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1 OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION 

1.1 Introduction to the evaluation document  

1.1.1 Context of the evaluation  

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Hungary as Managing Authority (MA), the Ministry of 

Investments, Regional Development and Informatization of the Slovak Republic (NA), the Ministry of 

Public Works, Development and Administration of Romania (NA) and the Secretariat of the Cabinet of 

Ministers of Ukraine (NA) scheduled the so called Second Phase evaluation of the Hungary-Slovakia-

Romania-Ukraine ENI Cross-border Cooperation Programme 2014-2020  (hereinafter: HUSKROUA or 

Programme ) for 2024-2025. This document summarises the results of this evaluation process. 

The present Second Phase evaluation of the Programme was carried out by the Central European Service 

for Cross-Border Initiatives (CESCI)1. CESCI is a Budapest-based association established according to 

Hungarian private law aiming to ease cross-border cooperation in Central Europe in general and along 

the Hungarian borders in particular . The organisation is one of the strategic partners of the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade of Hungary. 

The Evaluation procedure has been designed based on the Programmeõs Evaluation Plan , which 

defined three types of evaluations: ex-ante evaluation, mid-term review and ex-post evaluation. The 

mid-term review (1st phase of the implementation -oriented evaluation) was elaborated by the CESCI 

and it was approved in February 2020 by the Joint Monitoring Committee of the Programme. In the 

second phase of the evaluations, the three aspects (effectiveness, efficiency and impact) were assessed 

together, in a combined  way.  

1.1.2 Structure of the document  

The document is made up by three main sections: 1 Overview of the evaluation, 2 In-depth evaluation 

and 3 Annex. The first sectionõs main purpose is to set the context of the document, offer an overview 

of the Programme's implementation and present the main findings and answers to the guiding 

questions. The second section of the evaluation details the analysis. These first two main parts are 

strongly interlinked through cross -references, but they can also be read separately. The Annex chapter 

contains factual information and lists supporting the evaluation process. 

 
1 The associationõs website: https://budapest.cesci-net.eu/en/   

https://budapest.cesci-net.eu/en/
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1.1.3 Scope of the evaluation  

The scope of the evaluation was defined in the Evaluation Plan. All three predefined aspects of the 

Evaluation Plan (effectiveness, impact and efficiency) have been assessed in this document. In addition, 

the document also evaluates the performance of the Programme. For the purposes of this evaluation, 

these terms are understood as follows: 

¶ Performance  shows the progress made against the planned implementation. 

¶ Effectiveness  refers to the degree to which the objectives and targets are achieved at the date 

of evaluation. 

¶ Impact  is a very complex term referring to the influence that the Programme exercises on the 

internal cohesion of the programme area and the level of cross-border cooperation. While 

effectiveness measures the internal success of the Programme, the impact rather identifies its 

external success. 

¶ Efficiency  refers to the use of financial/administrative resources in relation to outputs and 

results. Successful here means õoptimalõ and õresource-efficientõ. 

The evaluation assessed all of these aspects through the following chapters: 

Table 2: Aspects assessed in the in-depth evaluation 

Aspects Relevant chapters of the evaluation  

2.1 Performance 

2.1.1 Quantification of the performance 

2.1.2 Applied mechanisms and tools 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the implementation 

2.2 Effectiveness 

2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs 

2.2.2 Analysis of the impacted target groups 

2.2.3 Analysis of the communication of the Programme and the projects 

2.2.4 Durability of the projects 

2.2.5 Analysis of the partnerships 

2.3 Impact 

2.3.1 Analysis of the result indicators 

2.3.2 Mapping of the territorial coverage 

2.3.3 Synergies with relevant programmes 

2.3.4 Cross-cutting issues 

2.3.5 The Programmeõs borderscape impact 

2.4 Efficiency 2.4.1 Cost-efficiency 
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1.1.4 Applied methods  

During the evaluation exercise, the experts used several sources and applied different methods, 

traditional and innovative ones as well. 

