands, but not necessarily in the future. Estonia’s EU membership will bring pressures to increase technical assistance as a result of the joint Interreg programme. These pressures can partly be resolved with the help of the Estonian contribution.
National authorities also use resources in the course of their normal official work. The total administration costs are significantly greater than the programme’s technical assistance. One of the possible ways to reduce the need for technical assistance is by simplifying the programme bureaucracy.
8. Quality of the joint implementation and monitoring system

Administration and implementation of programme

The current administration system has been described in the “Regional Council of Southwest Finland: description of management and control system in the Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg IIIA programme” required by the Commission (dated 12.6.2003). This sets out the Regional Council of Southwest Finland programme management system, the receipt of Commission appropriations, support application procedures, the steering and supervision of projects, the receipt of project payment claims, the authentication of eligibility of costs, the payment of the support to the project, the collection of result data, the use of technical assistance, the performance of sampling checks, and rectification measures or recovery. The report gives a clear picture of the programme’s implementation and monitoring system, which in itself is rather complex.

The programme uses its own Interreg application form and related instructions. Applications are submitted to the Regional Council of Southwest Finland, where the application is registered in as received at the secretariat. At the same time, the project will become pending in the case of EU funding. The secretariat sends on the application concerning national co-funding to the national funding body, which books in the application as received. At the same time, the matter will become pending in the case of national funding.
In the case of environmental impact, the project applicant is required to evaluate the environmental impact of the project: a separate EIA form is used for this purpose. If necessary a project-specific EIA can be extended and made more specific. The programme’s impact on the implementation of gender equality is also monitored.
The national funding authority examines the proposed project on the one hand in relation to the programme (in accordance with the project evaluation and selection criteria derived from the programme’s general operating principles and selection criteria specific to each Measure), and on the other hand in relation to the terms and conditions of the national co-financing. In order to ensure the fair comparison of project proposals, the authorities have access to a project checklist which brings together the selection and evaluation criteria; the contents of this are also known to the applicant. The project must meet the requirements of suitability for the programme, and be a realistic project plan. In addition, when evaluating the cross-border impact of the activity, projects are compared to one another.
The national funding authority draws up a descriptive presentation on the project at the programme secretariat for discussion with the other national co-financing organisations. A universal presentation memo template has been adopted for this purpose, and this is used in the discussion of project proposals. The completion of the presentation memo requires a run-through of the selection and evaluation criteria by the national co-financing organisation in the case of each project, both in positive and in negative presentations. The preliminary processing by the national authority ensures that there is national co-financing for the projects. National public co-financing is a precondition for the granting of EU funding.
The programme secretariat goes through the project proposals with the national authorities, and draws up proposals for the Steering Committee decisions.

The commitment of the national co-financing organisation to the funding of the project is a precondition for EU funding for the project. The Steering Committee makes a decision on the suitability of the project for the Interreg programme (i.e. to approve or not to approve the project for funding within the Interreg programme) and issues its decision on EU funding. The legally binding decision on national funding is made by the relevant national authority, while the decision granting the EU funding is made by the Regional Council of Southwest Finland.

The project implementer applies for payment of the support which has been granted, on a separate payment claim form. This application is made for the net costs of the project, which in turn are based on expenses which are eligible in accordance with an approved budget, are necessary, and are reasonable in terms of their amount. The basic starting point in payment is the procedure for national co-financing. Application for payment is made on the national co-financing organisation’s payment claim form, but the programme paying authority has the right when necessary to ask for more precise and detailed information regarding EU funding.

The representatives of the projects regard the current Interreg management model, particularly in the case of the processing of payment claims, as unnecessarily complicated and slow-moving. The applicant delivers the payment claim to the national co-financing organisation. A system where both the national co-financing organisation and the EU authority ask for additional clarifications during the period of the payment is difficult from the point of view of applicants. This is ultimately based on different modes of procedure by the authorities. The slowness of processing has also led to a situation where - especially in connection with the first project payment claims - the projects have not been able to provide all the required information.
People have however mastered the working of the management model as time has gone on.  In the opinion of the programme authorities, as the programme reaches the mid-term evaluation stage the management model has been made to work as well as it possibly can work in its current form. The complexity of the model however causes slowness, which in some cases has led to practical liquidity problems for projects. As a general assessment of the management model, it can be concluded that procedures should be clarified and simplified. The solutions here are as follows:
1) Clarification of the timetable. The projects should be given a binding timetable within which decision-taking must take place.

2) Switching the order of the payment procedure, so that the payment claims are first delivered to the paying authority and then to the national authority.

3) The paying authorities of co-financing contributions under the same head office or Ministry; binding opinions from the sectoral Ministries.

It can be predicted that the launching of the future joint Southern Finland Coastal Zone and Estonia Interreg programme will cause pressures for a simplification of the management. Estonia has no realistic possibility of creating a management system which is as heavy as the structure in Finland.

