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Introduction  

This Report is the final deliverable of the evaluation of the Interreg IPA Cross-border Cooperation 

Programme Croatia-Serbia 2014-2020 managed by the Ministry of Regional Development and EU 

Funds of the Republic of Croatia as the Managing Authority (MA).  

 

The objective of this report is to illustrate the efficiency and effectiveness of Programme bodies in 

managing the implementation of Interreg IPA CBC Programme. The evaluation findings should serve 

as a tool for improving the quality of future Programme implementation, and as one of the bases for 

planning future policies for the development of the Interreg IPA Programme in the coming financial 

period.  
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Methodology 

The methodology followed to draft the present report was presented in the inception report, the first 

deliverable of the evaluation of the Interreg IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme. 

The main objective of this evaluation is to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the Interreg IPA 

CBC Programme.  

The table below summarizes the key elements that are evaluated.  

Table 0-1 Elements to be evaluated according to the terms of reference 

Elements to be evaluated Sub-elements 

Executive summary 
Interreg IPA Cross-border Cooperation programme Croatia – Serbia 
2014 - 2020 

Quality and efficiency of 
managing the Programme and 
Programme procedures 

The management structures including human resources 

Procedures for publishing calls and selecting projects 

Programme procedures and decision-making processes 

Project implementation monitoring procedures 

Quality and efficiency of 
implementing the Programme 

Procedures for monitoring the implementation of the Programme 

Progress in achieving the objectives and results of the Programme 

Progress in achieving the target values in the performance 
framework 

Contribution to the objectives of Europe 2020 Strategy and to 
macro-regional strategies 

Respecting horizontal principles 

Quality and efficiency of 
implementing the 
communication strategy 

Procedures for monitoring the achievement of communication 
strategy objectives 

Evaluating the achievement of communication strategy objectives 

Inclusion of partners and relevant stakeholders 

 

Consistently with the approach proposed in the inception report, the evaluation was carried out by 

referring to four main data sources: 

 

A desk review of all the Programme documents, including Annual Implementation 

reports and data on financial progress sent by the MA. 

 

A web-survey disseminated among beneficiaries and applicants in order to capture 

their perception on the quality of the Programme’s management. 
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A set of interviews with the Programme’s structures regarding the implementation 

mechanism and procedures. 

 

A case-study analysis carried out at the level of cross-border projects.  
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1 Executive summary  

Managing the Programme and Programme procedures 

 

Management structures including human resources 

EQ 1: Is there a clear and efficient assignment of functions, responsibilities, and tasks among the 

different Programme bodies? 

 

The analysis of the Programme documents indicates clear and efficient 

definition and assignment of functions, responsibilities and tasks among the 

Programme bodies.  

This is confirmed by the opinion of the beneficiaries/applicants who took part 

in the web survey (81% of respondents declare that it is clear to which 

Programme body they should refer). 

EQ 2: Are human resources adequate to ensure the management of the Programme to be efficient? 

 

All in all, the Programme utilises adequate human resources of MA and JS to 

ensure the efficient implementation of all Programme activities. Some 

interviewees raised attention to the fact that the reduction of the staff (which 

followed the merging of the Agency for Regional Development of the Republic 

of Croatia and the Ministry of Regional Development and EU funds) could limit 

the capacity of the Croatian controllers to carry out controls on the 100% of the 

expenditures declared, as well as Managing Authority. 

  

We recommend that the Programme bodies monitor the activity of controllers 

(both on Croatian and Serbian side) in order to verify their capacity to carry out 

controls consistently with the rules established in the Control Guidelines. 

EQ 3: Were there any issues in the set-up of the Programme bodies? 

 

The set-up of the Programme bodies lasted two years. This was mainly due to 

the need for Croatia to write all the rules, regulations and documents ex novo. 

  

The new programming period should facilitate capitalisation on the 2014-2020 

experience by expediting the set-up of the Programme bodies. From now on, 

we recommend to analyse the draft regulation for the post 2020 period in order 

to anticipate problems related to possible regulatory changes. 
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Procedures for publishing calls and selecting projects 

EQ 4: How effective is the Programme in reaching out (potential) applicants and support them in the 

development of their proposal? 

 

Data from the monitoring system (238 application forms received against 43 

projects approved) and data from the survey highlight the capacity of the 

Programme to reach a relevant number of applicants including stakeholders 

with no previous experience as project partners of IPA CBC Programmes. 

EQ 5: How effectively and efficiently organised is the application and selection process? 

 

Application process 

The analysis of the Programme documents indicates an efficient organization of 

the application process.   

This is confirmed by the opinion of the beneficiaries/applicants who took part in 

the web survey which considers the workload required to submit the application 

form in line with what required by other Interreg Programmes. 

Selection process 

The information collected indicates an efficient organization of the selection 

process. Between the two calls procedures have been adjusted in order to 

ensure higher consistency in the approach adopted by external assessors. 

 

EQ 6: Are the project assessment and selection process sound, efficient, transparent and fair? 

 

Information collected through the interviews and the survey raise no doubts 

regarding the transparency and fairness of the selection process. However, the 

absence of a minimum threshold level for assessing the relevance of the projects 

implies the risk of accepting projects with low relevance to the Programme 

objectives.  

 

  

We recommend to establish a minimum threshold at the level of the relevance 

criterion. 

 

 

Programme procedures and decision-making processes 
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EQ 7: Is the organisation of the management structure coherent with what was planned by the 

Programme strategy? 

 

The management structures are generally coherent with what was planned by 

the Programme strategy. The only differences concern: (1) the merging of the 

Agency for Regional Development of the Republic of Croatia (initially established 

as MA) with the Ministry of Regional Development and EU funds. According to 

the information collected this merging has slightly reduced the staff involved in 

the management of the Programme but has not affected the overall efficiency 

of the management structures; (2) The hiring of branch office staff by the 

national authorities (and not directly by the JS). Also in this case, the change has 

not affected the overall quality, or the efficiency of the support provided by the 

JS branch offices. 

 

EQ 8: Do the management structures allow the decision-making process to be efficient? 

 

The implementation of the Programme implies the constant interaction 

between different Programme bodies. The analysis of the decision-making 

processes and the opinion of the interviewees indicate that the decision-making 

process is generally efficient. 

 

Project implementation monitoring procedures  

EQ 9: At what extent the procedures for managing the payment and certification is effective? 

 

The procedures for managing payments and certification is generally effective. 

All exchanges between the beneficiaries and the control bodies are made via 

eMS; moreover the Programme is in line with the requirements of the Omnibus 

regulation in terms of use of SCO. Some of the interviewees stress that the 

control process is sometimes slow due to the different legal frameworks among 

the country partners. But as the analysis of the financial progress these 

problems have not affected the capacity of the Programme of absorb the 

available resources. 

  

In view of the new programming period we recommend to already start to 

reflect on the possible use of additional SCO. Among the different solution we 

remind the possible use of SCO adopted under other EC instruments (e.g. 

Erasmus + method to calculate units cost for travel expenses). 

The reporting of TA expenses is made on an annual basis. In order to avoid 

possible risks of temporary lack of funds for financing TA activities we 

recommend to report the TA expenses every six months (as per the other 

expenses). 
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EQ 10: How well does the Programme support beneficiaries during project implementation? 

 

Data from the survey indicate that the Programme effectively supports the 

beneficiaries during the project implementation. They appreciate the quality of 

the Programme manual (very helpful for the 30% of the respondents) and also 

the approach for managing the payment claims (very efficient for the 25% of 

respondents). 

EQ 11: Does the Programme dispose of an effective monitoring system? 

 

The electronic monitoring system used by the Programme responds to the 

regulatory requirements and is generally efficient. There are some weaknesses 

in aggregating data and reporting them in useful formats, but they have been 

solved by using additional tools. All in all, the electronic monitoring system 

allows constant monitoring of the state of play of projects and their progress 

towards the targets. 

 

 

Implementation of Interreg IPA Programme 

 

Procedures for monitoring the implementation of the Programme 

EQ 12: Is the monitoring system coherent with the regulatory framework and able to capture the 

output and result expected by the projects - in terms of indicator system? 

 

The indicator system proposed is coherent with the regulatory framework 

which means that the Programme have indicators measuring the projects 

outputs and the results of the Programme (at SO level). But there are no 

indicators measuring the direct results of the projects.  

  

The post 2020 period foresees a different logical framework which implies the 

presence of indicators measuring the direct results produced by the projects. 

From the perspective of the preparation of the new Programme it is 

recommendable to start to elaborate a possible set of “direct results 

indicators”. The impact evaluation could be used to start to reflect on the future 

monitoring system. 
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EQ 13: How frequently the Programme implements monitoring activities and which are the tools 

used? To what extent these monitoring activities are perceived in terms of administrative burden? 

 

Every six months (except for the first progress report which covers the first three 

months) beneficiaries are to report on activities and expenditures. Beneficiaries 

consider that the process of handling and delivery the progress reports is 

efficient. 

 

Progress in achieving the objectives and results of the Programme 

EQ 14: To what extent are the specific objectives contributing to the overall Programme objective? 

 

Result indicators: 

To verify to which extent the SO are currently contributing to the overall 

Programme objective we have verified the state of progress of the result 

indicators. According to the data provided by the monitoring systems, the 

Programme is progressing towards the achievement of the targeted results. In 

particular, under PA 2.1 and PA 3 the targeted changes have been already 

achieved. But in the case of PA 2.1 and PA4 result indicator values were not 

reported in the AIR 2018 due to the impossibility to collect data on 2018.  

  

 

We recommend Programme authorities to reflect on possible solutions to solve 

the problems related to the monitoring of result indicators for PA 2.1 and PA 4. 

Moreover, we recommend the Programme to take profit of the impact 

evaluation to assess the direct contribution of the Programme (as the 

progresses captured by the result indicators can be due to factors which are 

external to the Programme). 

 

Output indicators: 

Progress made at the level of the output indicators shows that that the 

Programme is already producing tangible outputs. The analysis of the output 

indicators highlights the presence of: (1) underachieved output indicator (i.e. 

“Population covered with improved health services and/or social services or 

facilities” and “Additional capacity of renewable energy production”); (2) 

possible problems in the monitoring of the indicators (“Surface area of habitats 

supported in order to attain a better conservation status”). 

  

Output indicators:  

- “Population covered with improved health services and/or social services or 

facilities”. At the current stage the Programme is underperforming. In the 

perspective of the evaluators this depend to an overestimation of the final 
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target for 2023. Bearing this in mind it could be recommendable to formally 

revise the CP by reducing the target. However, one must also consider that this 

indicator is excluded from the performance framework which means that the 

underperformance does not imply any formal consequence. Consequently, 

Programme authorities could also consider to monitor the state of progress of 

the indicator without formally revising the target value. 

- “Additional capacity of renewable energy production”. The analysis of Annex 

19 of the CP reveals that the target value declared in the CP (i.e. 32 MW) does 

not correspond to the correct application of the formula provided in the 

methodological document. We recommend modifying/correcting the target to 

ensure consistency with the methodology presented in annex 19 of the CP. 

- “Surface area of habitats supported in order to attain a better conservation 

status”. We recommend to further check the values declared by beneficiaries. 

 

EQ 15: Is the distribution of the resources per axis and OS coherent with the programming? 

 

The distribution of the resources per axis substantially reflects what was initially 

Programmed. The only significant difference concerns the TA axis which, as can 

be expected, is absorbing resources faster than the other axes. 

 

Progress in achieving the target values in the performance framework 

EQ 16: State of play of Programme in achieving target values in the performance framework? 

 

The Programme is overperforming compared to the initial milestones, both at 

the level of financial progress (i.e. certified expenditure), and at the level of 

progress of the output indicators. All four axes have certified more expenditures 

than expected, with two axes (i.e. 1 and 4) having certified more than double of 

the expenditures initially planned. 

EQ 17: Is the performance framework structured in such a way that the target values are effectively 

reachable? 
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The targets for 2023 appear reachable. This is confirmed both by the analysis of 

the data presented in the AIR and by the perception of the beneficiaries (i.e. 

data from the survey). More precisely, if we look to the final targets for 2023 

data show: 

- three indicators have already achieved the targets for 2023 and two others 

have already achieved more than half than what was planned; 

- six indicators are between the 20% and 50% of the final targets; 

- three indicators below the threshold of 20% with respect to the final target.  

 

  

We recommend to monitor the progress of the underachieved indicators. When 

selecting new projects, as already done during the 2nd Call for Proposals, we 

recommend to reward applications contributing to the underachieved 

indicators. 

EQ 18: How effective is the Programme in supporting beneficiaries in the implementation of their 

project activities? 

 

Data from the survey show that the support provided by the Programme 

authorities is generally considered very helpful (none of the respondents 

consider the support of the Programme bodies as “not helpful”). 

 

Contribution to the objectives of Europe 2020 Strategy and to macro-regional strategies 

EQ 19: To what degree does the Programme implementation contribute to the EU2020 strategy 

 

The information collected from the case studies confirm the potential of the 

Programme. In particular, the case studies reveal the capacity of the projects to 

reduce emissions, to increase the production of energy from renewable sources 

and to increase the energy efficiency. 

EQ 20: To what degree does the Programme implementation contribute to relevant macro-regional 

strategies - EU strategy for the Danube Region and the EU Strategy for Adriatic-Ionian Region? 
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The information collected from the case studies confirm the potential of the 

Programme. In particular, the case studies reveal the capacity of the projects to 

contribute to priority areas 2, 3, 7 and 9 of EUSDR and to pillars 2 and 4 of 

EUSAIR. 

 

Respecting horizontal principles 

EQ 21: To what extent are the horizontal principles integrated into the Programme management 

arrangements? 

 

Horizontal principles are integrated in all phases of the Programme 

management: programming phase, selection of operations, monitoring and 

control of operations. 

EQ 22: To what extent do funded projects incorporate activities aimed at sustainable development 

equality between men and women? 

 

Case studies reveal the presence of project activities contributing both to the 

sustainable development principles and to equal opportunities, non-

discrimination and equality. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interreg IPA Programme communication strategy 
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Monitoring procedures regarding the achievement of communication strategy objectives 

EQ 23: To what extent have defined communication activities and planned communication tools 

been implemented? 

 

The analysis reveals that the Programme has already implemented a large part 

of the planned activities.  

The only weakness concerns the use of the social networks and in particular of 

Twitter: (the Twitter account of the Programme is almost unused - only 7 tweets 

since 2016) 

  

We recommend reinforcing the communication activities targeting the wider 

public. The objective should not be to attract new applicants but to inform 

citizens and stakeholders about the benefits that the Programme is bringing in 

the territories. 

EQ 24: Have all the territories been covered by communication activities? 

 

The communication activities have ensured a good coverage of all territories: 

almost all counties involved in the Programme area have hosted at least one 

Programme event. 

 

Evaluating the achievement of communication strategy objectives 

EQ 25: To what extent all the activities have been harmonized among the involved territories? 

 

Analysis of the communication activities as well as inputs from the case studies 

indicate that information and support provided were harmonized and 

consistent across all the territories. 

EQ 26: How well does the Programme support beneficiaries in their communication endeavours and 

guide them through the communication requirements? 
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Opinion from applicants and beneficiaries involved in the survey indicates that 

the support of the Programme was good (89% of the respondents declare to not 

having encountered any difficulties in meeting the communication 

requirements, which proves both the clarity of the rules but also the quality of 

the support provided). 

EQ 27: Does the Programme encourage and support the capitalisation on project results 

 

Only in 2019 some of the projects from 1st Call completed the project 

implementation which explains the momentary lack of specific capitalisation 

activities. According to the information collected from the interviews, EC Day 

and other events (e.g. Regio stars awards in Brussels) are some of the specific 

capitalization activities that will take place during the last part of 2019.  