The official documents of the Joint Operational Programme  serve as fundamental sources of the 

evaluation. To define the basic information on the implementation among others the internal rules, the 

JMC decisions and the documents of the call for proposals were analysed. 

Interviews  were conducted with several relevant stakeholders, including the most of the Programme 

Bodies, the beneficiaries of LIPs and those beneficiaries whose thematic objective was not covered by 

LIPs. The majority of the interviews were done mostly via online platforms such as Zoom, but 

interviewees were also given the opportunity to share their experiences in written format. Before 

conducting the interview, the list of questions was sent to the interviewees to give them time to prepare. 

The types of interviewees were as follows: 

¶ Programme Bodies : 

o Joint Monitoring Committee, Managing Authority, Communication expert : Online 

interviews were conducted. 

o National Authorities : Written interview s were conducted with the participation of all NAs.  

¶ Lead Beneficiaries : 

o Lead beneficiaries of the LIPs: Online interviews involving all LBs of the LIPs. 

o Lead beneficiaries of normal projects related to TO3 Culture and historical heritage: 

Online interviews involving two selected LBs. 

Table 3: List of implemented interviews 

Country  Type Name 

HU Managing Authority  Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Hungary 

SK National Authorit y 
Ministry of Investments, Regional Development and 

Informatization of the Slovak Republic 

RO National Authorit y 
Ministry of Public Works, Development and Administration 

of Romania 

UA National Authorit y Secretariat of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine 

HU Joint Technical Secretariat Sz®chenyi Programme Office 

HU Communication expert of the JTS Sz®chenyi Programme Office 

HU Lead beneficiary of LIP Tisza EGTC 

SK Lead beneficiary of LIP 
Roads administration of Presov self-governing region  

(SđCPSK) 

UA Lead beneficiary of LIP Tisza River Basin Water Resources Directorate  (TRBWRD) 

UA Lead beneficiary of LIP 
Uzhhorod forestry enterprise branch of the State specialised 

enterprise òForests of Ukraineó  (SFE "FORESTS OF UA") 

RO Lead beneficiary of normal project Municipality of Ardud  

UA Lead beneficiary of normal project Tourist Association of Ivano-Frankivsk Region (TAIF) 
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The INTERREG+ database was used containing detailed information on all projects regardless their 

status (e.g. closed, contracted, under modification). The database was extracted on 9th of December 

2024, and it was an important source to gain relevant information on multiple aspects. In some cases, 

the INTERREG+ system had to be harmonised with the data provided by the JTS. 

It has to be noted, that for the financial analysis, the experts applied a so-called ôexpected budget õ 

concept, taking into account the verified amount of the completed projects, and the planned budget of 

those projects without an approved final report (there were two projects without final project report  at 

the cut-off date). 

The opinions of JMC members  were collected through an online survey  in English. After all, 10 JMC 

members showed willingness to complete the questionnaire. The list of these respondents is presented 

in Table 4. The JMC survey included a total of five questions on the following topics: 

¶ the situation of border region in terms of the regional needs  

¶ impact of the Programme in terms of the regional needs  

¶ cross-border relevance of the results 

¶ structure and procedure of the JMC. 

Table 4: List of JMC members participating in the survey 

Country  Name of the JMC member  

HU Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

HU County Council of Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg County 

SK KoĢice Self-Governing Region 

SK PreĢov Self-Governing Region 

RO Ministry of Development, Public Works and Administration  of Romania 

RO Maramures County Council 

RO Satu Mare County Council 

RO Suceava County Council 

UA Transcarpathian Regional Military (State) Administration 

UA Ivano-Frankivsk Regional Council 

 

In order to gather opinions from as wide range of stakeholders  as possible, another online survey  was 

also conducted in all four national languages. The target group of the survey included not just the 

beneficiaries, but all stakeholders who submitted an application. Finally, a total of 105 responses were 

received to the questionnaire sent out by JTS. Among them there was only one respondent who did not 

agree with the terms and conditions, therefore was not able to complete the survey. 