Project selection process

The project selection principles have been appropriate, and in accordance with the Priorities and Measures. The rejected project proposals have featured technical shortcomings, or their content has been such (for example, indefiniteness of project content) that according to the opinion of the evaluators they do not belong among the projects to be implemented by the Interreg programme. In practice, the submitters of project proposals have already been in contact with the national co-financing organisations during the planning stage, and have received advice from these in making the application. This is apparent from questionnaires and interviews. However, it must be noted that the project writers have received contradictory information from the Interreg authorities. The decisions of the Steering Committee could also have included more precise analyses and specific justifications regarding those shortcomings which have resulted in a negative funding decision.
Comparison of projects, both in relation to the project criteria and in relation to one another, has been taken into account when selecting projects for funding. The selection sieve has been fine, and so the funded projects are as high-quality as possible.

Impact of partnership

The management of the Interreg programme has produced close cooperation among the Finnish authorities. This has manifested in the way in which the management of the programme has forced the authorities who represented various different administrative sectors into collaboration, and into an effort to think of things from the point of view of other administrative sectors. The current Interreg management model may in some respects be applicable also to other cooperation between administrative sectors.
The work of the Steering and Monitoring Committees is regarded as proceeding smoothly for the most part. It has however been found that the Monitoring Committee meets too infrequently. From the aspect of the Monitoring Committee, information and communications are felt to be inadequate: the meeting documents arrive too late, and so not enough time remains for preparation. The members of the Monitoring Committee have expressed the desire more effective information and publicity, for example by unofficial e-mail bulletins in which information would be given (for example) on matters under preparation. It is hoped that such bulletins would be issued at two-month intervals.
Cooperation between the programme secretariat and the Management Authority is regarded as proceeding fluently. No real problems of the type which would hamper the progress of the programme have arisen. In practice, many different parties have to agree things with many other parties, which is naturally slow and bureaucratic. The work pressures of the people involved have also caused things to take time. In view of the extent of bureaucracy, cooperation is as smooth as it is possible.
The cooperation and coordination between national co-financing organisations and Paying Authority have improved over the course of the programme. At the start there were some problems relating to modes of procedure. Now cooperation takes place with very little friction, although management is still found to be burdensome.
At the level of the Steering Committee, cooperation is felt to be good: there is not a single project which has caused disagreement. What slows decision-making is the need to wait for the decisions of the national co-financing organisation. In the case of EU funding, the decision-making has been rapid. Bottlenecks stem from the lack of experience in handling Interreg funds: there are not enough people who have mastered the details of the statutory regulations. In interviews with the authorities it also became apparent that the system would run more smoothly if it were possible to use the same guidelines for payment as in (for example) Objective programme projects. The differences in practices have caused uncertainty.
The social partners have representatives in the Monitoring Committee, and deputy members. The social partners regard their presence as necessary, and have striven to bring the viewpoints of the employee and employer organisations to the work of the Monitoring Committee. The problems in the possibilities of influence by the social partners relate to the mode of working of the Monitoring Committee. The Monitoring Committee does not convene very often, there are a great many matters to discuss, and there is not always enough time to study matters in advance. According to the social partners, the work of the Monitoring Committee depends largely on the active initiative of its members. In order for this active initiative to be possible, the Monitoring Committee should be kept more up to date, for example by use of e-mail bulletins as mentioned above. The social partners take the view that at present they do not have enough contact with the progress of the Interreg programme.
Challenges after 2004

According to the 2002 implementation report for the Southern Finland Interreg III A – Phare CBC Estonia programmes, the difference between the Interreg and the Phare statutes and regulations makes joint implementation difficult and in practice almost impossible. According to the position issued by the Commission delegation in December 2002, implementation of joint project selection for the Interreg III A and Phare CBC programmes was not possible at all. This position is based on the PRAG guidelines
 which must be followed in the implementation of the Phare CBC Estonia programme.
Right from the start, the volume of the Phare CBC Estonia funding has not been sufficient, nor its content suitable, to allow matching activities in Estonia for all the Interreg projects. In order to allow better use to be made of the options of the other funding instruments in cross-border activities, it ought to be possible to distribute up-to-date information on the funding instruments in use in Estonia also to the partners in Southern Finland.

Since the joint implementation of the Interreg and Phare programmes has turned out to be inappropriate, as far as future cross-border cooperation is concerned the most effective approach will be to concentrate on the possibilities offered by Estonia’s coming EU membership, and (in practice) on drafting the joint Interreg programme.

Of central importance to the joint Interreg programme is the question of what territory the programme area in Estonia will cover. In the opinion of the evaluators, a reasonable starting point for planning would be that the programme area will be the whole of Estonia. Even though this sort of assumption contradicts the idea of a “Europe of regions” and that of a border area programme, there are good grounds for adopting it as the basis of planning for the joint Interreg programme.
Defining the programme area should not be a “vulgar map exercise”. In the definition of the programme area, account should be taken of the interests of the various regions and different sectors. In practice this means that an effort will be made to draw up the programme via operational and development needs, so that the operational needs will determine the geographical boundaries of the programme area.
Information and advice

The programme’s information work complies with the regulations for information and publicity relating to Structural Funds co-financing. These rules also specify the information and publicity measures of the projects funded in the programme. The Regional Council of Southwest Finland is responsible for the effectiveness of the programme’s information and publicity measures, and for ensuring that the programme receives the sort of publicity which will help its successful implementation. The objective is to ensure transparency from the point of view of the potential and the final beneficiaries, and to inform the public.
According to feedback given by the projects, there have been shortcomings in information and publicity especially in the early stages of the programme, but as the programme has progressed the level of information and advice has also risen. The replies also made it clearly apparent that in the early stages of the programme the authorities were not always well-informed on modes of procedure relating to programme implementation, but as the programme progressed and once the projects were launched the situation improved considerably.