  

We recommend defining specific activities to offer beneficiaries the possibility 

to present to other beneficiaries and to the wider public the results of the 

projects. Impact evaluation could support capitalisation processes by offering 

to Programme bodies and projects the opportunity to reflect on the direct 

results produced by the projects (which are not monitored by the indicators). 

 

Inclusion of partners and relevant stakeholders 

EQ 28: Does the Programme foresee mechanisms to effectively address and involve the relevant 

target groups? 

 

Different tools and activities are foreseen to reach all different categories. In this 

sense it is possible to affirm that the Programme foresees mechanisms to 

effectively address and involve the relevant target groups. However, if we look 

to the communication activities implemented, the level of implementation of 

the activities targeting the wider public is limited compared to the activities 

targeting the beneficiaries and the potential beneficiaries 

  

We recommend reinforcing the communication activities targeting the wider 

public. The objective should not be to attract new applicants but to inform 

citizens and stakeholders about the benefits that the Programme is bringing to 

the territories. 

 

EQ 29: How successful is the Programme in mobilising relevant target groups to get involved? 
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The Programme attracted a significant number of projects proposals 

(approximately five times more than the projects approved) and all Programme 

axes are equally effective in attracting project ideas.  

Information collected from the case studies indicate that projects partners are 

organising interesting activities to communicate to their groups the outputs and 

results produced by the projects. It is reasonable to assume that as the projects 

approach the final stage, the intensity of the communication activities to the 

wider public will increase, as well as their capacity to involve their target groups. 

The perception of the capacity to mobilise the target groups is shared by the 

beneficiaries.  
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2 Managing the Programme and Programme procedures  

2.1 Management structures including human resources 

2.1.1 Is there a clear and efficient assignment of functions, responsibilities, and tasks among the 
different Programme bodies (EQ 1)? 

Data sources:  
  

 

In compliance with the EU regulatory requirements and in line with the national institutional, legal and 

financial frameworks of the countries involved the Programme have set up a specific management 

structures composed of six key bodies: Managing Authority (MA), Joint Secretariat (JS), Joint 

Monitoring Committee (JMC), National Authorities (NA), Certifying Authority (CA) and Audit Authority 

(AA).   

The headquarters of the JS are based in Zagreb. The Programme opted for setting up a branch office 

in Serbia. 

 

 HR-RS 

MA Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds of the Republic of Croatia 

JS 

Headquarters: Zagreb, within the Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds of the 

Republic of Croatia 

Branch offices: one in Serbia (Sremska Mitrovica) 

JMC 

Members: 

- HR: Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds; Vukovar-Srijem County; Osijek-
Baranja County; Brod-Posavina County; Požega-Slavonia County; Ministry of Social 
Policy and Youth; National Protection and Rescue Directorate; Ministry of Tourism; 
Office for Cooperation with NGOs 

- RS: Ministry of European Integration of the Republic of Serbia; The Office for 
Cooperation with Civil Society; Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Serbia; 
Standing Conference of Towns and Municipalities; Ministry of Economy; Ministry of 
Agriculture and Environmental Protection; Ministry of the Interior; AP Vojvodina 
Provincial Secretariat for Interregional Cooperation and Local Self-government; 
Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs 

NA - Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds of the Republic of Croatia 
- Ministry of European Integration of the Republic of Serbia 

CA 
Directorate for Budget and IT Systems within the Croatian Ministry of Regional 

Development and EU Funds 

AA 
Sector for Audit of Structural Instruments within Agency for the Audit of European Union 

Programmes Implementation System 

Control 

bodies 

Ministry of Finance in Serbia 

Ministry of Regional Development and EU funds in Croatia 
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Each body has specific functions and responsibilities, which are determined by regulatory 

requirements and that are specified in the Programme documents and in its annexes. For what 

concerns possible overlaps between MA and JS tasks the analysis reveals good internal organisation. 

As Table 2-1 illustrates, the MA has a key role in the management of the Programme and is assisted by 

the JS in the following core tasks: 

- The organisation and handling of calls, including the announcement of calls, the efforts 

undertaken to reach out to potential applicants, individual consultations/information events 

and trainings organised to provide assistance to applicants during project development, 

development of guidance material, the development of checklists and templates, etc.  

- The organisation of the project assessment and selection, including the drawing up and 

implementation of appropriate procedures and criteria and checklists/ assessment grids, 

selection of external experts for the quality assessment, the administrative check and quality 

assessment (together with external experts) and the preparation of the final funding decision 

that is made by the JMC. 

- MA (eMS Officer) is part of the eMS core development group facilitated by INTERACT that aims 

to develop an open source online application system and monitoring tool whose basic modules 

can be used free of charge by all Interreg Programmes. The MA and JS staff regularly 

participates at eMS developers’ meetings and devotes considerable time to testing the tool 

with every new module that is released. Other tasks related to the development and 

maintenance of eMS are the development of guidance, data maintenance and data entry. 

- The management and monitoring of projects, including the start-up phase (contracting, sample 

checks on the partnership agreements), project monitoring (incl. development of relevant 

checklists and procedures) and the provision of assistance and guidance to beneficiaries during 

project implementation, as well as the proceeding of payments, controlling and auditing and 

recovery of funds and sending of payment applications to the EC. Most procedures have been 

defined based on experience from the past programming period, but some important changes 

have also been introduced: reporting by project and monitoring will be done through the 

electronic monitoring system, the amount of checks has been reduced as a result of the use of 

simplified cost options and flat rates. 

 

As previously noted, the Programme has established JS branch offices in Serbia. JS officers working in 

the branch office are not primarily asked to support local stakeholders but are actually in charge of 

standard activities related to project management (as JS staff in headquarters). Staff in the branch 

offices oversee the management of a specific number of projects. Specifically, they provide 

clarifications and support not only to the beneficiaries located in Serbia, but also lead partners and 

partners located in other territories.  

Table 2-1 Distribution of tasks between MA and JS 

Function MA JS 

Project 

preparation  

Calls preparation   

Communication/information activities    

Support activities to applicants    
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Function MA JS 

Project 

implementation  

Indicators guideline   

Financial management    

Physical progress monitoring    

Support to projects in the implementation of 

their activities  
  

 

As regards the stakeholders, from the survey it can be seen that applicants and beneficiaries clearly 

understand and easily detect the Programme body they should contact to get required information 

(81% of the partners involved in the consultation via web-survey replied that no difficulties had been 

encountered in detecting the right Programme body when needed, with no difference between the 

respondents of each country).  

 

2.1.2 Are human resources adequate to ensure the management of the Programme to be efficient 
(EQ 2)? 

Data sources:  
  

 

According to information collected through the interviews, there are 12 persons currently involved in 

the management of the Croatia-Serbia Programme. These figures include both MA and JS staff 

(including branch offices). As illustrated by the table below only some of them are employed full time. 

Some of the MA staff for example is working half time for a Programme and half time for the other. 

The total number of full time equivalent (FTE) working at MA and JS level is 8.75. 
Table 2-2 Number of employees and number of full time (MA and JS) 

 
HR-RS 

Full time 6 

Half time 5 

25% of time 1 

Total FTE 8.75 

 

From the evaluators’ perspective these figures are in line with the number of staff usually involved in 

the management of relatively small (in terms of budget) Interreg Programmes. However, it is also 

important to remind that MA/JS are for the first time conducting Interreg IPA procedures. This means 

that all procedures were defined and elaborated from scratch. This has implied a huge investment in 

terms of workload and time which probably explains the reason why some interviewees consider that 

there is an issue of understaffing.  

It is also important to underline that following the modification of Government Regulation on the 

bodies within the management and control systems for implementation of Programmes supporting 
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the goal “European Territorial Cooperation” in the financing period 2014 – 2020 (Official Gazette 

2/2019), since 1 January 2019, the Agency for Regional Development of the Republic of Croatia has 

been merged with the Ministry of Regional Development and EU funds. Thus, all the roles and 

responsibilities of the Managing Authority, Joint Secretariat and First level Control (in Croatia) have 

been transferred to the Ministry. 

This institutional change led to a reduction of internal resources and so administrative tasks have been 

distributed across fewer staff than what was planned. 

Some interviewees raised attention to the fact that this reduction is limiting the capacity to carry out 

controls on 100% of the expenditures declared (as established in the Control Guidelines adopted by 

the Programmes).  

2.1.3 Were there any issues in the set-up of the Programme bodies (EQ 3)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

All in all, the set-up of the Programme bodies lasted 2 years. From the perspective of the stakeholders 

interviewed, another key factor explaining the length of the process was the need to create all the 

legal documents and regulations ex novo. Indeed, given that Croatia is a recent member state and it is 

its first time managing a cooperation Programme, all the rules, regulations and documents had to be 

written with no basis to start from. This concerns also the anti-fraud measures which required a strong 

effort for the legal officer as they did not have experience of that.  

 

2.2 Procedures for publishing calls and selecting projects 

2.2.1 How effective is the Programme in reaching out (potential) applicants and support them in the 
development of their proposal (EQ 4)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

So far two calls for proposals have been launched: the first was launched in March 2016 and the second 

in March 2018.  

As the table below indicates, the Programme was able to generate interest and attract many applicants 

(see 238 applications received). 
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Table 2-3 n. of applications received 

 HR-RS 

 1st call 2nd call 

  
Applications 

Approved 
projects 

Applications 
Approved 
projects 

PA1 21 4 19 4 

PA2 41 7 33 6 

PA3 35 6 32 4 

PA4 30 6 27 6 

Total 127 23 111 20 
Source: data from the MA 

Data from the web-survey suggest that the Programme has been quite successful in raising interest of 

newcomers (i.e. applicants or beneficiaries not having previous experiences as IPA CBC project 

partners during the 2007-2013 period). As illustrated by the bar charts below, more than 50% of survey 

respondents classified themselves as newcomers.  

Figure 2-1 % of newcomers out of total survey respondents 

 

Source: web-survey 

Overall, data from the monitoring system (provided by the MA see Table 2-3) and data from the survey 

(figure above) show the capacity of the Programme to raise the interest of a relevant number of 

applicants including stakeholders with no previous experience as project partners of IPA CBC 

Programmes.  

Data from the survey also facilitates assessment of the quality of the support received by the applicants 

during the development of their proposals. According to the data collected approximately one third of 

respondents requested support to the Programme bodies during the development of project 

proposals.   

Besides the direct support provided by the Programme bodies, the Programme devised specific 

documents to guide beneficiaries in project creation (e.g. the Guidelines for Applicants) and also 

organised info days and project clinics across the territories. To be noted that the Programme 

introduced an annex Annex 7 together with the Guidelines for applicants for 2nd call aimed to ensure 

that project proposals contribute to the Programme indicators which have not yet been achieved. 

Data collected from the survey reveal that there is a high level of satisfaction for these tools. More 

precisely respondents were asked to assess on a scale from 1 to 5 the helpfulness of the information 

and tools provided by the Programme (1 = “not helpful at all”; 5 = “very helpful”). As the figure below 

shows, most respondents consider the information and tools helpful (i.e. they answered 4 or 5).  
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Figure 2-2 Helpfulness of information and tools provided during the application phase 

 

 

2.2.2 How effectively and efficiently organised is the application and selection process (EQ 5)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

 

 Application process 

As previously mentioned, so far two calls for proposals have been launched.  

The first call on 15 March 2016 (deadline for the submission of the AF on the 6 July 2016). The second 

call instead was launched on 30 March 2018 (deadline for the submission of the AF on 6 July 2018). 

Table 2-4 Duration of the application phase: official deadlines 

 HR-RS 

 Launch of 
the call 

Deadline 
for the 

submission 
of the AF 

Duration 

(months)  

1th Call 15/03/2016 06/07/2016 3.5 

2nd Call 30/03/2018 06/07/2018 3 

 

Respondents to the web-survey provided information regarding their perception about the 

Programme’s application phase. They provided information regarding: 1) the average timing and 

workload needed to develop the project proposal; 2) the complexity posed by the application form. 

Concerning the timing needed to develop the project proposal (which includes among others the 

setting up of the partnerships) it took between 4 and 8 weeks for the majority of respondents (i.e. for 

the 47% of respondents).  
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Table 2-5 Average timing to develop project proposal 

 HR-RS 

1 - 4 weeks 14% 

4 - 8 weeks 47% 

8 - 32 weeks 36% 

More than 32 weeks 1% 

Source: Web-survey 

In terms of workload (i.e. number of persons/days to prepare the application form) the survey presents 

a heterogeneous picture with significant differences in the perceptions of the stakeholders. As 

illustrated by the two figures below (see Figure 2-3) the workload required to prepare the AF varies 

between less than 25 man/days to over 125 man/days, with one quarter of respondents declaring that 

the project preparation took maximum 25 man/days. It is important to notice that the large majority 

of respondents agree in considering the workload needed to develop the AF as similar to the effort 

requested by other Interreg Programmes (see Figure 2-4).  

Figure 2-3 man/days required to prepare the AF (from the conception to the submission) 

 

 

Source: Web-survey 

Figure 2-4 Workload needed to prepare the AF: comparison with other Interreg 
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Source: Web-survey 

Concerning the complexity of the application form, as highlighted by the figure below, the definition 

of the project budget and of the work plan are the most challenging elements. Conversely, the 

description of the partnership is perceived as the less complex part of the application form. 

 

Figure 2-5 Level of difficulty of answering correctly the Application form – HR-RS 

 

Source: Web-survey 

 

 Selection process 

The selection process is structured in 4 phases as illustrated by the figure below. Overall the process 

lasts about 12 months (by considering the launch of the call as the start date and the selection decision 

as the end date). 

Figure 2-6 Selection process 

 

Each phase is described in the table below. 

Eligibility check The eligibility check is carried out by the Joint Secretariat, through the 

eMS platform, and takes approximately 3 months. During this phase, the 

JS checks if the administrative and eligibility criteria are met by the 

applicants. The former regards the completeness of the required 

documents (if all the sections are filled and the annexes uploaded) while 
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the latter concerns the eligibility of applicants, the absence of double 

funding and compliance with state aid regulation. 

Quality Assessment The quality assessment is undertaken by external assessors. According to 

the information collected through interviews, the Programme opted for 

external assessors mainly due to limited number of staff currently 

employed at MA/JS level.  

External assessors have been selected through calls. The Managing 

Authority prepared the ToR by focusing on 2 criteria: 1) minimum number 

of years of experiences in the related sector (variable from one priority 

axis to another) 2) experiences in assessing proposals.  

For each priority axis, 3 assessors were selected: 2 of them are directly 

appointed to carry out the assessments while 1 is “in reserve”, to ensure 

continuity in the event that one was unable to complete the task. The 

final score is an average of the two assessments. 

Between the first and the second call, the organisation of the activity of 

the external assessors was revised.  During the first call the two external 

assessors working of the same PA were invited to present their work 

directly to the JSC without a preliminary check from the JS. In some cases, 

the assessments were extremely divergent which made difficult for the 

JSC members to synthesise the information.  

For this reason, under the second call, the approach was adjusted by 

foreseeing a preliminary check, made by the JSC non-voting member and 

JS, of the work done by the external assessors. In concrete, before the JSC 

meeting, for each PA. 

According to the information collected through the interviews, this new 

approach facilitated the work of the JSC but this did not prevent 

differences in the points of view of the two evaluators which may remain. 

In such cases (more than 16 points of difference in the assessment) the 

proposal had to be reassessed by JSC voting members.  

Definition of the 

projects list 

 

The final list of projects to be approved is prepared by the JSC according 

to the assessments made by the external assessors. 

The JSC was set-up by the Programme in accordance with Regulation 

447/201 which foresees the option to appoint a committee with the aim 

to monitor and lead the assessment process. The JSC, as well as the JMC, 

is in charge of defining the final list of projects. In case of differences in 

the scores assigned by the external assessors the JSC re-assesses the 

proposal. 