The evaluators took into consideration the respondentsõ time and experiences. In order to ensure that 

respondents only had to answer the questions that were relevant to them, the survey included routing 

questions. This meant that respondents did not have to read through the entire survey, so the number 
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of received answers to each question is different. The various sections of the questionnaire and the 

number of responses received are shown in brackets in the list below: 

¶ 1st block: cross-border cooperation in general:  

o Identification questions (104 responses) 

o Communication of the Programme (104 responses) 

o Sources of funding (104 responses) 

o Application, project implementation (104 responses) 

¶ 2nd block: thematic objectives of the Programme: 

o TO3 Promotion of local culture and preservation of historical heritage  (23 responses) 

o TO6 Environmental protection, climate change mitigation and adaptation  (31 responses) 

o TO7 Improvement of accessibility to the regions, development of sustainable and 

climate-proof transport and communication networks and systems  (8 responses) 

o TO8 Common challenges in the field of safety and security (22 responses) 

¶ 3rd block: Programme, from the point of view:  

o Partnership, durability (84 responses) 

o Target groups (84 responses) 

o Communication of the project (84 responses) 

o Cross-cutting issues (84 responses) 

As a stakeholder could submit more than one application, the number of responses exceeds the number 

of respondents. Altogether 11 applicants completed more than one survey. The 1st block of questions 

was received by all applicants, followed by the thematic questions (2nd block), which were only available 

to those who implemented project related to the given thematic objectives. Among the thematic 

objectives, TO6 Environmental protection received the largest number of answers (nearly 40% of the 

respondents opened these blocks of questions), while only 8 beneficiaries (10% of the respondents) 

considered themselves competent to answer questions related to TO7 Transport and communication 

networks. The last part of the survey (3rd block) was open for every beneficiary. 

The territorial distribution of respondents is introduced in Figure 1. At the top of the list are the core 

regions, of which Zakarpatska region stands out, where nearly 30% of the respondents come from. In 

general, the western core regions were the most proactive, as more than 10 responses were received 

from KoĢickĩ region, Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg county and PreĢovskĩ region. As regards the adjoining 

regions, only Borsod-Aba¼j-Zempl®n county is represented by 3 responses. In addition, respondents 

from 4 national and regional capitals ð located outside the territory of core and adjoining regions ð took 

the time to complete the ques tionnaire. Among them, the applicants from Cluj -Napoca are the 

dominant ones. All in all, more than a quarter of the responses was sent from Ukraine (36 responses) 

and Slovakia (27 responses), followed by Romania (21 responses) and Hungary (20 responses). 
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Figure 1: Distribution of respondents by the country of the organisation's seat 

 

Figure 2: Distribution of respondents by type of organisation they represent 

 

The number of respondents by type of organisation is shown in Figure 2. The willingness to respond 

was the highest among the self-governments and their organisations. Nonetheless, more than 20 

responses were received from the representatives of public bodies, NGOs, and research institutions 

(universities and development agencies). In the other cases, there were 2 responses from the Tisza EGTC 
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and one response each from chambers of commerce and religious organisations. Regarding the 

distribution of respondents by countries, in Ukraine mostly the public bodies and NGOs, while in 

Slovakia the self-governments took part in the survey. As for the ot her two Member States, in Romania 

universities and self-governments, and in Hungary the public bodies and self-governments were the 

most involved stakeholders. 

The distribution of respondents based on their involvement in the Programme is presented in Figure 3. 

On the whole, in the case of 85 responses2 (82% of all responses) the project ideas have been 

implemented in the programme period. The percentage of granted applications was the highest among 

the Hungarian respondents (90%), while the percentage of non-implemented applications was the most 

significant among the Romanians (29%). In terms of the number of responses, most of the granted 

projects came from Ukraine, while the highest number of responses with unimplemented project ideas 

was sent from Romania and Slovakia. 