As far as the obtaining of information is concerned, replies received from the projects highlighted the importance of the projects’ own active initiative in obtaining information. The projects have also expressed a desire for more guidance in the early project stages. This applies particularly to those projects whose implementers are involved in the implementation of an Interreg project for the first time. Similarly, those projects which are implemented (for example) under the auspices of Regional Councils have been in a better position for advice than e.g. associations and NGOs.
For the most part, information and publicity on the Interreg programme is wide-ranging and adequate. In addition to direct contacts, information on the programme has been obtained from web pages on the Internet, information leaflets and information events.

In the case of advice, the experiences are highly similar to those regarding programme information and publicity: after problems in the initial stages, the level of advice has risen noticeably.

The needs for advice expressed by the projects have been of a highly practical nature. According to the replies from the projects, advice has been obtained where necessary and when it has been requested. The problems have related to the budgeting of projects, the billing of work hours, the technical details of book-keeping, reporting, funding applications, deadlines and cost eligibility.
As in the case of programme information and publicity, the replies given by projects highlight the difference between projects carried out by authorities and projects carried out by the third sector. One project reply described the situation well:

“The Interreg programme does not seem entirely suitable for registered associations (NGO) which run on freelance resources. The workers are not public officers, but rather freelance artists and producers. Together we have had to establish how the various different directions and statutory provisions are to be complied with in our case.”
On the whole, advice has been adequate. From the viewpoint of the projects, the problems have related to finding a person with the required expertise among the national co-financing organisations, plus discrepancies in the content of advice, especially during the programme’s early stages. As the programme has progressed, advice has also improved.
Taking into account the complexity of the current management model, programme communications have run smoothly. Programme communications between the various authorities have been managed by letters, by the extranet application, by the programme’s web pages, in training events and by direct contacts between authorities.

Processing of payment claims

In the processing of payment claims, the main problem from the viewpoint of the projects has been once again the slowness of the management process. According to information given by the projects, the processing of payment claims had not been completely understood at the start – neither within the projects nor by the programme authorities. This has caused e.g. book-keeping problems, and has led to the making of claims which have not fulfilled the requirements.
Even though the project steering groups and project supervisors have in many cases given indicative feedback, many projects have had to sort the matter out for themselves. The feeling is that in the processing of matters connected with payment claims are dealt afterwards, even though they ought to be tackled in advance. The projects would welcome more clear written directions. The recommendation of the evaluators is that orientation training be organised before the projects actually commence. As it is, the projects have had to learn from their own experience.
In addition, there is a desire for a timetable to be set in advance for the processing of payment applications, which would be binding on both projects and authorities. Right now it is known who handles what and in what order, but not how long such handling will take. This procedure would require more effective coordination between authorities.
A problem has also arisen in connection with the processing of payment claims, which concerns the implementation of projects more generally. The current practice demands a project plan, which must be adhered to. As the project progresses, a conflict may arise since alternative means of progressing do in fact exist. The projects would like to see more flexibility as a project progresses, since matters do not always go according to plan. It ought to be possible to change the emphasis and direction of the project in favour of that direction where the attainable benefits are greatest. At the moment the possibilities for flexibility differ, depending on the national co-financing organisation. In this sense the projects are not in an equal position.
Realisation of objectives relating to environment and equal opportunities

The clearest expected environmental impact is forecast to be achieved in direct environmental projects. Otherwise, environmental impacts are mostly neutral or indirect. The latter are hard to predict. An example of an indirect environmental impact is the avoidance of accidents.
From the viewpoint of realisation of equal opportunities between men and women, even those projects which are not expected to have an equality impact are in themselves equal-opportunity projects. In other words, there are no components in the projects which create inequality. According to information given by the projects, in some cases participation in training (for example) has been female-dominated, even though this had not been a special objective of the project. In Estonia workers in the museum and education fields, for example, tend to be women. When we move on to the management level, the persons here are exclusively male. Women tend to be underpaid, educated people with language skills. In the projects women obtain additional training, which at least in principle should have a pro-equality impact. The equality problems relate however to cultures and operational models which exert their influence in society and in working life; affecting these is not a realistic objective in the relatively short timespan of the Interreg programme period.
The projects were also asked if they have impacts which are not monitored, but which ought to be monitored. In practice such impacts all relate to preventative activity. From the viewpoint of monitoring, establishing such impacts is in practice impossible. Examples of preventative impacts are the avoidance of accidents (as mentioned above) and all types of preventative social work such as preventing exclusion.
9. Added value from cooperation