Approval of the final list 

 

The list is then presented by the JSC to the JMC that can only approve or 

reject the list (moving projects up or down in the list is not allowed). 
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Once the final list is ready, the MA provides feedback to all applicants 

based on an assessment summary prepared by the external assessors 

illustrating the weaknesses and strengths of the project proposals.  

Contracting phase -

Optimisation phase 

Once approved, there is an optimisation phase, allowing for intervention 

such as budget readjustments or minor changes in workplan timing and 

in the quantification related to deliverables or project proposals. 

In this phase, the project proposal is checked by MA and JS staff in order 

to see whether or not there are any ineligible costs, or other budget 

matters to address. Not only do they check the budget, but also the entire 

application in terms of outputs, target value, communication and all the 

other elements that could potentially be improved without significant 

changes to the original project proposal.  

If any clarification is needed, there is a one-week deadline to clarify and 

respond to any questions. Upon receipt of the answers, the MA organises 

a meeting to address these questions. Meetings are very useful for 

agreeing on corrections together (some projects make mistakes 

quantifying outputs). After this meeting, the starting date of the project 

is agreed.  

Contracting phase –

Signature  

The last phase, before implementation of the approved projects, is the 
contracting phase. The MA drafts subsidy contracts using a standard 
template approved by the JMC. The template is developed in compliance 
with the applicable laws of the Republic of Croatia and the principles of 
the institution where the Managing Authority is placed. The subsidy 
contract is addressed to the lead beneficiary, appointed by the 
partnership in accordance to Article 40(6) of Commission Implementing 
Regulation No 447/2014, and is signed by the legal representative of the 
lead beneficiary institution and by the Managing Authority.  

 

 

2.2.3 Are the project assessment and selection process sound, efficient, transparent and fair (EQ 6)? 

 

Data sources: 
   

 
The selection process was described in the previous table. The eligibility check (performed by the JS) 

is followed by the quality assessment (performed by the external assessors).  

Concerning the eligibility criteria, information collected through the interviews raise no doubts 

regarding the transparency and fairness of the verifications made by the JS.  
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Concerning the quality assessment, this is structured around three sets of criteria: (1) relevance; (2) 

operational; (3) Sustainability. The table below illustrates the “weight” of each criteria under the 

different calls launched. 

Table 2-6 “Weight” of the selection criteria 

 First call Second Call 

Assessment Criteria Maximum score Maximum score 

Relevance 49 47 

Operational  38 46 

Sustainability 13 13 

Total 100 106 

 Minimum score Minimum score 

 70 76 

 

It is interesting to notice that the Programme has slightly modified the scoring between the first and 

the second call. In particular a specific relevance criterion to “reward” projects contributing to the 

under-achieved Programme output indicators has been introduced.  

The Programme foresees a minimum thresholds (i.e. 78 points in the second call). However no 

minimum thresholds are established at the level of each sub criteria. This means that even a project 

with low relevance can be considered as eligible (if taking the maximum score under operational and 

sustainability criteria). 

As regards the perception of applicants and beneficiaries, the survey shows that the selection process 

is generally considered efficient by the majority of respondents, both in terms of timing, transparency 

but also in terms of the quality of the criteria adopted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4Figure 2-7 Efficiency of the selection process 
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Source: Web-survey 
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2.3 Programme procedures and decision-making processes 

2.3.1 Is the organisation of the management structure coherent with what was planned by the 
Programme strategy (EQ 7)? 

Data sources: 
  

  

The key characteristics of the management structures are presented in chapter 2.1.1. Overall the 

analysis reveals a coherence with respect to what was initially structured.  

The only differences with respect to what initially planned concern: 

1) The merging of the Agency for Regional Development of the Republic of Croatia (initially established 

as MA) with the Ministry of Regional Development and EU funds. According to the information 

collected this merging has slightly reduced the staff involved in the management of the Programme 

but has not affected the overall efficiency of the management structures. 

2) The hiring of branch office staff by the national authorities (and not directly by the JS). According to 

the information collected through the interviews this is due to the Croatian laws which do not allow 

employees working outside Croatian territory. Consequently, the branch offices’ staff of the 

Programme were hired directly by the respective national authorities. This has not affected the overall 

quality or efficiency of the support provided by the JS branch offices.  

 

2.3.2 Do the management structures allow the decision-making process to be efficient (EQ 8)? 

Data sources:  
  

 

As illustrated in the previous sections (see in particular Section 2.1.1 and Section 2.2.2) the 

implementation of the Programme implies the constant interaction between different Programme 

bodies. The table below summarises the key interactions and underlines the strength and weaknesses 

which characterise the decision-making process. The table is mainly based on information collected 

through the interviews with the Programme authorities (MA, JS, JMC, FLC).  

Interacting bodies Key strengths or weaknesses 

MA/JS   JMC Regarding the efficiency of the decision-making process (in terms of 

timing for taking the decisions) the information collected reveals that 

the interactions between the MA/JS and the JMC were generally smooth 

and no major problem was observed.  
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While not questioning the transparency and objectivity of the selection 

process, some JMC members interviewed consider that the involvement 

in the selection process is maybe too limited (i.e. in their opinions they 

are involved only in the final phase for approving or rejecting the 

external assessors’ decisions and this is insufficient). 

MA   JS As underlined in section 2.1.1, interactions between MA and JS have 

been smooth and efficient. The proximity of the two staff groups (i.e. 

MA staff and JS staff) facilitate the exchanges and speed up the 

resolutions of the problems.  

The presence of MA and JS in the same country (Croatia) could have 

limited the capacity of the Programme to offer support in non-EU 

countries. The creation of a specific branch office has avoided this risk. 

JS   Branch offices As regards the interactions between the JS and the branch office, overall 

the exchanges and decision-making processes are smooth and efficient. 

In particular the involvement of the branch office’s staff in standard JS 

activities related to project management ensures the constant 

coordination between the JS headquarters and the branch offices.  

MA/JS   FLC The Programme has ensured the constant coordination and support the 

FLC. FLC have been involved in the designing of eligibility rules since the 

very beginning of the implementation of the Programme. Moreover, the 

MA/JS have organised meetings and workshops with beneficiaries and 

FLC to collect information on the consistency between the manuals and 

the Programme rules. This facilitated intervention and the resolution of 

possible problems. Finally, once per year, the MA organises joint 

meetings with FLC. 

MA/JS   CA Regarding the interaction between the MA/JS and the CA no specific 

problems were reported. 
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2.4 Project implementation monitoring procedures 

2.4.1 At what extent the procedures for managing the payment and certification is effective (EQ 9)? 

Data sources 
  

 

The process for claiming and certifying the expenditures is organised around three main types of 

reporting phases:  

 the first progress report covers first three months of the operation implementation. Partners 
must submit it within 15 days from the end of the reporting period. This helps to provide a 
quick feedback on the very early project phases and, in case of crucial mistakes, to be able to 
intervene promptly. 

 the other progress reports cover every 6 months of operation implementation, to be 
submitted with 15 days from the end of the reporting period; 

 the final report covers the last months of the operation, 6 months or less, and must be 
submitted within 1 month of the implementation end date. 
 

Figure 2-8 Process for claiming and certifying the expenditures: three key phases 

 

Source: own elaboration from the IPA CBC Control Guidelines 

Each reporting phase is characterised by the key steps summarised in the following scheme.  
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Figure 2-9 Process for claiming and certifying the expenditures: interactions between the beneficiaries and Programme 
bodies 

 

Source: own elaboration from the IPA CBC Control Guidelines 

As for the interactions among beneficiaries, FLC and MA/JS, the key role of the FLC is to check the 

legality and regularity of the expenditures declared by each partner participating in the operation 

located in the territory. The validation of partner progress should be carried out within a maximum of 

3 months following submission. After the issuance of FLC certificates to all the operations, the Lead 

partner prepares the project report to be submitted via eMS first to the JS and then to MA within 1 

month. In this phase the JS and the MA oversee the administrative check, control the content and may 

apply financial corrections. Once the report is approved, the MA issues payment and forwards the 

documentation to the Certifying Authority. 

According to the information collected from interviews with Programme bodies, some beneficiaries 

are complaining on six-month reporting period as it takes them a long time for reimbursement. In 

practice, sometimes the invoice paid at the beginning of reporting period is reimbursed a year later. 

However, as illustrated in the next section, opinion from beneficiaries involved in the web-survey, 

indicate a general appreciation regarding the payment and certification process. 

It is important to underline that all exchange of documents between beneficiaries, FLC and Programme 

bodies are made via eMS. 
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FLC are selected by the National Authorities who are also responsible for defining the national control 

system (through a specific manual). In Serbia the FLC are partially state officials and partially engaged 

via service contracts with the Ministry of Finance while in Croatia they belong to the Ministry of 

Regional Development and EU funds (which is also the MA and JS).  

According to the information collected from the interviews, FLC have been involved in the designing 

of eligibility rules since the very beginning of the Programme implementation. In general both MA/JS 

officers and FLC interviewed agreed that the Programme are characterised by a good cooperation 

between the Programme management structures (MA and JS). In it is interesting to underline that 

once per year MA organises a specific meeting for the FLCs from partner countries (joint FLC 

networking event).  

Some of the interviewees also underline that the controls process is sometimes slow due to the 

different legal frameworks between Croatia and Serbia. In general, as the analysis of the financial 

progress shows (see chapter 4) these problems have not affected the capacity of absorb the available 

resources.  

For what concerns the reporting of Technical Assistance expenditures, the reporting is made on an 

annual basis. The opinion of some interviewees is that the possibility to report each six months would 

be more effective in avoiding possible temporary lack of funds for financing specific TA activities 

(branch offices activities).  

 

Finally, it is also important that the Programme is fully compliant with the requirements set out in the 

omnibus regulation in terms of use of simplified cost options. The Programme has in fact made 

mandatory the use of SCO for small operations (i.e. by using flat rates foreseen under Art. 19 ETC Reg. 

and Art. 68(1)(b) CPR). 

 

2.4.2 How well does the Programme support beneficiaries during project implementation (EQ 10)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

Besides the direct support provided by the JS officers, beneficiaries make use of specific Project 

implementation Manual, guidance on the control processes (i.e. “Control guidelines”) and on the 

eligibility of expenditures (i.e. “Programme rules on eligibility of expenditures”). Moreover, the 

Programme has organised workshops and meetings with the beneficiaries to provide clarifications and 

support during the implementation of the project activities. 

The data collected through the survey reveals that beneficiaries are largely satisfied with the support 

provided during the project implementation.  

As the figure below shows, beneficiaries consider the information provided in the Project 

implementation Manual helpful (i.e. more than 80% of respondents rated 4 or 5 the “helpfulness” of 

the manual). 
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Figure 2-10 Helpfulness of the project implementation manual 

 

Source: Web-survey 

Moreover, beside the good quality of the project implementation manual, the survey shows that 

beneficiaries consider the system adopted for managing the payment claims as generally efficient.  

Figure 2-11 Efficiency of the monitoring system for managing the payment claims 

 

Source: Web-survey 

 

2.4.3 Does the Programme dispose of an effective monitoring system (EQ 11)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

The specific characteristics of the indicators as well as the state of progress in their achievements are 

assessed in chapter 3. This section focuses on the electronic monitoring system used by the 

Programme.  

According to the art.22 of EU Regulation 1303/2013, to ensure efficient implementation of the ESI 

Funds, all the exchange of information between beneficiaries, the managing authorities and other 

Programme bodies, need to be carried out via electronic data exchange systems.  

The Programme is fully compliant with this requirement, selecting the eMS as monitoring system, 

which facilitates collection and storage of all the information on project progress electronically via a 

secure online communication portal. 

The eMS is a new system and the MA takes part in the core group facilitated by INTERACT aiming to 

support Programme bodies to develop and maintain it efficiently.  

Currently there is one eMS officer in the MA responsible for the 2 Programmes (Interreg IPA CBC 

Programme Croatia – Serbia and Croatia – Bosnia and Herzegovina – Montenegro). Moreover, external 
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providers have been hired to support the MA and the Programme bodies during the project 

implementation (e.g. by cleaning bugs and upgrading the system when required).  

 

The eMS is used in different phases of the project’s cycles. When:  

1) applicants submit their application;  

2) eligibility check is made by the JS; 

3) quality assessments are made by external assessors; 

4) Payments claims are submitted to the FLC (by the project partners); 

5) Beneficiaries submit payment claims on eMS; 

6) Lead beneficiary submit the progress reports to the JS/MA; 

7) MA submits the payment order to the CA.  

 

According to the information collected from the interviews, Programme bodies (MA and JS members 

in particular) consider that eMS allows to monitor the progresses of the projects. Interviewees 

underline the importance of the information provided in the progress reports.  

 

However, in their opinion the eMS reveals some weakness in aggregating data and reporting them in 

useful formats. This leads the MA to use additional tools (such as Microsoft Excel) to cross-check 

information provided by the projects and build a more complete frame of the Programme’s progress.  
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3 Implementation of Interreg IPA Programme 

3.1 Procedures for monitoring the implementation of the Programme 

3.1.1 Is the monitoring system coherent with the regulatory framework and able to capture the 
output and result expected by the projects - in terms of indicator system (EQ 12)? 

 

Data sources: 
  

 

In compliance with Article 27 of EU Regulation 1303/2013, the Programme “had set out indicators and 

corresponding targets expressed in qualitative and quantitative terms (…) in order to assess progress 

in Programme implementation aimed at achievement of objectives as the basis for monitoring, 

evaluation and review of performance.” 

These indicators include: 

- Financial indicators relating to expenditure allocated; 

- Output indicators which are directly linked to the measures and operations;  

- Programme results indicators which capture the expected change in the Programme area. 
 

The Programme defined for each selected indicator baselines and target values and provided 

information on calculation formulas and data sources in the ex-ante evaluation and in Annex 19 of 

Programme documents.  

Furthermore, the Programme, in compliance with article 16 of the Reg. (EU) n.1299/2013 selected 

common output indicators as laid down by Funs-specific rules. 

The analysis of the Programme’s indicator system and its compliance with relevant EU regulations had 

been already assessed in the ex-ante assessment.  

 

Financial and output indicators 

 

The tables below detail the output and financial indicators selected by the Programme including the 

target values expected by 2023. As can be noted, for each priority axis there are specific output, 

common output and financial indicators.  

 
Table 3-1 Output and financial indicator Interreg IPA CBC Croatia-Serbia 

PA 
Type of 

indicator 
Title of the indicator 

Unit of 

measurement 

Target value 

2023 

PA1 Output 
Number of persons related to improving health 

care services and/or social care services trained  
Number 412 
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PA 
Type of 

indicator 
Title of the indicator 

Unit of 

measurement 

Target value 

2023 

Output 
Number of jointly developed tools and services that 

enable better quality of social and health care  
Number 7 

 

Common 

 

Population covered with improved health services 

and/or social services or facilities* 
Number 100,000 

Financial Amount of certified expenditure EUR 5,143,980 

PA2 

Output 
Number of jointly developed and/or operated 

monitoring systems 
Number 5 

Common 
Surface area of habitats supported in order to 

attain a better conservation status 
Ha 800 

Common Additional capacity of renewable energy production MW 32 

Financial Amount of certified expenditure EUR 12,002,616 

PA3 

Output 
Number of joint tourism products developed and 

promoted  
Number 13 

Output 
Number of tourism supporting facilities and/or 

tourism infrastructure developed or improved 
Number 11 

Output 

Number of persons educated in quality assurance, 

standardization on cultural and natural heritage 

and destination management 

Number 302 

Common 
Increase in expected number of visitors to 

supported sites of cultural and natural heritage 
Visit per year 1,000 

Financial  Amount of certified expenditure EUR 7,544,500 

Output 
Number of joint tourism products developed and 

promoted  
Number 13 

PA4 

Output 

Number of cross-border clusters or networks or 

other collaborative schemes including 

entrepreneurs established or improved.  