Figure 3: Respondentsõ type of involvement in the Programme 

 

GIS-based territorial analysis  was applied in order to illustrate the Programmeõs achievements in terms 

of the regional needs and the territorial coverage of the projects. Various maps help understanding and 

evaluating the impacts achieved within each PA. The evaluation process included data collection, 

database building and processing phases. 

Finally, a content analysis of other policy guidelines and related financing sources  was performed 

with regard to how the Programme complies with these guidelines. As part of this analysis, the 

contribution of the HUSKROUA projects to the Priority Areas of the EU Strategy for the Danube Region 

 
2 85 respondents indicated that they had implemented project in the Programme, but one of the respondents 

could not find its project ID in the survey, so the rest of the survey was completed by 84 respondents. 
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(EUSDR) and the headline targets of the EU2020 Strategy were analysed. Two features of the projects 

were evaluated: 

1. the direction of the projectsõ impact (negative, neutral, or positive);  

2. direct/indirect nature of the impact.  

This method facilitated to answer the question of  to what extent the Programme has contributed to 

cross-border regional development and how it has complemented and enhanced the effect of other 

related policies or strategies. 

As a unique method, the evaluators analysed the Programmeõs impact on the borderscape. The 

ultimate mission of the CBC programmes is to diminish the separating effects of the administrative 

borders and to convene the citizens living on either side of the border in order to build mutual trust 

and peaceful coexistence. The elimination of the barrier effects influences the perceptions and the 

spatial behaviour of the citizens living in the border area. This aspect is addressed by the assessment of 

borderscape changes which are usually not assessed, due to the methodological difficulties. The term 

ôborderscapeõ refers to the way how the everyday citizens perceive, experience, dissolve and (re-)create 

the state border. 

During the last years, CESCI has been developing the methodological background for measuring the 

borderscape and borderscaping phenomena. For this purpose, three groups of factors are analysed 

based on the classification of Henk van Houtum3: 

1. cross-border flows  refer to the volume and intensity of the cross -border flow of goods, persons, 

services and the business activities in the borderland; 

2. cross-border cooperation  factors include the analysis of the administrative conditions for and 

the quality of cooperation and social connectivity across the border, including (among others) 

cross-border institutions, projects and the level of bilingualism;  

3. the so-called people  factor refers to the border citizensõ perception on distance, otherness and 

territoriality generated and defined by the administrative border.  

The three aspects show a strong correlation. The intensification of cross-border flows facilitates the 

development of cooperation and, vice versa, the stronger the cooperation level between the actors, the 

more intense is the volume of cross-border flows. Similarly, the perceptions of the border citizens on 

the border and the other side of the border will gradually be changing based on frequent encounters 

and, vice versa, the changing perception of the border people will facilitate the intensification of 

cooperation, etc. When assessing the impacts of a CBC programme, the most important aspect is to 

show how the selected interventions contributed to stronger cross -border integration ð which 

manifested through the intensification of cross -border flows and cooperation ð and to a more 

favourable atmosphere for building mutual trust.  

 
3 Houtum, van H. (2000): An Overview of European Geographical Research on Borders and Border Regions, 

Journal of Borderlands Studies, 15:1, pp. 57ð83. 
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The relevant chapter (2.3.5 The 

Programmeõs borderscape impact) 

contains a matrix presenting the 

estimated impacts of the Programme 

on the different borderscape factors 

and a summary of the findings related 

to the borderscape aspect. 

The applied impact vector has two axes: 

¶ Direction of the impact 

(negative ð positive); 

¶ Strength of the impact 

produced by the Programme 

(weak ð strong). 

Through this innovative approach the 

experts intend to make the impacts of 

the programme on the programme area 

more intelligible.  

Figure 4: Impact vectors 

 

1.1.5 Limitations of the evaluation  

Due to the nature and scope of the analysis, as well as the availability of the relevant data, the current 

evaluation has limitations that need to be taken into account when interpreting its results.  