Conditions for cross-border cooperation created by the Interreg programme

The added value and the new conditions for future cross-border cooperation offered by the Interreg programme are the idea on which the entire programme rests. It must also be noted that business activity of various types between Finland and Estonia has already been lively, even discounting the Interreg programme. The Interreg programme can in fact be seen on one hand as a working model which supports and enables cross-border cooperation, and on the other hand as one which generates it.
In practice, new types of cross-border activity require some sort of support system in their initial stages. In this respect, the programme is well-designed and clearly justified. At the very least, the added value of the programme has appeared in the form of information exchange, training, an increase in network cooperation, strengthening of the links between different players and an enhancement of the quality of cooperation. The programme has created opportunities for more active operations. The implementation of the programme to date has also shown that Finland and Estonia still have a lot to learn on both sides. The many differences between the two countries are not merely a cliché which pops up in speeches, but an everyday reality, which concerns both the programme administration and the projects to be implemented within the programme. This applies both to the situation where preparations are being made in the run-up to Estonia’s EU membership, and to the relations between EU Estonia and EU Finland. The Interreg programme can be seen as a process which has also brought to light certain problems relating to cooperation.
One of the programme’s intrinsic problems is its brief duration, which is a result of its project-led nature; this in itself poses a challenge for the continuation of cooperation. Up to now, another problem has been the commitment of the Estonians, since co-financing in Estonia has not been available.

Even though some of the Interreg projects would have been implemented in some form or the other – although of course they would have been considerably more limited and with different content – even without the Interreg programme, the Interreg programme represents a clear and easily marketed framework, which also brings structure and planning to the cross-border activity. In principle, it would have been possible to implement the Interreg projects by (for example) international and national funding. The Interreg programme has however brought a special European viewpoint to the development work and to the enlargement of the European Union.
The added value of the programme has been generated via the implemented projects. From the viewpoint of administration, the Interreg programme has been the target of some criticism. The bureaucracy required by the management remains the same as when the programme started. Within the framework of this management, however, the operating conditions have improved as a result of increased personnel resources. The management model has been mastered, and the smoothness of management has improved as the programme has progressed. Also, as the programme has progressed it has become apparent which Priorities attract applications for project funding, and which do not.
It is however questionable whether the current management model can be applied in the management of the joint Finland and Estonia Interreg programme. If the current management model has to be changed fundamentally, this model will not be capable of preparing for Estonia’s EU membership. The reason for this is that the current management model is based on the Act on the national administration of national structural fund programmes in Finland. Therefore, right from the start the Interreg programme lacks the possibility of creating a genuine functional cross-border management system.
On the other hand the current management model has had an impact which extends to Finland’s national administration. Cooperation between authorities is not a self-evident truth. The current management model has forced the authorities to discuss matters and to take account of each other’s viewpoints.

Links to other regional development work

According to questionnaires and interviews addressed to the programme authorities, the link of the Interreg programme to other regional plans and programmes has been firm in the programme drafting stage. The programme highlights the regional policy development objectives, to which the Interreg programme brings a special cross-border dimension. Secondly, in the selection of projects the national authorities have taken account of the significance of a project from the viewpoint of regional development work. The Interreg programme also has clear overlaps with neighbouring area projects supported entirely by Finnish national funding. It would obviously have been also possible to implement some of the projects – of course with different contents – via the Objective programmes.
The Interreg programme however complements the national Objective programmes with its cross-border aspect. The Southern Finland Interreg III A programme is however so small overall that it does not have a major regional policy significance. The Regional Councils stress their own viewpoints on regional development. The Interreg programme’s primary impact on regional policy as a whole is that it has made internationalisation more clear-sighted and comprehensive, and has give more concrete content to the idea of internationalisation.
The linkage of the Interreg programme to the other regional plans and programmes could be closer. Following the drafting stage and approaching the mid-term evaluation, the Interreg programme is no longer in such close functional contact with other regional development programmes as it was at the drafting stage. In practice this would require positive action from the authorities responsible for regional development, by which the Interreg programme could be given greater importance as an instrument of regional development. On the other hand it must once again be stressed that in terms of its volume the Southern Finland Interreg III A programme is relatively small, and so its importance to regional policy as a whole needs to be scaled to the size of the programme.
It seems that the project cooperation networks will continue after the projects end. The projects form clearly distinguished packages, which produce a significant additional contribution to the other activity of the project implementers. According to the questionnaires, it would not have been possible to implement the Interreg projects without Interreg funding. In some cases the project implementers would have had opportunities to implement some sort of cross-border project, but this would have been significantly smaller and with different content.
The Interreg projects build for the most part on the existing cooperation networks of project implementers. The added value of the Interreg programme to cooperation has been that this cooperation gains actual, concrete content via the projects. In practice this has led to a closer cooperation as the projects progress, and also to the creation of new contacts in both Finland and Estonia. Examples of this are the discovery and linking up of forms of cooperation between the third sector and the authorities, knowledge of new possibilities for action, the international expansion of a project, the increase of know-how on markets and the operating environment of enterprises, promoting the internationalisation of enterprises, and the increased mobility of experts and expertise.
According to information given by the projects, once the Interreg funding has terminated the know-how and cooperation networks achieved by the projects will continue at least in the following forms:

1) The activity and cooperation started in the projects will become permanently established.