Number 7 

Output 

Number of innovative technologies, processes, 

products and services introduced by the enterprises 

in the Programme area.  

Number 7 
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PA 
Type of 

indicator 
Title of the indicator 

Unit of 

measurement 

Target value 

2023 

Output 

Number of laboratories and/or competence centres 

jointly used by entrepreneurs developed or 

improved 

Number 7 

Common 
Number of enterprises cooperating with research 

institution 
Number 9 

Financial Amount of certified expenditure EUR 6,172,774 

 
 
Result indicators 

According to the logical framework proposed by the EC for the 2014-2020 period1 result indicators are 

variables that provide information on some specific aspects of well-being which motivate policy 

actions. Result indicators are not supposed to measure the direct impacts of the Programme, rather 

they measure the changes in the characteristics of a given area due to Programme interventions 

and/or other factors (i.e. factors external to the Programme, see figure below).  

Figure 3-1 Logical framework for the 2014-2020 period 

 
Source: EC guidance document on monitoring and evaluation  

                                                           
1 European Commission (2014), Guidance document on monitoring and evaluation. Concepts and 
recommendations – DG Regional and Urban Policy. 
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Aligned with the regulatory framework the Programme has defined at least one result indicator per 

each SO and each indicator has a baseline value. As illustrated by the table below the results indicators 

selected are built on statistical data (e.g. from data provided by the national statistical agencies).  

According to the information collected from the interviews, the monitoring of the result indicators is 

particularly demanding due the fact that (1) different statistical methods and standards are used in EU 

MS and non-EU MS; (2) territorial features of the Programme imply to have data at regional level. 

However, it is also important to underline, that consistent with the characteristics of the logical 

framework presented in the figure above, the Programme does not have specific indicators measuring 

the results of the projects (i.e. the result indicators measure the changes at Programme level). This 

means that, at the current stage, the Interreg IPA CBC Programme (as most Interreg Programmes) have 

indicators measuring the projects output but do not have any indicators measuring the direct results 

produced by the projects. 

 
Table 3-2 Programme result indicators – IPA CBC Croatia-Serbia 

PA Title of the indicator Unit  Baseline (2014) Target (2023) Calculation formula 

PA 1 

Number of elderly 
people and children 
assisted by social 
services provided 
through government 
bodies  

N.  82,672  76,885 

The baseline consists of the number of 
persons (elderly people and children) in 
Programme area assisted by social services 
institutions providing health and social care 
services based on data derived from the 
Regional centres for social care in the 
Programme area (in Croatia and Serbia). 
With the available budget, it is estimated 
that number of assisted persons can be 
decreased by 7% of the total number of 
assisted persons.  

PA 2 

Disaster response 
capability in the 
Programme area  

% 42% 89% 

The baseline was determined based on the 

assessment of the institutions responsible 

for disaster response capability (Croatian 

Directorate for Rescue and Protection and 

Serbian Ministry of Interior and Directorate 

for emergency situations) for the status of 

the Programme area in the categories 

related to civil protection and fire protection 

services that make up part of the disaster 

response capability.  

Energy consumption 
by public buildings 
in the Programme 
area  

kWh 

119.982.318,29  111,583,556.01  

 

Taking into account the money allocated on 

this indicator the assumed decrease in 

energy consumption is approximately 7%.  

PA 3 
Number of 
overnights in the 
Programme area  

N. 
1,037,837  

 

1,041,358  

 

It is assumed that with an investment of 

1500 euro an extra overnight stay can be 

realised and therefore approximately 3500 

overnights can be achieved.  

PA 4 Range of cluster 
activities enhancing 
innovation, new 
technologies and ICT 
solutions  

N.  13 18 

Baseline has been calculated based on 

cluster activities related to the enhancement 

of innovation, new technologies and ICT 

solutions implemented in the Programme 

area. Taking into account the money 
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PA Title of the indicator Unit  Baseline (2014) Target (2023) Calculation formula 

allocated for this result indicator and the 

value of each project it is to be expected that 

6 new activities will be jointly developed.  

Source: Annex 19 of Programme document 

 
In relation to the specific EU requirements in terms of electronic monitoring system, as illustrated in 

the previous section (see section 2.4.3 EQ 11) the Programme uses eMS which allows to exchange 

information with beneficiaries electronically. 

 

3.1.2 How frequently the Programme implements monitoring activities and which are the tools used? 
To what extent these monitoring activities are perceived in terms of administrative burden (EQ 
13)? 

Data sources: 

   

 

As explained in question 2.4.1, every six months (except for the first progress report which covers the 

first three months and the final progress report which covers last months of implementation (6 months 

or less)) beneficiaries should report on the activities and expenditures (by taking into account that 

payments of costs incurred in the last reporting period must take place within one month after the 

operation implementation end date).  

Every six months (except for the first progress report) beneficiaries submit the progress report and the 

list of expenditures to the national Control body (via eMS). Once the reports are submitted, the Control 

body has three months to validate it and during that period beneficiaries can be asked to provide 

clarifications or additional information within seven working days of the request. All these exchanges 

occur electronically. 

 

Respondents to the web survey were asked to assess the level of efficiency of the monitoring activities 

with reference both to the delivery (timeline, frequency of the monitoring activities) and the handling 

of the progress reports. 

The feedback received shows that beneficiaries are generally satisfied about the quality of the tools 

used. 
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Figure 3-2 Efficiency of the monitoring of operations 

 
Source: web-survey 

 

The efficiency of the monitoring system is reflected in the perceptions of the respondents over the 

administrative burden, with most respondents considering that the monitoring system adopted 

contributes to reduce the overall administrative burden (see figure below).  

 
Figure 3-3 Does the monitoring system contribute to reduce the administrative burden? 

 

Source: web-survey 

 

 

3.2 Progress in achieving the objectives and results of the Programme 

3.2.1 To what extent are the specific objectives contributing to the overall Programme objective (EQ 
14)? 

Data sources 
  

 

In contrast to the previous programming period (i.e. 2007-2013) in 2014-2020 Programme were not 

asked to define an “overall Programme objective” but to define specific objectives reflecting the 

specific needs and challenges of a given area. 
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Coherently with this new approach, the Programme document does not include a specific section 

providing a definition of the overall Programme objective. However, section 1.6 provides general 

description of the overall strategic framework which also includes a possible definition of the “overall 

Programme objectives”.  

 
Box 3-1 Overall Programme objectives: definition taken from the Programme documents 

 “The aim of this Programme is to strengthen the social, economic and territorial development of the 

Programme area through implementation of joint interventions in the areas of health and social 

care, environment protection and sustainable energy, development of sustainable tourism and 

strengthening of competitiveness and business environment.” 

 

The overall objective is pursued through a set of specific objectives which are, as highlighted in the ex-

ante evaluation, strongly interdependent and complementary. To verify to which extent the SO are 

currently contributing to the overall Programme objective (i.e. EQ 14) we have verified the state of 

progress of the result indicators, which, as underlined under section 3.1.1, are the variables/proxies 

measuring the progress in the achievement of the Programme’s specific objectives. 

The table below provides an overview of the state of progress of the result indicators. The table is 

based on the information presented in the AIRs 2018 submitted to the EC in 2019. 

 
Table 3-3 State of progress of the result indicators – IPA CBC Croatia-Serbia 

PA INDICATOR NAME UNIT 
BASELINE 

VALUE 

TARGET VALUE 

(2023) 

AIR VALUE 

(2018) 

PA 1 

Number of elderly people and 

children assisted by social 

services provided through 

government bodies 

Number 85,672 76,885 111,069 

PA 2.1 
Disaster response capability in 

the Programme area 
% 42 89 69 

PA 2.2 

Energy consumption by public 

buildings in the Programme 

area 

kWh 119,982,318.29 111,583,556.01 Not available 

PA 3 
Number of overnights in the 

Programme area 
Number 1,037,837 1,041,358 1,487,792 

PA 4 

Range of cluster activities 

enhancing innovation, new 

technologies and ICT solutions 

Number 13 18 Not available 

Source: AIR 2018 

 

As the table reveals, according to the data provided by the monitoring systems, the Programme is 

progressing towards the achievement of the targeted results. In particular, under, PA 2.1 and PA 3 the 
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targeted changes have been already achieved. Regarding PA 2.1 and PA 4 result indicator values were 

not reported in the AIR 2018 due to the impossibility to collect the data.  

The analysis of the progress of the output indicators indicates that the Programme has already 

undertaken a significant number of activities (see columns “AIR 2018 achieved” of Table 3-4 below). 

This confirms the information gathered through the case studies, meaning that the Programme is 

already producing tangible outputs and benefits for the citizens living in the Programme’s area, even 

if, at the current stage, this progress is not captured by the monitoring of the result indicators. 

Regarding the output indicators the table below also highlights the presence of: (1) underachieved 

output indicators (see red rows); (2) possible problems in the monitoring of the indicators (see yellow 

rows). 

Underachieved indicators 

  “Population covered with improved health services and/or social services or facilities”. 

According to the information presented in the AIR, the projects approved under PA 1 expect 

to cover 45,600 persons with improved health or social services, which is less than half of the 

target foreseen for 2023. This problem is confirmed also by the information collected through 

the interviews: (1) even considering the forecast of the projects approved under the last call 

the final target achieved will be approximately 58,000 persons; (2) even by reallocating 

additional funds to PA 1 for financing new projects it is still difficult to imagine that the target 

will be achieved. 

 “Additional capacity of renewable energy production”. The analysis of the CP and of the AIR 

shows that the target values for 2023 declared in the two documents are inconsistent. The 

analysis of Annex 19 of the CP reveals that the target value declared in the CP (i.e. 32 MW) 

does not correspond to the to the correct application of the formula provided in the 

methodological document (i.e. 300kW x 12= 3600 kW = 3,6 MW.  = 3,6 MW and not 32 MW) 

Possible problems/inconsistencies in the data reported by beneficiaries 

  “Surface area of habitats supported in order to attain a better conservation status”. According 

to the information presented in the AIR, the projects approved under PA 2 expect to cover 

more than 60,000 ha (+7500% with respect to the target for 2023). This difference raises 

doubts about the consistency of the approach used by the beneficiaries to quantify the 

indicator (with respect to the approach adopted by the Programme). 

Table 3-4 State of progress of the output indicators of Interreg IPA CBC Croatia-Serbia 

PA 
Type of 

indicator 
Title of the indicator Unit 

Target value 

2023 

AIR 2018 

forecast 

AIR 2018 

achieved 

PA1 Output 

Number of persons related to 

improving health care services and/or 

social care services trained  

Number 412 280 97 
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PA 
Type of 

indicator 
Title of the indicator Unit 

Target value 

2023 

AIR 2018 

forecast 

AIR 2018 

achieved 

Output 

Number of jointly developed tools and 

services that enable better quality of 

social and health care  

Number 7 12 7 

 

Common 

 

Population covered with improved 

health services and/or social services 

or facilities* 

Number 100,000 45,600 1,668 

PA2 

Output 
Number of jointly developed and/or 

operated monitoring systems 
Number 5 3 1 

Common 

Surface area of habitats supported in 

order to attain a better conservation 

status 

Ha 800 68,652 60,380 

Common 
Additional capacity of renewable 

energy production 
MW 32  2.43 0.57 

PA3 

Output 
Number of joint tourism products 

developed and promoted  
Number 13 8 3 

Output 

Number of tourism supporting facilities 

and/or tourism infrastructure 

developed or improved 

Number 11 7 0 

Output 

Number of persons educated in quality 

assurance, standardization on cultural 

and natural heritage and destination 

management 

Number 302 329 276 

Common 

Increase in expected number of visitors 

to supported sites of cultural and 

natural heritage 

Visit per 

year 
1,000 4,551 750 

Output 
Number of joint tourism products 

developed and promoted  
Number 13 3 8 

PA4 

Output 

Number of cross-border clusters or 

networks or other collaborative 

schemes including entrepreneurs 

established or improved.  

Number 7 15 1 

Output 

Number of laboratories and/or 

competence centres jointly used by 

entrepreneurs developed or improved 

Number 7 20 8 

Output 

Number of innovative technologies, 

processes, products and services 

introduced by the enterprises in the 

Programme area.  

Number 7 15 1 
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PA 
Type of 

indicator 
Title of the indicator Unit 

Target value 

2023 

AIR 2018 

forecast 

AIR 2018 

achieved 

Common 
Number of enterprises cooperating 

with research institution 
Number 9 13 4 

Source: AIR 2018 

 

 

3.2.2 Is the distribution of the resources per axis and OS coherent with the programming (EQ 15)? 

Data sources: 
 

 

This section compares the distribution of the resources as initially planned (i.e. planned in the 

Programme document) to the distribution of the total eligible costs of the operations selected 

(presented in the AIRs 2018). 

As the figure below shows, the distribution of the resources per axis substantially reflects what initially 

programmed. The only significant difference concerns the TA axis which, as can be expected, is 

absorbing resources faster than the other axes (i.e. at the current stage 18% of the allocated funds 

went to finance TA projects while the PA 5 is expected to absorb no more than 10% of the total 

Programme budget) .  

Figure 3-4 Distribution of the funds Programmed Vs distribution of allocated funds: Interreg IPA CBC Croatia-Serbia 

 

Source: Programme document and AIR 2018 
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3.3 Progress in achieving the target values in the performance framework 

3.3.1 State of play of Programme in achieving target values in the performance framework (EQ 16)? 

Data sources 

  

 

Consistent with the regulatory framework, the Programme has defined a performance framework to 

monitor the progress.  

The progress is reported in the AIR 2018 submitted to the European Commission this last June. The AIR 

illustrates the progress made during the first four years of implementation (by December 2018).  

This section presents the analysis of the progress made in achieving the target values in the 

performance framework. 

The table below provides an overview of the performance framework of the bilateral Programme. As 

the table reveals the Programme is generally overperforming compared to the initial milestones, both 

at the level of financial progress (i.e. certified expenditure), and at the level of progress of the output 

indicators. As regards the financial indicators, we can observe that all four axes have certified more 

expenditures than expected, with two axes (i.e. 1 and 4) having certified more than double the 

expenditures initially planned.  

Similarly, at the level of output indicators, except for four indicators that are performing in line with 

what was planned, all other five indicators have passed the milestones planned for 2018.  

In the case of the indicator “Surface area of habitats supported in order to attain a better conservation 

status” the value achieved in 2018 differs drastically from what was expected. As underlined in section 

3.2.1, this raises some doubts about the consistency of the approach used by the beneficiaries to 

quantify the indicator (with respect to the approach adopted by the Programme). 

Table 3-5 Overview of the performance framework of the Interreg IPA CBC Croatia Serbia 

P

A 

Indicator Milestone 

2018 

Final target 

2023 

AIR 2018 AIR 2018 

/ 

Milestone 

1 Certified expenditure 700,000 5,143,980 1,624,812 232% 

1 Number of persons related to improving health 

care services and/or social care services 

trained 

75 412 97 129% 

1 Number of jointly developed tools and services 

that enable better quality of social and health 

care 

2 7 7 350% 
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P

A 

Indicator Milestone 

2018 

Final target 

2023 

AIR 2018 AIR 2018 

/ 

Milestone 

2 Certified expenditure 1,200,000 12,002,616 1,756,141 146% 

2 Number of jointly developed and/or operated 

monitoring systems 

1 5 1 100% 

2 Surface area of habitats supported in order to 

attain a better conservation status 

100 800 60380 60380% 

3 Certified expenditure 800,000 7,544,500 1,000,889 125% 

3 Number of joint tourism products developed 

and promoted 

3 13 3 100% 

3 Number of persons educated in quality 

assurance, standardisation on cultural and 

natural heritage and destination management. 

50 302 329 658% 

3 Increase in expected number of visitors to 

supported sites of cultural and natural heritage 

20 1000 750 3750% 

4 Certified expenditure 650,000 6,172,774 1,642,611 253% 

4 Projects contracted 6 10 6 100% 

4 Number of innovative technologies, processes, 

products and services introduced by the 

enterprises in the Programme area 

1 7 1 100% 

4 Number of enterprises cooperating with 

research institutions 

2 9 4 200% 

Source: AIR 2018 

 

As for the progress in absorbing the available financial resources, data provided by the EC (see 

cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu) facilitate a comparison the progress made the Programme with the other 

Interreg and IPA-CBC Programmes. The figure below is based on the EC data and compares the 

performance of all IPA-CBC; the percentage represents the amount of eligible costs declared by the 

beneficiaries in 2019 out of the total Programme budget. The performance of the Interreg IPA CBC 

Croatia – Serbia Programme is perfectly in line with the average percentage of eligible costs declared 

by IPA CBC Programmes (i.e. 20%). 



   
Final Evaluation Report - Evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness of the IPA Programme Croatia-Serbia 2014-2020 // 

p.50  
 

Figure 3-5 Eligible expenditure declared by beneficiaries out of the total Programme budget 

 

Source: cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu 

 

3.3.2 Is the performance framework structured in such a way that the target values are effectively 
reachable (EQ 17)? 

Data sources 
   

 

As seen in the previous section, the Programme is generally overperforming compared to milestones 

set for 2018, both at the level of financial progress and at the level of progress of the output indicators.  

If we look to the final targets for 2023 (see the two tables below) the analysis confirms good progress 

made:  

 three indicators have already achieved the targets for 2023 and two others have already 

achieved more than half than what was planned; 

 six indicators are between the 20% and 50% of the final targets which, from our perspective, 

make the final targets effectively reachable; 

 three indicators are below the threshold of 20% with respect to the final target (see yellow 

cells below). In such cases the final targets seem to be reachable, however an appropriate 

monitoring system is recommended to oversee these areas. 

 
Table 3-6 PF Croatia – Serbia - Progress towards the final target for 2023 

PA  Indicator 
AIR 2018 / 

 FT 2023 

1 Certified expenditure 32% 
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PA  Indicator 
AIR 2018 / 

 FT 2023 

1 
Number of jointly developed tools and services that enable better quality of 
social and health care 

100% 

1 
Number of persons related to improving health care services and/or social care 
services trained 

24% 

2 Certified expenditure 15% 

2 Number of jointly developed and/or operated monitoring systems 20% 

2 
Surface area of habitats supported in order to attain a better conservation 
status 

7548% 

3 Certified expenditure 13% 

3 
Increase in expected number of visitors to supported sites of cultural and 
natural heritage 

75% 

3 Number of joint tourism products developed and promoted 23% 

3 
Number of persons educated in quality assurance, standardisation on cultural 
and natural heritage and destination management. 

109% 

4 Certified expenditure 27% 

4 Number of enterprises cooperating with research institutions 44% 

4 
Number of innovative technologies, processes, products and services 
introduced by the enterprises in the Programme area 

14% 

4 Projects contracted 60% 

Source: AIR 2018 

 

The perception of the reachability of the target values is shared by beneficiaries. As illustrated by the 

bar chart below, most respondents consider that the target values for the project outputs will be easily 

reachable. 
Figure 3-6 Reachability of the target values for the output indicators 

 

Source: web-survey 

 

3.3.3 How effective is the Programme in supporting beneficiaries in the implementation of their 
project activities (EQ 18)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

 

Section 2.4.2 has illustrated the good quality of the support provided to beneficiaries in relation to the 

management of the payment claims. Respondents to the survey were also asked to share their opinion 
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about the overall quality of the support provided by the Programme during the implementation of the 

projects. As the figure below shows the support provided by the Programme authorities is generally 

considered very helpful (48% of the respondents). 

Figure 3-7 Helpfulness of the support provided by the Programme in the implementation of the project 

  

Source: web-survey 

 

Inputs coming from the web-survey are supported by the qualitative information collected through 

the case studies. Most project partners interviewees consider the support received from the MA and 

JS as extremely helpful and they stressed the important role played by the project managers in 

supporting them during all different steps of the project implementation.  

 

3.4 Contribution to the objectives of Europe 2020 Strategy and to macro-regional 
strategies 

3.4.1 To what degree does the Programme implementation contribute to the EU2020 strategy (EQ 
19)? 

Data sources: 
   

 

The Programme’s strategy was drafted by considering the Europe 2020 targets and flagship initiatives. 

The ex-ante evaluation carried out during the programming phase have highlighted the potential 

contribution to the Europe 2020 strategy.  

The information collected from the case studies confirm the potential, in particular in relation to the 

smart and sustainable development targets. For example, the case studies reveal the capacity of the 

projects to reduce emissions, to increase the production of energy from renewable sources and to 

increase the energy efficiency. The table below summarises some of the outputs and results realised 

by the projects that were analysed. The information presented is aimed at illustrating the potential of 

the projects in terms of contribution to the Europe 2020 strategy. 

Table 3-7 Examples of projects contribution to Europe 2020 strategy goals 
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 HR-RS 

Smart DRIVE 

 Four laboratories to host R&D activities were equipped and 
completed (two in Novi Sad, two in Osijek. 

Sustainalble R-SOL-E 

 Installation of solar power plants on five public building and of a 
solar charging station for electric cars (in Belišće). 

 Replacement of a part of public lighting with energy-efficient 
devices and installation of 100 solar-powered lamps at a suburban 
area (in Novi Sad) 

Inclusive 

(education) 

Take care! 

 40 health and social workers improved their capacities and skills 
by successfully completing education and training courses in 
palliative care, which were organized by the School of Medicine 
(University of Zagreb) 

 

Source: case studies 

 

3.4.2 To what degree does the Programme implementation contribute to relevant macro-regional 
strategies - EU strategy for the Danube Region and the EU Strategy for Adriatic-Ionian Region 
(EQ 20)? 

Data sources: 
   

 

The Programme area is part of the territories involved in the EU Strategy for the Danube Region 

(EUSDR) and the EU Strategy for Adriatic Ionian Region (EUSAIR). Consequently, the Programme’s 

strategy was defined in order the ensure coherence with the objectives set out by the two macro 

regional strategies (as clearly illustrated in the two ex-ante evaluation reports). 

The preliminary information collected through the case studies on the potential impacts of the projects 

financed offer some examples of the contribution to the EUSDR and EUSAIR objectives. 

Several case study projects show a clear link to Pillars and Priority Areas of the EU macro-regional 

Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR). In particular, the analyses of the projects reveal a direct 

contribution to:  

 Priority Area 2 “Sustainable energy” (from R-SOL-E); 

 Priority Area 3 “Culture & Tourism” (from VISITUS);  

 Priority Area 7 “Knowledge Economy” (from DRIVE); 

 Priority Area 9 “People and Skills” (from DRIVE). 



   
Final Evaluation Report - Evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness of the IPA Programme Croatia-Serbia 2014-2020 // 

p.54  
 

In relation to EUSAIR a clear direct contribution to its objectives is made by the project VISITUS (Pillar 

4 “Sustainable Tourism). 

3.5 Respecting horizontal principles 

3.5.1 To what extent are the horizontal principles integrated into the Programme management 
arrangements (EQ 21)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

 

The section 6 of the Programme document provides the description of the specific actions undertaken 

to promote equal opportunities and non-discrimination. The integration of such principles embraces 

all key phases of the Programme life-cycle: 

 Programming phase: the SWOT analysis and the situation analysis (annex 7) detected the most 

exposed social groups to the risk of discrimination. In particular, PA1 stresses the importance 

to facilitate access of vulnerable people to public health; 

 Selection of operation: the contribution of the projects to these principles is checked in the 

quality assessment under the sustainability criteria.  

 Monitoring phase: in particular for projects financed under PA1. These projects are requested 

to monitor a set of indicators with a clear relevance in terms equal opportunities. 

Moreover, all operations should be aligned with the objectives of protection and improvement of the 

environment. Special attention is given to the recommendations and requirements made during the 

programming phase by the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) experts. These requirements are 

especially relevant for projects financing infrastructures and investments.  

Furthermore, according to the Control Guidelines, controllers should check that the staff recruitment 

processes carried out in the Operation adhere to the principles of equal opportunities.  

Finally, the eMS template for Project Progress Report contains sections where projects are required to 

illustrate their contribution to the horizontal principles.  

 

3.5.2 To what extent do funded projects incorporate activities aimed at sustainable development 
equality between men and women (EQ 22)? 

Data sources 
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Regarding the capacity of the projects’ finance to embody the horizontal principles, case studies reveal 

the presence of activities contributing both to the sustainable development principles, and to equal 

opportunities (non-discrimination and equality).  

Sustainable development was supported quite frequently by projects. They did this by: using 

environmentally friendly approaches for promoting tourism (VISITUS); by developing better digital 

equipment and green technologies for reducing emissions and pollution (DRIVE); or by installing solar 

power plants on five publicly owned buildings (R-SOL-E). 

Contributions to equal opportunities and non-discrimination are also frequent, as many projects 

operated in cross-border zones with a multi-ethnical context or a presence of cultural-linguistic 

minorities. The full respect of everyone's personal beliefs or origins was thus an important pre-

condition for building up and strengthening mutual trust in all kinds of professional and interpersonal 

relationships that emerged within projects (Take Care!). Beyond this, the objective of equal 

opportunities was also promoted by improving access to home care services for vulnerable person 

groups in rural areas (Take Care!); or by developing tourism offers / services for persons with visual 

impairment and blindness (VISITUS). 

Equality between men and women was only supported by the two projects focussing on cross-border 

economic development. CODE has established several coworking spaces (CODE Hubs) and realised 

educational activities, with both elements also promoting different EU initiatives helping women to 

become entrepreneurs and run successfully their own businesses. DRIVE has organised the “Girls in 

ICT day” for making young women from middle and high schools more aware about employment 

opportunities in the automotive sector. 
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4 Interreg IPA Programme communication strategy 

4.1 Monitoring procedures regarding the achievement of communication strategy 
objectives 

4.1.1 To what extent have defined communication activities and planned communication tools been 
implemented (EQ 23)? 

Data sources: 
  

The communication strategy was adopted in 2016.  

The document provides a description of the key communication activities to be carried out to reach 

the target groups. Based on this list the table below provides an overview of what the Programme has 

done until now.  

In general, the analysis reveals that the Programme has already implemented a large part of the 

planned activities. In particular the table shows the significant number of events organised. 

The only weakness concerns the use of the social networks and in particular of Twitter: the account of 

the bilateral Programme is almost unused (only 7 tweets since 2016).  
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Table 4-1 Level of implementation of the communication activities of the HR – RS Programme 

Actions and tools HR-RS Activities implemented 
Level of 

implementation 

Visual 

Identity 

A Programme logo Different logos, available on the website OK 

Graphical elements and templates and Programme 

visibility guidelines/project implementation manual  
Branding instructions and infographics available on the website OK 

Programme Visibility Guidelines Published online (December 2017) OK 

Website 

Dissemination of Programme materials and publications “Info Corner” available on the website OK 

Updated information News on the projects and the Programme regularly published on the website OK 

Media 

visibility 

Facebook 

- 265 likes 

- Regular publications in English 

OK 

Twitter - Registered in July 2016, only 7 tweets (but in English), 13 following / 14 followers / 1 like !!! 

YouTube (not planned) 

- Registered on 22/033/2016 

- 2 videos, 38 views 

OK 

eMS 

External communication   OK 

Internal communication  OK 

Programme 

events  

Programme launch 

- 16/03/2016 – Programme Launching Conference in Vukovar 

- 17/04/2018 – Conference in Subotica, Launch of the 2nd Call for Proposals  

OK 

Programme annual event  

- 23/09/2016 – ECD in Skradin 

- 07/10/2017 – ECD in Šibenik 

OK 
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Actions and tools HR-RS Activities implemented 
Level of 

implementation 

- 17/10/2018 – ECD in Sombor 

Operation development events 

- 31/03 & 01/04/2016 – Information Session for 1st CfP in Novi Sad  

- 01 & 02/04/2016 – Information Session for 1st CfP in Vukovar 

- 14 & 15/04/2016 – Information Session for 1st CfP in Loznica  

- 15& 16/04/2016 – Information Session for 1st CfP in Osijek 

- 09/06/2016 – Project clinics for the 1st CfP in Novi Sad 

- 16/06/2016 – Project clinics for the 1st CfP in Osijek 

- 18/04/2018 – Information Session for 2nd CfP in Subotica 

- 19/04/2018 – Information Session for 2nd CfP in Sremska Mitrovica  

- 25/04/2018 – Information Session for 2nd CfP in Ilok 

- 26/04/2018 – Information Session for 2nd CfP in Našice 

- 08/05/2018 – Thematic workshop on Energy efficiency Zagreb 

- 07/06/2018 – Project clinics for the 2nd CfP Serbia in Palić 

- 08/06/2018 – Project clinics for the 2nd CfP Croatia in Beli Manastir 

OK 

Training and seminars for Programme bodies  

- 16/11/2017 – eMS training for TA beneficiaries 

- 18/01/2018 - 1st Networking meeting for the Control bodies, Zagreb 

- 04/12/2018 – Programme bodies meeting  

- 05/03/2019 – 2nd Networking meeting for the Control bodies in Zagreb 

OK 



   
Final Evaluation Report - Evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness of the IPA Programme Croatia-Serbia 2014-2020 // p.59  

 

Actions and tools HR-RS Activities implemented 
Level of 

implementation 

Training and seminars for beneficiaries 

-  12 - 13/07/2017 – Implementation workshops in Novi Sad for 1st CfP beneficiaries 

- 19 - 20/07/2017 – Implementation workshops in Vinkovci for 1st CfP beneficiaries 

- November 2017 – Reporting and procurement workshop in Subotica and Slavonski Brod 

- 15-17 January 2018 - Four workshops on output indicators for 1st CfP beneficiaries in 

Zagreb 

- 09 - 10/07/2019 – Implementation workshops in Novi Sad for 2nd CfP beneficiaries 

- 11 - 12/07/2019 – Implementation workshops in Vukovar for 2nd CfP beneficiaries 

OK 

Mailing list 
Information on the most important Programme 

activities 
 OK 

Mail 
Official communications between Programme bodies 

and beneficiaries 
 OK 

Printed 

materials 
Informative materials for target groups Leaflet and other materials already available on the website to be printed OK 
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4.1.2 Have all the territories been covered by communication activities (EQ 24)? 

Data sources:  
  

 

The map below indicates the localisation of the Programme’ events across the cooperation area.  

Map 4-1 Programme events organised by the HR–RS Programme 

 
 

As illustrated by the map above, all counties involved in the Programme area have hosted at least one 

Programme event.  
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4.2 Evaluating the achievement of communication strategy objectives 

4.2.1 To what extent all the activities have been harmonized among the involved territories (EQ 25)? 

Data sources:  
  

 

As the previous section highlighted, the Programme has ensured an effective coverage of the different 

countries and territories involved in the cooperation area.  

Moreover, the information collected through the interviews and also the opinions of the beneficiaries 

involved in the case studies attest to the capacity of the Programme to ensure equal support across 

the different territories.  

In this sense it is important to remember that the Programme has set up specific a branch office in the 

non-EU MS. From the perspective of the evaluators, the presence of MA and JS in the same country 

(i.e. Croatia) could have limited the capacity of the Programme to offer adequate and effective support 

to the stakeholders located in the non-EU countries but the creation of a specific branch office in 

Croatia has avoided this risk. 

 

4.2.2 How well does the Programme support beneficiaries in their communication endeavours and 
guide them through the communication requirements (EQ 26)? 