2) An effort will be made to expand the projects internationally in some form.

3) It will be possible to apply outputs of the projects also in international relations other than between Finland and Estonia.

4) These projects are pilots, on the basis of whose results it will be possible to make justified decisions on follow-up measures.

5) The projects enable the creation of action models which will remain in operation also in the future.

6) The projects create new contacts and bring together players in both Finland and Estonia.

7) The projects create prerequisites for equal-opportunity cooperation in both Finland and Estonia.

8) The projects make it possible to reach the general public and to increase knowledge regarding the relationships between Finland and Estonia in many fields of life.

9) The projects are a means of increasing know-how both in Finland and in Estonia in the project’s own special field.

10) With Estonia’s EU membership, the Estonian partners are expected to be more equal partners in future cooperation.

10. Conclusions and recommendations

Structural adaptation of programme as a result of Estonia’s EU membership

The programme’s structural adaptation may be approached via the social differences and links between Finland and Estonia and the impact of the Interreg programme.

From the aspect of the differences between Finland and Estonia, the factor which most clearly separates these societies is the difference in standard of living between the two countries. Consequently, the social development needs are also quite different. The programme’s structural adaptation would in fact require a mode of approach which takes its lead from the social differences between Finland and Estonia. From the aspect of the future joint Interreg programme, it can be assumed that the Finnish and Estonian projects will encounter reconciliation problems stemming from the highly different social and regional needs and from the different resource bases. “Resources” here means not only financial resources but also the finding of competent persons in Finland and Estonia to act as project implementers. Common development interests can also be regarded as a resource. When adapting the programme, the Interreg projects currently underway should be consulted in order to map out the problems which have arisen.
Despite any differences, the cooperation between Finland and Estonia has been very lively in many fields of life. In order to develop links and social convergence in the Interreg programme, we should continue to emphasise the cross-border cooperation which is already much in evidence and also the programme’s European dimension. In this way the profile of the programme will be clearly distinguished from other regional development work.
Adopting a separate profile from that of (national) regional development work must not however be allowed to mean that the link of the Interreg programme to other regional development work remains weak. Rather, existence of the programme calls for a clearer link to the regional activities sector. This link will be generated primarily via networking and by internationalisation of the regions concerned.
From the aspect of the impact of the programme, the programme would require more critical identification of its own limits and possibilities. It is acceptable that for example the programme’s impact as a creator of enterprises or permanent jobs is indirect, and that this impact will become apparent after a long time lag – and not necessarily during the period of the programme itself.

The impact of the programme may be improved by weighting the various different Measures according to which ones actually receive project applications. In this way it will be possible to mould the programme so as to correspond to the actual development and cooperation needs expressed by the regions and the different sectors. The structural adaptation of the programme therefore does not require changes to be made to the content to the Priorities and Measures; rather, the programme’s self-piloting nature can be managed by reallocation of the budget between the Priorities and Measures.

· Cross-border cooperation and the programme’s European dimension should be emphasised further.

· Linkage of the programme to regional development activities should be stronger and aiming the advantages of synergy.

· Programme contents need not to be altered, but the programme self-piloting is possible with re-allocations between the present priorities and measures.

Measuring the effectiveness of the programme

The indicators which measure the effectiveness of the programme need further refinement of their content. For example the information that a new job has been generated does not in itself tell us anything about the quality of the job, nor its significance from the aspect of (for example) cross-border cooperation. The information value would be increased by data on whether the job is in the private, public or third sector, what is the principal field of activity of the job, or what level of education or training this generated job requires.
Quantitative indicators should be used in such a way that they retain their comparability between different Measures and projects. In other words, the projects should at least in principle have the possibilities of attaining measurable quantitative results. By qualitative indicators it is possible to obtain information from within the various different Measures, taking account of their special features (and at the same time of the special features of the projects themselves). The preventative impact of projects is, in practice, impossible to establish in the course of monitoring.
Projects should also be encouraged to bring forward their problems, setbacks and failures. In other words, the “Best Practice” examples need to be accompanied by “Worst Practice” examples. Mapping out those problems which appear is of direct service to the structural adaptation of the programme, and increases its self-piloting nature.

The FIMOS monitoring system should be developed so as to better serve the Interreg programme. The possibilities of adopting an entirely new system also need to be studied. It should be possible to record data into the monitoring system on the same basis from both Finland and Estonia. Similarly, it should be possible to use the same information in both countries.
· Further refinement of the indicators is needed:

· Quantitative indicators should retain their comparability between different measures and projects.

· Qualitative indicators can give information on special features of the different measures, as well as the projects.

· The FIMOS monitoring system should be developed, but also possibilities of adopting an entirely new system covering data both for Finland and Estonia should be studied

Developing the effectiveness of the programme

Developing the programme’s effectiveness relates closely to its structural adaptation. Also linked to this is the weighting of Priorities and Measures according to which ones are actually receiving project applications.