Data sources:  
  

 

The Programme developed several tools in order to guide their beneficiaries and to help them in the 

implementation of the communication activities, e.g. chapter 8 “Visibility, publicity and 

communication” of “Project implementation manual”, but also the “Programme visibility guidelines” 

that beneficiaries can directly download from the website.   

According to the data collected through the survey most beneficiaries are not facing any difficulties in 

meeting the communication requirements, which proves both the clarity of the rules but also the 

quality of the support provided.  

In particular, as illustrated by the figure below, in the case of the bilateral Programme 89% of the 

respondents declare to not having encountered any difficulties.  
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Figure 4-1 With reference to the communication package, did you encounter any difficulties in meeting the requirements 

of the Programme?  

 

Source: web-survey 

 

 

4.2.3 Does the Programme encourage and support the capitalisation on project results (EQ 27)? 

Data sources: 
  

Project clinics and implementation workshops were organised by the Programme to support 

beneficiaries but also to encourage the capitalisation of project results. Beside these workshops no 

specific capitalisation events were organised for the moment. It is however important to underline 

that only in 2019 some of the projects from 1st call completed the project implementation which 

explains the momentary lack of specific capitalisation activities. According to the information collected 

from the interviews, EC Day and other events (e.g. Regio stars awards in Brussels) are some of the 

specific capitalization activities that will take place during the last part of 2019.  

Despite the lack of specific capitalisation activities, the data collected from the survey reveal that 

beneficiaries tend to be satisfied about the opportunities offered by the Programme to capitalise the 

projects results. More specifically, as illustrated by the figure below, most beneficiaries consider that 

the Programme is efficient in the approach for capitalising the projects results.  

Figure 4-2 Efficiency of the activities to ensure the capitalisation of the results 

 

Source: web-survey 
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4.3 Inclusion of partners and relevant stakeholders 

4.3.1 Does the Programme foresee mechanisms to effectively address and involve the relevant target 
groups (EQ 28)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

The communication strategy details the list of relevant target groups with reference to two main 

categories:  

- Internal target groups intended as the Programme bodies (meaning the stakeholders involved 

in the governance of the Programme).  

- External target groups:  

o Potential beneficiaries; 

o Beneficiaries 

o organisations positively affected by the activities and results of an operation, though 

not necessarily being directly involved in the operation 

o Wider public; 

o Influencers/multipliers; 

o Others, such as the organisations acting as observers in the JMC. 

Different tools and activities are foreseen to reach all different categories. In this sense it is possible to 

affirm that the Programme strategy foresees mechanisms to effectively address and involve the 

relevant target groups. However, if we look to the communication activities implemented (see Table 

4-1) the level of implementation of the activities targeting the wider public (see in particular the social 

media) seems limited if compared to the activities targeting the beneficiaries and the potential 

beneficiaries (see all the events organized in the Programme areas). 

 

4.3.2 How successful is the Programme in mobilising relevant target groups to get involved (EQ 29)? 

Data sources: 
  

 

When analysing the capacity of the Programme to mobilise the relevant target groups it is first 

necessary to verify the capacity to mobilise an adequate number of applicants.  

As illustrated by the table below, the Programme attracted a significant number of projects proposals 

(approximately five times more than the projects approved). It is also interesting to notice that all 

Programme axes are equally effective in attracting project ideas.  
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Table 4-2 Capacity to attract projects applicants 

 HR-RS 
1st and 2nd call 

  AF Projects % 

PA1 40 8 20% 

PA2 74 13 18% 

PA3 67 10 15% 

PA4 57 12 21% 

Total 238 43 18% 

 

For what concerns the capacity to mobilise the wider public, information collected from the case 

studies indicate that projects partners are organising interesting activities to communicate to their 

groups the outputs and results produced by the projects. As a title of example, the project DRIVE has 

organised various conferences in the cross-border area to present the projects outcomes. In this sense, 

it is reasonable to assume that as the projects approach the final stage, the intensity of the 

communication activities to the wider public will increase, as well as their capacity to involve their 

target groups.  

The perception of the capacity to mobilise the target groups is shared by the beneficiaries. As the figure 

below shows, respondents to the survey appreciate the overall efficiency of the Programme in 

promoting the opportunities offered.  

Figure 4-3 Efficiency in promoting the opportunities offered by the Programme 

 

Source: web-survey 
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5 Annexes 

5.1 Overview of the web-survey rate of response 

The web survey was launched on 16 June and remained open until 5 July. Beneficiaries and applicants 

of the Programme had been contacted by the Managing Authority and invited to reply to the 

questionnaire: 

Croatia-Serbia 

The total number of beneficiaries is 170, thus the 65 Lead partners and partners of the approved 

projects (corresponding to 65% of the total partners) allows to consider the sample as representative.  

Total number of respondents per country LP and PP per country 

Respondents N. % 

Croatia 30 42% 

Serbia 42 58% 

Total 72  

 

Respondents N. % 

Lead partners 29 40% 

Croatia 12  

Serbia 17  

Partner 43 60% 

Croatia 18  

Serbia 25  

 

Beneficiaries - LP and PP per country                                                     Applicants – LP and PP per country 

 

Beneficiaries  N.  % 

LP of an approved project  26 40% 

Croatia 10  

Serbia 16  

Partner of an approved project  39 60% 

Croatia 17  

Serbia 22  

Total  65  

 

Applicants N.  % 

LP of a rejected project  3 42% 

Croatia 2  

Serbia 1  

Partner of a rejected project  4 58% 

Croatia 1  

Serbia 3  

Total  7  

Respondents per call and country Respondents per OS 
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Call  N. % 

First call 46 64% 

Croatia  21  

Serbia 25  

Second call  26 36% 

Croatia 9  

Serbia  17  

 

OS  N. % 

1.1 14 19% 

2.1 9 13% 

2.2 10 14% 

3.1 20 28% 

4.1 19 26% 

 

 

 

5.2 Summary of the information provided by the Programme authorities interviewed 
(Interreg IPA CBC Croatia – Serbia) 

5.2.1 Summary of questionnaires and interviews with MA and JS members 

1 Evaluation theme: Quality and efficiency of managing Interreg IPA Programme and Programme 

procedures 

1.1 To which Programme structure do you belong to and what is your role? 

Interreg-IPA CBC Croatia Serbia: 

Marko Perić (MA) 11/06/2019 

Anđelka Hajdek (MA) 10/06/2019 

Jelena Plavetić (MA) 17/06/2019 

Davor Skočibušić (JS) 11/06/2016 

Darko Cvejić (JS) 13/06/2019 

 

1.2 Do you think that the administrative capacity meets the management needs of the Programme? 

Would any investment be necessary to improve it? Is there a clear and efficient assignment of 

functions, responsibilities and tasks among the staff within each Programme body (focus on MA/JS)? 

In the MA/JS (including branch office) there are 7 persons working 100%, 6 persons working 50%, and 

1 person working 25% on the Programme.  

Human resources are limited compared to the tasks, thus the Programme is obliged to externalize 

some specific services and expertise. In particular, the administrative capacity, in terms of numbers of 

staff and skills, did not allow for internal management of the selection process, so external assessors 

have been appointed in order to ensure that the assessment is independent and efficient. 
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1.3 Were there any issues in the set-up of the foreseen Programme bodies?  

The main issue in the set-up of Programme bodies concerns the merging of the Agency into the 

Ministry of Regional Development and EU funds. Due to this institutional change, a significant 

reduction of internal resources occurred and so administrative burden have been distributed across a 

limited number of staff comparing to what was planned.  

Furthermore, being Croatia a recent member state and also the first time managing a cooperation 

Programme, all the rules, regulations and documents have to be written ex novo with no basis to start 

from (also with regard to the anti-fraude management). This process has been time consuming.  

 

1.5 Is the selection process well defined (i.e. Is it clear who assess what? Which rules are governing the 

decision-making process within the JMC?) and effective in order to adequately assess the quality of 

the project? Is the selection process and effective in order to adequately assess the quality of the 

project? Are the rules adopted for selecting projects effective in order to adequately assess the quality 

of the projects? Or it happens instead that these rules serve more to satisfy the political will of the 

territories to the detriment of the quality of the projects? 

The selection procedure is structured in 5 phases:  

- An administrative and eligibility check, carried out by the JS; 

- A quality assessment undertaken by external assessors. 

- Assessors present their work to the JSC (joint steering committee) who define the list of 

projects to be submitted to the JMC for approval 

- The list of eligible projects is approved or rejected by JMC. 

- Once approved, MA and JS jointly work with the applicants of the approved projects to adjust 

application and budget (Optimisation phase). 

 

JSC and JMC: 

JSC is composed of both voting and non-voting members. JSC non-voting members are MA and JS, 

whereas voting members are National Authorities representatives. JSC is in charge of defining the list 

of the projects to be approved /rejected based on the assessments made by the external assessors. 

JMC (composed of the voting representatives of the participating countries and non-voting MA 

representative) is in charge of approve or reject the final list of projects (but it cannot move projects 

up or down in the list). 

 

Rejected projects: notification of the results 

Once the final list is ready, the MA provides feedback to all applicants, but specifically elaborated for 

applications on reserve list (scored equally or with more than minimum points but due to lack of funds, 

not able to be financed) and rejected applications (scored less than minimum points). 

 

Approved projects: optimisation phase 
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Once approved, there is an optimisation phase, allowing for intervention such as budget 

readjustments, minor changes in workplan timing or adjustments of quantification related to 

deliverables or project outputs. 

In this phase, the project proposal is checked by MA and JS staff in order to see whether there are any 

ineligible costs, or other budget matters to address. Not only do they check the budget, but also the 

entire application in terms of outputs, target values, communication and all the other elements that 

could potentially be improved without significant changes to the original project proposal.  

If any clarification is needed, there is a one-week deadline to clarify and respond to any questions. 

Upon receipt of the answers, MA organises a meeting to address these questions. Meetings are very 

useful for agreeing on corrections together (some projects make mistakes quantifying outputs). After 

this meeting, the starting date of the project is agreed.  

 

1.4 What are the tools implemented by the Programme in order to make the selection process of the 

projects transparent, efficient, fair and sound? 

The Programme opted for external assessors because of the limited available internal human resources 

but also because, they consider necessary to dispose of specific expertise for assessing the quality of 

projects.  

External assessors have been selected through calls. The Managing Authority prepared the ToR by 

focusing on 2 criteria: 1) minimum number of years of experiences in the related sector (variable from 

one priority axis to another) 2) previous experiences in assessing proposals.  

For each priority axis, 3 assessors were selected: 2 of them are directly appointed to carry out the 

assessments while 1 is “in reserve”, to ensure continuity in the event that one was unable to complete 

the task. The final score is an average of the two assessments. 

Between the first and the second call, the organisation of the activity of the external assessors was 

revised.  During the first call the two external assessors working of the same specific objectives were 

invited to present their work directly to the JSC without a preliminary check from the JS. In some cases, 

the assessments were extremely divergent which made difficult for the JSC members to make the 

synthesis.  

For this reason, under the second call, the approach was adjusted by foreseeing a preliminary check, 

made by the JSC non-voting members and JS, of the work done by the external assessors. In concrete, 

before the JSC meeting, for each PA (Priority Axis), the JSC invites the two external assessors and jointly 

discuss with them the results of their activity.   

This new approach facilitated the work of the JSC but this did not prevent that differences in the points 

of view of the two evaluators may remain. In such cases (more than 16 points of difference in the 

assessment) the proposal has to be reassessed by JSC voting members.  

 

1.6 - Is the interaction between Programme bodies good enough to ensure the decision-making 

process to be effective? 

With regard to the selection process, the interaction between Programme bodies ensures the decision-

making to be effective. Indeed the meetings organised by the Joint Steering Committee (JSC) with the 

external assessors, before presenting to JMC the outcome of the selection process, allow them to 
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discuss jointly on projects and eventual issues to be addressed together. This also helps the JMC to 

take more effective decisions in approving projects 

 

1.7 Do you find the electronic monitoring system adequate to promote an efficient management of 

the Programme (in terms of functioning, data extraction/aggregation settings etc…) in particular with 

reference to the management of progress reports and payment claims? Does the electronic monitoring 

system collect the data necessary for your needs? 

The eMS is useful tool, however the work on improving the system is ongoing and is continuously in a 

developing phase. The MA takes part in the eMS core group led by Interact and meets regularly with 

other Programmes which is very useful for solving common problems. Currently, there is one eMS 

officer in MA, which is sometimes not enough, and this is the reason why there are also external 

providers to work on adjustments of the eMS i.e. cleaning bugs and upgrading the system when 

needed. 

Furthermore, additional tools are used by MA, such as excel tables, to cross check the project and 

Programme data. It is not only a question of eMS per se, but also depends on how beneficiaries enter 

the data. Poor quality during entering of data means that MA and JS sometimes cannot rely solely on 

the data from eMS. Therefore, it is also important to support and guide beneficiaries in such activity.   

The interaction with beneficiaries is paperless. Only in exceptional cases, when documents are unable 

to be sent virtually, paper can be accepted. In general, the rule is that everything should be done by 

eMS. 

 

1.8 Is there any system in place to prevent the selection of operations overlapping with other 

Programmes in the area (e.g. Rural Development Programme of the Republic of Croatia for the period 

2014-2020, IPARD Programmes for 2014-2020 of non EU countries, etc.)? 

Currently there are no specific tools to check the overlapping between with different funds/resources 

in Croatia. So far, MA performed cross checks of the activities between the projects within a 

Programme or, when relevant, between 2 Programmes managed by the MA. 

 

2. Evaluation theme: Quality and efficiency of implementing Interreg IPA Programme 

 

2.1 What is the distribution of commitments per axis compared to the financial plan? What is the state 

of play of certified expenses? Are the spending targets achievable? 

SEE AIR 2018 

 

2.2 What is the general framework emerging from the analysis of output indicators in terms of 

expected results actually achieved/achievable? 

Firstly the aspect of programming is very important factor as the programming of any Interreg IPA 

Programme is demanding taking into account different statistical methods and standards in Member 

States and non-Members States, especially when it is required to be demonstrated on regional level. 

Therefore, the reliability of the baseline data and consequently the target values cannot be relevant 

and valid for 7-years period of Programme implementation. 
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Secondly, in general terms, the status of achievement of output indicators on 31/12/2018 is really 

good, especially when taking into account that projects actually started in the second half of 2017 and 

that none of the projects were actually completed by end 2018, whereas for majority of projects data 

from 3rd reporting period (out of 4, 5 or 6 reporting periods in total) was taken into account. 

 

2.3 What conclusions can be drawn regarding the adequateness of the Programme indicators (output 

and results) and the related monitoring system for measuring Programme achievements? 

In general, the information produced by the monitoring system are satisfying in illustrating the state 

of play of projects and their performance in achieving the project objectives.   

With regard to the indicators system, it would be better to have common indicators and not a large 

number of indicators so as to avoid the risks of overlapping and confusing beneficiaries.  

Compared to the transnational Programme, where there are intangible results, the projects offer 

concrete outputs (infrastructures and investments) and therefore outcome are more visible and 

measurable. 

Concerning the reporting activities, the first progress report is made within a three months period. This 

helps to provide a quick feedback on the very early project phases and, in case of crucial mistakes, to 

be able to intervene promptly. 

Thereafter reporting periods occur every 6 months. It is important to mention that more and more 

beneficiaries are complaining on 6-month reporting period as it takes them a long time for 

reimbursement, i.e. cash-flow is sometimes slow. In practice, sometimes the invoice paid at the 

beginning of reporting period is reimbursed a year later – when approval deadlines of FLC (3 months), 

JS (one month), MA (1 month) and CA (1 month) taken into account in addition to 6-months reporting 

period and one month deadline for preparation of Project progress Report. 

Regarding the reporting period of TA expenditures lasts 1 year and this arise issues in particular for the 

cash flow at the level of the branch office.   

 

2.4 What are the tools provided by the Programme to contribute to EU2020 strategy? And to relevant 

macro-regional strategies? 

In the application form there is a section where applicants have to illustrate their contribution to 

EU2020 and macro regional strategies.  It represents the criteria of the quality assessment and this is 

the main tool used by the Programme to check project coherence to this requirement. 

 

2.5 To what extent does the procedures for presenting and selecting candidates take into account the 

horizontal principles (see art. 7 and 8 of Reg. 1303/2013) with specific reference to the eligibility 

criteria? 

In the application form there is a section where applicants have to illustrate their contribution to 

horizontal principles. It represents the criteria of the quality assessment and this is the main tool used 

by the Programme to check project coherence to this requirement. 

Also, eMS template for Project Progress Report contains sections where projects elaborate on their 

contribution to the horizontal principles. The Reports are checked and verified by the JS and MA and 

relevant sections are sometimes used for Programe purposes, e.g. for Annual Implementation Report. 
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2.6 Are there any critical points in the procedures for managing payment and certification? 

There are no relevant issues in this process and most of the expenses presented by beneficiaries are 

eligible. 

According to the subsidy agreement, there is a threshold establishing that if the project expenditures 

are between 20% and 40% of the planned resources for the second reporting period, the Programme 

can make a financial correction. Financial correction is not applied automatically, and the MA evaluates 

on a case by case basis the need for correction. So far, just one project needed financial correction (in 

Croatia-Serbia Programme during the first call) but unfortunately the project was terminated (they 

were informed that MA is going to make financial correction, however, the Partners decided to 

terminate the project).  

 

2.7 Do you think the procedures for managing payment and certification are effective enough? Is the 

eMS a sufficient helpful tool? 

The eMS is generally efficient but errors and bugs can still occur.  

 

 

3 Evaluation theme: Quality and efficiency of implementing the Interreg IPA Programme 

communication strategy 

3.1 What are the communication activities implemented to inform relevant stakeholders about the 

Programme opportunity? Do you think relevant stakeholders had been involved adequately?  

When the calls were published, the Programme organised several info days across the entire 

Programme area and communication activities through social media and internet pages have been 

also implemented. Regarding Croatia-Serbia Programme, in the first call, 127 applications have been 

received, indicating the effectiveness of communication strategy. Also, the limited size of the 

cooperation area may have contributed.  

 

3.2 Can you describe the specific communication activities organised in the different territories?  

The organisation of communication activities is mainly undertaken by MA with the support of JS. When 

the call is open, MA and JS organise information sessions, clinics, thematic workshops 

(implementation, output, reporting, procurement, etc…) and most presentation are given by the MA 

and JS staff. When events take part in Serbia, National Authority support is provided (venue costs, 

catering….). The Programme also opted to have branch offices in the Programme territories. In 

particular, Croatia-Serbia Programme established on branch office in Serbia (Sremska Mitrovica). 

Project managers working there are in charge of: 

- Supporting projects (monitoring activities, visiting partner in Croatia and Serbia as well). Projects 

are not distributed on geographical basis, so it is irrelevant where beneficiaries come from.  

- participating to all events, workshops organised by MA; 

- promoting the visibility of the Programme. 
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Project officers working in the branch offices have a contract with the National Authorities as, due to 

legal/administrative rules, they could not be hired by the MA. The salary is paid by NA under the TA 

budget and the tasks are distributed by the JS/MA 

The communication strategy, lot of infodays and lot of communication through social media internet 

page etc. The Programme area is not so big, comparing to the trilateral. People know about us and our 

Programme. For example, 1st call 127 applications which is a good mark of interest for the Programme 

opportunity. 

 

3.3 To what extent all the activities have been harmonized among the territories involved? 

Some parts of the Programme area are less reached due also to more limited economic dynamics. 

However, MA and JS try to conduct events covering all Programme area geographically. Moreover, the 

low pre-financing rate (10%) is not enough to facilitate the participation of certain areas. 

 

First level controls 

4.1 In your opinion, what are the critical points in the functioning of the control system (procedures 

followed, documentation to be presented, deadlines, coordination of tasks, relationship with the 

beneficiaries, difference between the countries ...)? 

A critical point in the control system concerns the number of FLC. According to the Programme rules, 

the control operations consist of verifications covering 100% of projects and 100% of expenditures. 

Due to the merging of the Agency and the Ministry, a significant reduction in internal Croatian staff in 

charge of controls has occurred and thus currently only sample checks are being made. 

The controls process is sometimes slow due to the different legal framework among the country 

partners. Issues relating VAT and public procurement rules are the most recurrent.  

MA agreed that the National Authorities have the role of appointing FLC bodies. In Serbia the FLC are 

partially state officials and partially engaged via service contracts with the Ministry of Finance while in 

Croatia they belong to the Ministry of Regional Development and EU funds (which is also the MA and 

JS). Each national body is obliged to have its own control system and to nominate the controllers. 

Control body had to adopt an internal manual and the MA is in charge of monitoring whether they use 

it. 

 

4.5 What type of support / coordination is provided by the MA / JS (or other external or internal 

Programme stakeholders)? 

FLC have been involved in designing the eligibility rules since the very beginning of the Programme. 

MA and FLC worked together and exchanged opinions in order to jointly design parts of the texts. 

Control guidelines for beneficiaries have also been drafted in order to give them recommendations on 

how to perform their job.  

Beneficiaries workshops with MA and JS staff and FLC have been organised to collect information on 

the consistency between the manuals and the Programme rules and some issues sorted out regarding 

the certification procedure. This has been very helpful in providing the possibility of prompt 

intervention to resolve issues. Once per year, the MA also organises network for FLCs from all partner 

countries. During the first meetings, there were many questions to be discussed between the MA and 
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4 Control Bodies, while in the second one there were fewer, highlighting their success. FLC for Croatia 

work in the same building as the MA, JS and CA, so there is a strong collaboration and communication. 

 

4.4 Have you encountered any specific problems in the verification of simplified cost options? 

Comparing the two calls, more beneficiaries are using the SCO’s which results in a real simplification 

both for projects and for controllers.  

The Programme allows facultative use of standard cost options at a partner level.  

The Programme set a lump sum for preparation costs at 5.000 € (3000€ for the preparation and 2.000 

for the closure). It also applies the flat rate of 20% for staff costs and 15% of this 20% for administrative 

costs. 
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5.2.2 Summary of questionnaires and interviews with FLC and JMC members 

1. Evaluation theme: Quality and efficiency of managing Interreg IPA Programme and Programme 

procedures 

1.2 To which Programme structure do you belong to and what is your role? 

Interviews were held with FLC and JMC representatives of Interreg-IPA CBC Croatia Serbia Programme  

Interreg-IPA CBC Croatia Serbia: 

Dragana Otašević (JMC/HR NA) Interview 29/7/2019 

Neven Vajnaht (HR FLC) Interview 31/7/2019 

Tatjana Guberinić (RS FLC) Interview 29/7/2019 

Valentina Vidović (JMC/RS NA) Interview 30/08/2019 

 

1.3 Do you think that the administrative capacity meets the management needs of the Programme? 

Would any investment be necessary to improve it? Is there a clear and efficient assignment of 

functions, responsibilities and tasks among the staff within each Programme body (focus on 

MA/JS)? 

 

Human resources are in general seen as the main issue as their number is not equivalent to the scope 

of tasks (example: 2 controllers working with 48 partners and optimum is 7-10) .There is also room for 

development in terms of terms of administrative capacities having in mind fluctuation of employees, 

number of employees and their motivation for work (this is mostly relevant for FLC). 

In the 2014-2020 period Croatia became MA in two IPA CBC Programmes and therefore the role of 

Managing Authority was built upon the experience gained through participation in cooperation 

Programmes 2007-2013 with EU Member States under shared management. 

The presence of specific issues at national level was mentioned (e.g. the role of programme 

coordinator within the Serbian National authority is still vacant). 

Taking into account that in 2nd Call for Proposals the MA sent Terms of Reference for external 

assessors to both NAs for comments and approval, Serbian NA expressed the need of being more 

involved in the selection of the external assessors. Moreover, they suggested the importance of 

ensuring a balanced number of assessors from both countries. From the evaluator’s perspective, the 

key criteria for selecting external assessors is their competence (not their nationality, which if used as 

selection  criterion risks to be not in line with the EU procurement laws).  

 

1.4 Were there any issues in the set-up of the foreseen Programme bodies? 

It seems that the program structure is carefully established and Programme bodies tailor-made and 

adapted to the cross-border cooperation and requirements of participating countries within the ETS 

Programmes. There was an institutional change in Croatia (merger of Agency with the Ministry of 

Regional Development and EU funds). Prior to JMC is organised, National Authorities organise national 

JMC (for participating country JMC members only) where they present the projects on the Priority Axes 

lists. At the JMC, JSC voting members present the projects to entire JMC as well. 
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1.4 What are the tools implemented by the Programme in order to make the selection process of the 

projects transparent, efficient, fair and sound? 

FLC is not invlolved in the selection process, therefore there were not comments on this. JMC 

conclusion is that tools safeguard the principles of transparency and equal treatment. 

 

1.5 Is the selection process well defined (i.e. Is it clear who assess what? Which rules are governing the 

decision making process within the JMC?) and effective in order to adequately assess the quality of the 

project?Is the selection processand effective in order to adequately assess the quality of the project? 

Are the rules adopted for selecting projects effective in order to adequately assess the quality of the 

projects? Or it happens instead that these rules serve more to satisfy the political will of the territories 

to the detriment of the quality of the projects? 

FLC did not have any comments on this as they are not part of it and the impression from JMC is that 

the process is well defined and effective. 

 

1.6 Is the interaction between Programme bodies good enough to ensure the decision-making process 

to be effective?  

Official interaction is well defined and in that respect the interaction between Programme bodies is 

good enough to ensure the decision-making process to be effective.  

 

1.7 Do you find the electronic monitoring system eMS adequate to promote an efficient management 

of the Programme (in terms of functioning, data extraction/aggregation settings etc…) in particular 

with reference to the management of progress reports and payment claims? Does the electronic 

monitoring system collect the data necessary for your needs? 

The general satisfaction with the eMS is positive on both sides, beneficiaries and Programme bodies, 

but there is still room for improvement. 

 

1.8 Is there any system in place to prevent the selection of operations overlapping with the Rural 

Development Programme of the Republic of Croatia for the period 2014-2020 and IPARD Programmes 

for 2014-2020 of non EU countries? 

According to results there are not overlapping with Rural Development Programme. 

 

1.9 Is the organisation of the management structure coherent with what was planned by the 

Programme strategy? 

From the experience of JMC and FLC structure is working smoothly, there are people in the system 

from previous Programmes, evaluations are finished on time and decisions are made quickly. It can be 

concluded that the management structure is in line and fully adapted to the Programme strategy. 

 

2. Evaluation theme: Quality and efficiency of implementing Interreg IPA Programme 
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2.1 What is the general framework emerging from the analysis of output indicators in terms of 

expected results actually achieved/achievable?   

Implementation of the projects within the 1st Call for project proposal, have started in July of 2017, 

which means that the projects are being implemented for about 2 years, it' s not enough time  to 

extract conclusions and to do a detailed analysis regarding the output indicators in terms of the 

expected results that are really achieved/ achievable. (JMC answer, FLC n/a) 

 

2.2 What conclusions can be drawn regarding the adequateness of the Programme indicators (output 

and results) and the related monitoring system for measuring Programme achievements? 

Programme indicators (output and results) had been difficult to program, because of the problems 

with the statistics at the national level and inadequate related monitoring system for measuring 

Programme achievements. State-level statistical data have not been aligned between participating 

countries and the available data were very often inapplicable in the programming of Programme 

indicators (output and results) correlated to priority axes designed for the programming area.  

 

 2.3 What are the tools provided by the Programme to contribute to EU2020 strategy? And to relevant 

macro-regional strategies? 

Interreg IPA cross-border cooperation Programme Croatia-Serbia 2014-2020 is contributing to the 

Union strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth by focusing project investments and 

interventions on five ambitious specific objectives in the areas of health/social care, environment 

protection/energy efficiency, tourism /cultural natural heritage and competitiveness.  

The Interreg IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Croatia-Serbia shares entire part of its 

Programme area with the territory covered by European Union Strategies for the Danube and Adriatic 

and Ionian Region. This will provide platform for Programme operations (coordination of operations 

working within the thematic areas with the same or similar scope) to contribute to the implementation 

of the relevant macro-regional strategies and also to trigger synergies between them.  

The European Union Strategy for the Adriatic-Ionian Region is built on four pillars: “Blue growth”, 

“Connecting the Region”, “Environmental quality” and “Sustainable tourism”. "Capacity Building, 

“Research and innovation”, “Small and medium size business”, Climate change mitigation and 

adaptation” and “Disaster risk management”, represent cross-cutting aspects relevant to those pillars.  

Considering the stakeholder consultation outcomes, the European Union Strategy for the Adriatic-

Ionian Region is expected to address challenges that will also be tackled by the Interreg IPA CBC 

Programme Croatia-Serbia.  

During the Programme preparation, managing authority and partner countries ensured to involve 

relevant National Contact Points and Priority Areas Coordinators for both strategies in the process of 

Programme preparation and planning by sending the invitations to the National Contact Points for 

European Union Strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian Region and Priority Areas Coordinators for the 

European Union Strategy for the Danube Region from the participating countries to take part at the 

public consultations/consultative workshops with stakeholders. The Programme has been used as 

instrument for contribution to South East Europe 2020 strategy goals interlinked within the 

development pillars concentrated on integrated, sustainable and inclusive growth as well as 
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governance for growth thus focusing on improving living conditions and enhancing competitiveness 

and development in the region by closely following the vision of the Europe 2020 strategy. 

 

2.4 To what extent does the procedures for presenting and selecting candidates take into account the 

horizontal principles (see art. 7 and 8 of Reg. 1303/2013) with specific reference to the eligibility 

criteria?  

The following Programme horizontal themes shall be observed by all applicants in the development 

and implementation of their applications (operations): 

a) Sustainable development  

b) Equal opportunities and non-discrimination  

c) Equality between men and women  

How well does the project contribute to the Programme horizontal principles: equal opportunities and 

non-discrimination, equality between men and women, sustainable development, environmental 

issues will be assessed within section E Sustainability set of quality assessment criteria (13 max score), 

using the approved Quality assessment grid and respecting the Quality assessment scale (GfA, section 

4.1.) I addition, template for Project Progress Report also contain sections for horizontal principle 

where project report their contribution during project implementation. 

 

2.5  Are there any critical points in the procedures for managing payment and certification? 

Due to clear instructions, guidelines and valid manuals, payment and certification procedures are clear 

and traceable, payment procedures can be monitored well in the eMS system, there is additional 

control, all documentation is in the system at one place. There were not major delays in payments.  

 

2.6 Do you think the procedures for managing payment and certification are effective enough? Is the 

eMS a sufficient helpful tool? 

eMS is very effective monitoring system, while experience with other monitoring systems in another 

cross-border and transnational Programmes are different. Some system deficiencies are described in 

point 1.7. 

 

3. Evaluation theme: Quality and efficiency of implementing the Interreg IPA Programme 

communication strategy 

3.1 What are the communication activities implemented to inform relevant stakeholders about the 

Programme opportunity? Do you think relevant stakeholders had been involved adequately? 

Together with the Managing Authority, all Programme bodies including National Authorities are 

responsible for the implementation of the Communication Strategy as well as for communication and 

dissemination of Programme outputs and results on national and regional level. 