From the aspect of programme implementation, the payment system should be simplified, and an effort should also be made to speed it up. A very worrying signal is that some projects have considered winding up due to delay in payments and the liquidity problems which this brings. Introduction of a binding timetable would be an appropriate means of intervening in this problem.
The possibilities of making the contents of projects more flexible during the course of the project should also be considered. Many alternative ways of reaching a goal exist. The efficiency and effectiveness of projects would be increased if it were possible to amend emphases according to what turns out to be more appropriate.
The projects should also be given training in the “Interreg world” before they start. For example, matters relating to payments should be explained in advance, not during the course of the project or afterwards.

· Payment system should be simplified and speeded up. Introduction of a binding timetable could be an appropriate solution.

· The projects should also be given training in the “Interreg world” before they start.

Joint administration after 2004

At this stage of the programme, the joint implementation of the Interreg and Phare programmes needs to be given up, and instead efforts should be concentrated on the planning of the joint Interreg programme.

In the case of the Paying Authority, it should be possible to simplify the system. Expertise concerning the implementation of the programme’s content objectives is, understandably, dispersed among the various sectoral players. This sectorisation should not make itself apparent in the form of a prolongation of funding decisions for the parties drafting and implementing projects, nor as differences in the regulations which need to be complied with.
Harmonisation of the system will not necessary succeed by means of voluntary cooperation and by coordinating guidelines. The time for learning such harmonisation began as early as the previous programme period, but the results of such learning seem to be very modest. If harmonisation is regarded as important from the aspect of Interreg management, serious consideration should be given to transferring national Interreg funding decisions to the jurisdiction of one Ministry or head authority. The task of this paying body would be to obtain binding statements from each expert Ministry providing funding, and to represent the entire funding field to the players who are responsible for projects. Instead of integration policy, the activities of this body would stress the technical management of the programmes.
· In the case of the Paying Authority, it should be possible to simplify the system. Dispersion of expertise in the various sectors of activity in the programme should not make itself apparent in the form of prolongation of funding decisions for the parties drafting and implementing projects, nor as differences in the regulations to be complied with.

· Serious consideration should be given to transferring national Interreg payment decisions to the jurisdiction of one Ministry or head authority.

Realisation of evaluation vision

The evaluation vision set out to what extent the activity implemented during the current Interreg-Phare programme period creates a basis for the generation of a system to support development which is linked to functional, local and regional needs, and what sort of fine-tunings need to be made to the future implementation of the programme in order to attain such objectives.

Joint implementation of Interreg and Phare has turned out to be impossible in practice. In addition, the societies of Finland and Estonia will still, for a long time into the future, have to grapple with the imbalance of resources and the difference of objectives. Regardless of this, it is obvious that in the case of the Interreg projects it has been possible to attain and benefit from shared and cross-border objectives. Generation of a system which sticks close to operational, local and regional needs and supports development will increasingly be realised in action which takes place at the project level. The role of the Interreg programme should be seen as a system which supports project activity. In addition, control implemented in the programme should be directed towards the objectives and results attained in the projects.
A system which supports project activity would mean that, in the future implementation of the programme, more attention would have to be paid to the safeguarding of the operational environment of the projects. In addition, the programme process as a system should be made more communicative and more supportive for learning in different parties involved. The Steering Committee should be able to undertake to monitor the implementation of the objectives which it sets in a more concrete manner than at present, and to give feedback on the basis of this to the persons responsible for the management of the programme, and through these ultimately to the projects which receive the funding. In order for this to be possible, the Steering Committee would need to have its own performance metrics targeted on results and initial impact. These would be derived from the strategic level objectives for the programme, and their processing should always include discussion of the Steering Committee’s own activity and its possible needs for amendment, and learning which will be reflected in future development work.

Annex 1. E-mail questionnaire to authorities implementing the programme
To the recipient:

The Ministry of the Interior has made a contract with the University of Tampere’s Department for Regional Science and Environmental Policy for the mid-term evaluation of the Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg III A programme.

The objective of the mid-term evaluation is to assess the current state of the Interreg programme and its preliminary outputs, and to make suggestions for change where necessary in order to attain the objectives of the programme. It is of vital importance that you respond to the enclosed questionnaire.
The objective of the mid-term evaluation is to assess the implementation of the Interreg III A programme to date as a whole. The responses will be confidential. The main results of the replies will be reported; in no case will the details of any individual respondent be revealed in a way which would allow the respondent to be identified.
The evaluators are Heikki Rantala, Doctor of Administrative Science, and Ilari Karppi and Olli Kultalahti, both professors of regional studies, from the University of Tampere. The evaluators will submit their evaluation report no later than 15.8.2003.
The contact details of the evaluators are:

Heikki Rantala

Department for Regional Science and Environmental Policy 

Sumelius 1419

33104 University of Tampere

Tel. 03 215 6482, 040 564 3824, Fax 03 215 7965, e-mail athera@uta.fi
Ilari Karppi

Department for Regional Science and Environmental Policy 

33104 University of Tampere

Tel. 03 215 6061, 040 564 3824, Fax 03 215 7311, e-mail athera@uta.fi
Olli Kultalahti

Department for Regional Science and Environmental Policy 

33104 University of Tampere

Tel. 03 215 6470, 040 564 3824, Fax 03 215 7311, e-mail athera@uta.fi
There follow 13 open-ended questions. Please give informal, brief and justified answers on the basis of your experience to date of the current Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg III A programme. Your replies should concentrate on those factors which you believe to be the most essential.
Please send your replies by Wednesday 11.6.2003 to Heikki Rantala at the address athera@uta.fi.
E-mail questionnaire:

1)

What role(s) do you work in with respect to the Interreg III A programme? (Representative of managing or paying authority, member of the Steering Committee, member of the secretariat of the Steering Committee, member of the Monitoring Committee, person involved in project preparation, other agent)
2)

From your point of view, has the exchange of information between authorities in the Interreg programme been adequate? What are the main shortcomings?
3)

In your opinion, has the management of the programme gone smoothly? What are the main shortcomings?
4)

How should the cooperation between the managing and paying authority and the national co-financing authorities be improved during the current programme period?

5)

Have you observed differing opinions among the various authorities regarding the projects to be funded? Of what kind?
6)

How do you view the significance of the Interreg programme in relation to the other regional development activities and programmes?

7)

Does the Interreg programme have clear areas of overlap with other regional development programmes? Of what kind?
8)

What, in your opinion, are the most significant problem areas and bottlenecks preventing the success of the current Interreg programme?

9)

In your opinion, are the indicators used to measure the realisation of the objectives of the programme appropriate? What are the main shortcomings?
10)

In your opinion, do the national authorities have uniform ideas of the definition of cross-border impacts?

11)

In your opinion, are the Priorities and Measures of the programme appropriate from the aspect of cross-border cooperation? Major problems?
12)

And are the budgets allocated to the Priorities up to date? How should the emphases be changed?
13)

What in your view are the main pressures for change which Estonia’s EU membership will cause for the implementation and management of the Interreg programme?

Thank you for your replies! If you wish, you can write to the evaluation group regarding your concerns and complaints relating to the implementation of the Interreg programme other than those addressed in the questions above.
Annex 2. E-mail questionnaire to the projects

To the recipient:

The Ministry of the Interior has made a contract with the University of Tampere’s Department for Regional Science and Environmental Policy for the mid-term evaluation of the Southern Finland Coastal Zone Interreg III A programme.

The objective of the mid-term evaluation is to assess the current state of the Interreg programme and its preliminary outputs, and to make suggestions for change where necessary in order to attain the objectives of the programme. It is of vital importance that you respond to the enclosed questionnaire.
THE OBJECTIVE OF THE MID-TERM EVALUATION IS NOT TO ASSESS INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS, BUT RATHER THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INTERREG PROGRAMME AS A WHOLE. The responses will be confidential. The main results of the replies will be reported; in no case will the details of any individual respondent be revealed in a way which would allow the respondent to be identified.
The evaluators are Heikki Rantala, Doctor of Administrative Science, and Ilari Karppi and Olli Kultalahti, both professors of regional studies, from the University of Tampere. The evaluators will submit their evaluation report no later than 15.8.2003.
The contact details of the evaluators are:

Heikki Rantala

Department for Regional Science and Environmental Policy 

Sumelius 1419

33104 University of Tampere

Tel. 03 215 6482, 040 564 3824, Fax 03 215 7965, e-mail athera@uta.fi
Ilari Karppi

Department for Regional Science and Environmental Policy 

33104 University of Tampere

Tel. 03 215 6061, 040 564 3824, Fax 03 215 7311, e-mail athera@uta.fi
Olli Kultalahti

Department for Regional Science and Environmental Policy 

33104 University of Tampere

Tel. 03 215 6470, 040 564 3824, Fax 03 215 7311, e-mail athera@uta.fi
There follow 11 open-ended questions. Please give informal, brief and justified answers on the basis of your experience to date of your current Interreg III A project. Your replies should concentrate on those factors which you believe to be the most essential.
Please send your replies by Monday 09.06.03 to Heikki Rantala at the address athera@uta.fi.

E-mail questionnaire:

1)

Name of your project, implementers of the project, and the nature of your own role in the project?

2)

Has the information and publicity on the Interreg programme been adequate from the aspect of the drafting of your project?

3)

Have you received the necessary advice and guidance on Interreg project drafting and preparation? If so, what type and from what source?
4)

Have you encountered differing opinions among the various different authorities regarding the suitability of your project for the Interreg programme?

5)

What have been the greatest difficulties in the implementation of your project to date? And unexpected positive factors?
6)

Has your project encountered any problems stemming from the management of the Interreg programme (e.g. delays in the funding decision) and have these had any impact on the implementation of the project?

7)

What, in your view, are the success factors in your project that have led to the obtaining of Interreg funding?

8)

What are the preliminary results of the project, either already achieved or now within sight?

9)

What, in your assessment, will be the most important permanent impact of your project on its target area?

10)

Would it have been possible to implement the project without Interreg funding?

11)

If your project had not obtained Interreg funding, would you have applied elsewhere for funding? And if so, where?

Thank you for your replies! If you wish, you can write to the evaluation group regarding your concerns and complaints relating to the implementation of the project other than those addressed in the questions above.
Annex 3. Interview outline for authorities implementing the programme

The quantification of objectives – outputs, results and impacts

Does the Interreg III A programme form a coherent whole in view of the general, special and functional objectives set for it?