National and regional members of Joint Monitoring Committee have a role of promoting the added 

value of cooperation Programme as well as for dissemination of the results and outputs of the Interreg 

IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Croatia – Serbia 2014-2020 at regional and national level. 
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The tasks of National Authorities include participation in implementing Programme Communication 

Strategy, participation in disseminating promotional materials and publications and participation in 

implementing Programme events (launching/closure conference, info days, project clinics, trainings, 

annual conferences, Programme events, etc). 

Everything foreseen in communication strategy is being implemented and there is one person 

dedicated for implementation of the strategy.  

 

3.2 Have all the territories been covered by communication activities? How did the Programme 

harmonized those activities among the territories? 

All JMC meetings, Programme events are held each time at different locations within the program area 

(different countries), taking into account the coverage and coverage of the program area and according 

to rotating principle involving participation of the regional level representatives in the program area. 

 

3.3. How did the Programme support the beneficiaries to in designing their communication activities 

in order to make them in line with the communication strategy? 

Beneficiaries are introduced to Communication objectives and Communication strategy through 

these tools: 

 The Communication Strategy serves to meet all users by MA, JS 

 Visibility Guidelines announcement on the web 

 Answers to weekly base inquiries (inquiries generated on promotional material) 
 

The Managing Authority shall ensure that the information and communication measures aim for the 

widest possible media coverage using various forms and methods of communication at the appropriate 

level as well as for dissemination of the information on the funding opportunities widely to potential 

beneficiaries and all interested parties. The Programme communication activities will be performed 

using the following tools: 

1. Visual identity: the purpose of the unique and distinctive visual identity is to provide 

visibility and recognisability of the Programme throughout all communication activities 

implemented by Programme bodies and beneficiaries.  

2. Website - the website is seen as main source of information for potential 

beneficiaries, relevant stakeholders and the general public. 

3. Media visibility (social media) - it offers the opportunity to reach the widest audience and 

it is seen as a tool for raising awareness. In order to attract the widest audiences possible, 

this Programme envisages channelling Programme messages through Facebook, Twitter 

and Instagram. 

4. Electronic Monitoring System  

5. Programme events  

6. Mailing list – tool for sharing information in a quick, simple and straightforward way  

7. Mail – regular mail is used for official communication between Programme bodies and 

beneficiaries 

8. Printed materials  
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3.4. Which are the initiatives foreseen by the Programme in order to capitalise project results? 

There are Programme events organised in order to present the project result s to relevant 

stakeholders: 

- Programme launching conference 

- EC DAYs celebrations and and INTERACT campaigns with the aim of increasing promotions and 

capitalization (REGIOSTAR competition targets exclusively completed projects) 

campaigns are: #EU in my region; KEEP, EC Day . 

- Call for Proposal events: information sessions, project clinics, contract signing events, etc.. 

Also there are Campaigns on social networks and the web for the purpose of disseminating information 

on project results and new ways of project outputs dissemination. 

 

3.5 To what extent has the Programme implemented efficient / effective procedures for the 

presentation and selection of applicants in terms of the preliminary information / communication of 

the stakeholders identified in the communication plan? 

Regarding the selection phase, the Programme implements assessment procedures as described in 

relevant 1st and 2nd CfP Guidelines for Applicants. The Programme did not set mandatory conditions 

regarding communication plans, so instead communication plans the Programme conducted 

assessment of communication measures as part of WP Communication. This was done with 

assessment teams under the responsibility of the Joint Steering Committee (JSC) and with the support 

of JS. In WP Communication, relevant communication approaches and tactics were assessed based on 

how projects planned to reach certain target groups and involve stakeholders and are communication 

activities and deliverables appropriate for relevant target groups and stakeholders. This was also 

discussed during the optimisation phase. For 2nd CfP Croatia - Serbia, during optimisation phase, the 

preparation of the communication plan was requested from the projects – it is now an annex to Project 

Implementation Manual – obligatory document. 

 

FIRST LEVEL CONTROLS 

4.1 In your opinion, what are the critical points in the functioning of the control system (procedures 

followed, documentation to be presented, deadlines, coordination of tasks, relationship with the 

beneficiaries, difference between the countries ...)? 

FLC in Serbia has insufficient administrative capacity and it is a great challenge to issue FLC Certificates 

in time. 

As an asset of Croatian team there is experience, since there are people with up to 10 years of FLC 

experience.  

It is important that Programme level documents are up to date and available. This Programme allows 

90 days for control of partner reports which is really good compared to some other Programmes. They 

have support from other Programme bodies and often jointly approach beneficiaries. 

 

4.2. Do you think the procedures for managing certification is effective? Is the eMS a sufficiently helpful 

tool? 
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Procedure is effective and eMS is helpful tool. No further comments on this, but suggestions for further 

improvement. 

 

4.3. Do you have any suggestion of improvement? 

 Mainly the optimization of the system is needed, the maximum size of the documents to 

upload should be bigger (currently 10MB), better stability of the system is necessary.  

 Introduce an option to filter tables of consumption (funds spent)/ consumption record  

 Introduce an option that could follow spending on item level (at the moment it only follows 

spending at budget line level) 

 

4.4. Have you encountered any specific problems in the verification of simplified cost options? 

There were not any systemic level problems. There are only administrative errors causing ineligible 

costs. 

 

4.5 What type of support / coordination is provided by the MA / JS (or other external or internal 

Programme stakeholders)? 

Programme rules are defined by the Managing Authority and support is given to the FLC through the 

entire Programme implementation. Programme level documents (eg. Project Implementation Manual) 

are discussed with the FLC prior to their approval. Common events are also regularly organised (eg. 

IPA FLC Network meetings, joint presentations at implementation workshops, etc.). 
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5.3 Comparative summary analysis of project case studies 

The evaluation of the Interreg IPA Cross-border Cooperation (CBC) Programme “Croatia-Serbia 2014-

2020” also involved case study analysis, which covered a total of 4 projects from all thematic priority 

axes of the Programme (see table below). 

Table: Overview on projects analysed under the priority axes of the Interreg IPA CBC Programme 

Focus of priority axes (PA) Interreg IPA CBC Croatia-Serbia 

PA 1: Improving the quality of services in public health and social 

care sector 

Take care! (Developing and improving health and 

social services for vulnerable groups) 

PA 2: Protecting the environment and nature, improving risk 

prevention and promoting sustainable energy and energy efficiency 

R-SOL-E (Renewable Solar Energy) 

PA 3: Contributing to the development of tourism and preserving 

cultural and natural heritage 

VISITUS (Enriching tourism offer for persons with 

visual impairment and blindness) 

PA 4: Enhancing competitiveness and developing business 

environment in the Programme area 

DRIVE (Modernizing Laboratories for Innovative 

Technologies) 

 

The following comparison of key findings from the realised case studies is presented according to the 

main topics investigated in order to facilitate the linkage to relevant evaluation questions addressed 

in the main part of this report. 

Programme support during the project preparation and application process 

The Managing Authorities (MA) and Joint Secretariats (JS) have provided online-support (e.g. 

Application manual; guidelines for using the eMS; Questions & Answers sections) and also 

implemented various field activities (e.g. info workshops, project clinics) for reaching out to project 

applicants and supporting them during the preparation of their proposals. Further to this, Programme 

bodies have also provided direct advice to individual projects when this was needed for clarifying 

persisting uncertainties or for solving a specific difficulty. 

Many projects have participated with one or more partners in the info workshops and project clinics 

organised for the different Calls for proposals, which allowed them collecting additional information 

for elaborating their project applications. The range of existing Programme support mechanisms for 

applicants and the use of eMS for submitting proposals are judged highly relevant and very helpful by 

all case study projects (R-SOL-E; VISITUS), even in case of already experienced applicants (DRIVE; Take 

Care!). Also direct requests for support were handled effectively and swiftly by the addressed 

Programme bodies (VISITUS). 

Despite the support provided by the Programme, some projects noticed that their partners handled 

challenges associated with the project preparation and application phase quite differently. This might 

have to do with the fact that more experience and stronger capacities existed on the Croatian side, 

whereas both aspects are not yet this well developed on the Serbian side (Take Care!).  
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Nevertheless, the examined case study projects did in general not face any major difficulties in 

preparing and submitting their applications to the Programme. The elaboration processes lasted in-

between a range from four weeks up to nine weeks. Solid own experience in combination with 

adequate support received from the Programme turned out to be most important success factor 

during the elaboration and submission phase.  

Programme support during the implementation process and capitalisation on project results 

Most case study projects judged the ongoing support they received from the Managing Authorities 

and Joint Secretariats of the  Programme as extremely helpful and also very swift (R-SOL-E; VISITUS; 

Take Care!). The remaining projects involving experienced lead partners were probably not in need of 

such support (DRIVE), 

Several projects also underlined that the eMS is an efficient tool for monitoring and reporting the 

progress made in implementing project activities (R-SOL-E; VISITUS), as it clearly reduces the 

administrative burden for both sides. 

The examined case study projects usually did not face problems in realising their communication 

activities according to the Programme prescriptions. Consequently, they did also not need much 

support in this.  

The Programme was also active in ensuring a wider capitalisation on project results. Two projects were 

encouraged and also actively supported in their application for the REGIOSTARS award (Take Care! And 

R-SOL-E that is one of the finalist at Regio Stars award winning event in Bruxelles). Although both 

projects were not part of the final winners, this was an efficient way of Programme promotion and 

also helped showcasing own projects that qualify as good practice examples at an EU-wide scale.  

The Managing Authority also promoted R-SOL-E as an example of good practice on their web page and 

made reference to the project in public events.  

Project contributions to the expected Programme-wide outputs and results  

The examined case study projects have in general reached and sometimes even over-realised their 

initial output targets. 

Several projects generated lasting improvements in the cross-border areas through investing in 

technical equipment that increased production of energy from renewable sources or energy savings 

(R-SOL-E). 

Substantial positive effects also emerged from “soft measures” (e.g. trainings, awareness raising, 

promotional campaigns, networking etc.). Examples are: 

 the modernisation of university curricula under DRIVE, which created a more innovation-based 

educational offer from which also new student generations will benefit; 

 the improvement of tourism offers and services specifically targeted to persons with visual 

impairment and blindness, which stimulates a diversification of tourism in the cross-border 

area (VISITUS); 
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There are also interesting “success stories” that could be used as good practice examples for 

stimulating the emergence of high quality projects during the next programming period. An example 

is the project Take Care!, which shows how social and health care services should be modernised in 

areas suffering from an under-provision of adequate services, so as to address current and future 

needs in the field of health care more effectively. 

 Internal and external factors stimulating or hindering project implementation 

Experience shows that project-internal factors most often relate to aspects such as: (1) the presence 

of one or more partners having experience with projects funded by Interreg or other EU schemes, (2) 

an already established cooperation between two or more project partners and (3) a well-designed 

project-level working mechanism leading to intense cooperation among project partners. The positive 

influence usually depends on whether one or more of these factors is actually present within a project 

or not. 

The presence of experienced partners within a project (VISITUS) or a pre-existing cooperation among 

current partners (DRIVE) was in general considered conductive to ensuring a smooth and successful 

implementation of project activities. Nevertheless, implementation delays could still emerge especially 

if a project decided to modify its work plan and had to wait for official approval (VISITUS). 

Several projects made good experiences with a “decentralised” distribution of work among partners 

on project implementation and/or project management (CODE).  

Also permanent and open communication is seen as a key element for the success of a project, both 

between the project partners and between the partnership and Programme bodies (MA, JS).   

External factors are issues or contextual developments that are largely outside the direct control of 

projects. Influences of different kinds may emerge from a change of political or economic framework 

conditions, the existence of legal or administrative obstacles or the effects of other unforeseeable 

events. Several projects have experienced adverse influences from external factors, but this did not 

lead to less outputs or a lower contribution to the expected result at priority axis level.  

One issue were problems with companies sub-contracted for delivering construction works or 

establishing technical installations (i.e. lack of contractors; lacking capacity of contractor; problems in 

meeting deadlines). Such difficulties put temporarily at risk the effective installation of solar power-

plants and public lightings under the project R-SOL-E. 

Another problem is the frequently very weak financial own assets of NGOs operating in specific fields 

of intervention addressed by the Interreg IPA CBC Programme. Project applicants must finance 10% of 

their own operational cost, but these conditions are too strict for many NGOs that do not have the 

financial capacity for mobilising such match-funding.  

Under R-SOL-E, a specific legal-administrative challenge emerged for the Town of Belišće. It was 

difficult for the city to establish a contract with the Croatian national energy company (HEP) on 

reintroducing into their network surplus electricity that is produced by solar panels installed on the 

roof of public buildings. In the end, however, Belišće and HEP managed to solve these problems. 
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Project contributions to the three horizontal objectives of EU Cohesion Policy 

Seven out of the eight examined projects have also contributed to the three horizontal objectives of 

EU Cohesion Policy, which aim at supporting sustainable development, equal opportunities and non-

discrimination as well as equality between men and women. 

Sustainable development was supported quite frequently by projects. They did this by using 

environmentally friendly approaches for promoting tourism (VISITUS), by developing better digital 

equipment and green technologies for reducing emissions and pollution (DRIVE), by installing solar 

power plants on five publicly owned buildings (R-SOL-E). 

Also contributions to equal opportunities and non-discrimination are frequent, as many projects 

operated in cross-border zones with a multi-ethnical context or a presence of cultural-linguistic 

minorities.  The full respect of everyone's personal beliefs or origins was thus an important pre-

condition for building up and strengthening mutual trust in all kinds of professional and interpersonal 

relationships that emerged within projects (Take Care!). Beyond this, the objective of equal 

opportunities was also promoted by improving access to home care services for vulnerable person 

groups in rural areas (Take Care!), or by developing tourism offers / services for persons with visual 

impairment and blindness (VISITUS). 

Equality between men and women was only supported by the one project focussing on cross-border 

economic development. DRIVE has organised the “Girls in ICT day” for making young women from 

middle and high schools more aware about employment opportunities in the automotive sector. 

 

Project contributions to relevant EU macro-regional strategies 

All case study projects have contributed to Pillars and Priority Areas of the EU macro-regional Strategy 

for the Danube Region (EUSDR), but some also to Pillars of the EU macro-regional Strategy for the 

Adriatic-Ionian Region (EUSAIR). The extent to which this contribution occurred depends on the topics 

addressed by projects and also on the geographical location of projects. 

Several projects made a direct contribution to one or more of the EUSDR-Priority Areas. This is the 

case for Priority Area 3 “Culture & Tourism” (VISITUS), Priority Area 2 “Sustainable energy” (R-SOL-E;), 

Priority Area 7 “Knowledge Economy” (DRIVE) and Priority Area 9 “People and Skills” (DRIVE). A 

contribution to the EUSDR is less visible in case of Take Care!. 

A clear direct contribution to the EUSAIR is made by the project VISITUS (Pillar 4 “Sustainable Tourism). 

Lessons learned from the project case studies and general recommendations 

Although the case study sample is small and far from giving a “representative picture” across all 

currently running projects, their findings may nevertheless allow formulating some general 

recommendations that could be taken into consideration by the relevant Programme bodies. 

 The current Programme-level support activities should be continued in the future 

programming period 2021-2027. Bearing in mind that not all applicants had a similar level of 
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experience with Interreg IPA funding, it is strongly recommended to even further intensify 

such support especially in the Programme areas of Serbia. 

 Bearing in mind that NGOs frequently lack of substantial financial assets, it would be good if 

the Programme could develop some kind of practical advice on how such NGOs can possibly 

organise and ensure a pre-financing of their future project activities (e.g. through an info sheet 

or through direct advice given at info workshops). 

 The setting up of stable and also durable networks between businesses across borders should 

become an indirect judgement criterion for assessing future project applications aimed at 

supporting cross-border business cooperation. 

 Future progress reporting should at some stage also require projects to report on their 

contribution made to supporting the horizontal objectives of EU Cohesion Policy and the 

objectives of relevant EU macro-regional strategies (best in the final project reports). 

 