What are the major problems of the result indicators used in the programme in relation to the quantitative objectives set? (Do the indicators measure the relevant objectives?)
Are the programme objectives essential, credible and attainable during the time of the programme period?

How would it be possible to measure the qualitative objectives of the programme? How are these qualitative objectives taken into consideration, and how is their realisation monitored during the programme period? 
How would it be possible to increase the reliability of the data collection systems?

Should the project monitoring system be changed?

Realisation of programme to date; evaluation of results

Is the programme making progress in the direction of the objectives set? If so, why is this progress taking place? If not, in what respects is progress not being made?
What is the added value of the programme in the regional activity sector?

How has the programme been linked to other regional development work?

Is the programme’s technical assistance adequate? Should it be reallocated?
Quality of joint implementation and monitoring system

Have the project selection criteria been appropriate in relation to the programme objectives?

Has cooperation between the programme secretariat and the management authority run smoothly?

Have there been any problems in the cooperation and coordination between the national co-co-financing organisations and the paying authority?

Added value from cooperation

What sort of conditions has the Interreg programme created for future cross-border cooperation? Examples?
What sort of added value has the Interreg programme created for future cross-border cooperation? Examples?
What sort of impact has the programme had on regional development work?

Annex 4. Interview outline for projects
The quantification of objectives – outputs, results and impacts

Could you describe the objectives of the Interreg programme, and how your project relates to the broader programme objectives?

Why is your project important? What are its major benefits?
Why is cross-border cooperation with Estonia important?

Realisation of programme to date; evaluation of results

What sort of problems has your project encountered during preparation and implementation? 
What sort of cooperation is carried out in the project? Continuity? What sort of players have taken part in the project?
From what other sources have you obtained funding for your project?

What will happen to the project once Interreg funding ends?

Quality of joint implementation and monitoring system

What is your experience of information, advice, processing of payment applications and monitoring as regards your project?

How, in your opinion, could these matters be improved?

Is your project expected to have any impact on the environment or the realisation of gender equality?

Does your project have any impacts which are not monitored, but which ought to be monitored?

Added value from cooperation

What sort of added value has your project created for future cross-border cooperation?

Will the project’s cooperation networks continue after the conclusion of the project itself?

Annex 5 Questionnaires and Interviews

Replies to the e-mail questionnaire: projects by Priority and Measure


N

Total
27

Priority 1: Interaction and Networks
8

Measure 1.1: Networks of Local and Regional Administration
3

Measure 1.2: Social Interaction and Contacts at the Local and Regional Levels
5

Priority 2: Employment and Competitiveness
14

Measure 2.1: Expertise and Know-How
7

Measure 2.2: Operative Environment of Enterprises
2

Measure 2.3: Tourism
3

Measure 2.4: Transport, Communications and Interlinked Services
2

Priority 3: Common Environment
3

Measure 3.1: Cooperation in Environmental Protection and Monitoring
1

Measure 3.2: Cooperation in Improving the Environment
2

Priority 4: Special Support for Regions Bordering Candidate Countries
2

Measure 4.1: EU Enlargement
2

Replies to the e-mail questionnaire: programme implementing authorities by sector (total 16).

	Sector
	Central 

Administration
	Regional Administration

	Ministry of Interior
	1
	1

	Ministry of Education
	1
	2

	Ministry of Labour
	
	1

	Ministry of Environment
	
	3

	Ministry of Trade and Industry
	1
	2

	Ministry of Social Affairs and Health
	1
	

	Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry
	
	1

	Ministry of Transport and Communication
	
	

	Social Partners
	1

	Technical Secretariat
	1


Interviews:

Projects: 5 projects (two of Measure 2.1, and of Measures 1.2, 2.4 and 3.1 one of each)

Programme implementing authorities:

Carola Gunell, Regional Council of Southwest Finland (Managing Authority)

Perti Haapalainen, Ministry of Interior

Jouko Lankinen, Employment and Economic Development Centre of Southeast Finland

Päivi Pelli, Technical Secretariat (Head of Secretariat)

Riitta Salasto, Uusimaa Environment Centre

Markus Seppelin, Ministry of Social Affairs and Health

� N.B. even though the term ”balanced” is used in different contexts in the programme, its content is not defined in a way which takes account of the special features of the programme area.


� For example Karppi, Kokkonen and Lähteenmäki-Smith, in the publication SWOT – analysis as a basis for regional strategies (Nordregio WP2001:4) introduce the idea of a development programme coordinated by public corporations as a kind of linear manuscript. The matters discussed in this should run through four thematic sections: 1) description, 2) analysis [including SWOT], 3) presentation of vision and strategies and 4) definition of goals and measures. For example, factors included in a SWOT analysis would be based on the matters raised in the description, while they themselves would form the basis for the vision and strategies. The SWOT analysis (for example) would not feature any factors which were not discussed in the description; nor should matters discussed in the analysis disappear without trace in subsequent parts of the programme document.


� Practical Guide to Phare, Ispa and Sapard Contract Procedures
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