First of all, the cut -off date of the evaluation was set to be 9th  of December 2024,  which led to a 

few restrictions. Despite the fact that the administrative closure of projects reached an advanced level 

by the cut-off date, there are still some that have not been administratively closed. In total, 2 projects ð 

Carpathian Small Aviation4 and Zero Waste5 ð out of 81 (2.5%) had not an approved final report  

(meaning the administrative closure of the projects). This fact currently makes it difficult to estimate the 

Programmeõs impacts. 

For the evaluation, one of the main data sources  was the monitoring system of the Programme, called 

INTERREG+ system. In cooperation with the Sz®chenyi Programme Office Nonprofit LLC, a substantial 

data export was done at the beginning of the work. In some minor cases, it was necessary to harmonise 

 
4 Carpathian Small Aviation: HUSKROUA/1901/7.1/0053, Carpathian Small Aviation ð new approaches for 

mobility of persons and goods in Carpathian region  

5 Zero Waste: HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/006, Zero Waste: Theory for Everybody, Practice for Everyone in the Cross-

Border Region 
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the exported data with the JTS database. In the case of three projects (Bike AcceNT6, CODE VDIC7, 

SaltRoad8), the INTERREG+ system does not include the answers given in the application form.9 

Therefore, the analyses compiled from these responses do not cover these projects. 

The success of involving beneficiaries  and JMC members  in the evaluation process varied widely. 

Some of them actively participated, while others did not complete the questionnaire.  

Furthermore, in some cases, the inadequate data sources  posed a severe limitation. The lack of relevant 

statistical data in certain cases made the calculation of complex indices impossible. This is especially 

valid for the sections on ôBorderscapeõ where the analysis of the different factors would have required 

the existence of such a broad-scale dataset that is far beyond of the scope of the present analysis. The 

difficulties in the analysis of the progress in the field of the result indicators are also li nked to this 

phenomenon. In many cases, harmonised data series are not available or easily accessible. 

At the time of the cut -off date, the progress of the indicators  could not be analysed, as the reported 

values had not been harmonised. Even if the majority of the projects were administratively closed, their 

final achieved results were not closed in the system yet. Therefore, the JTS had to recalculate and check 

the reported values, which required extra time and hampered the finalisation of the evaluation report. 

In light of these circumstances, features of the indicators were analysed instead of their progress. 

Further limitations, identified during the evaluation are listed in the following table:  

 

 
6 Bike AcceNT: HUSKROUA/1702/7.1/0060, Bike AcceNT: Bicycle Accessibility Networking Territories 

7 CODE VDIC: HUSKROUA/1702/8.1/0035, Common Development of Volunteer Disaster Intervention Capability 

8 SaltRoad: HUSKROUA/1702/3.1/0091, Restoration of tourist attractiveness of the historical "SaltRoad" 

9 After the cut -off date, the missing information had been completed in the INTERREG+ system. 
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Table 5: List of limitations 

Type of limitation  Chapter(s)  Detected limitation  

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

Final results of the indicators 

are available with some 

limitations  

2.1.1 Quantification of the 

performance 

2.3.1 Analysis of the result 

indicators 

2.1.2 Applied mechanisms and 

tools 

2.4.1 Cost-efficiency 

Although the projects reported their indicatorsõ progress, in some cases the initial 

methodology of calculation has not been followed. Due to this misunderstanding, the 

aggregation of final values could not be  carried out. In order to get to know the real 

achievements supervision and harmonisation was needed from the JTS. In the meantime, the 

supervision has been done, the necessary measures, modifications, further explanations have 

been provided. After the cut -off date, this process has been closed (see 3 Annex). 

Lack of data on regional 

needs 

2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment 

of regional needs 

Lack of data to assess regional needs. Data are available only with regard to thematic 

objectives, priorities but no direct information is available about the EU contribution 

dedicated to the changes, i.e. the contribution of the Programme to the changes. 

Furthermore, none of the financial and performance data, indicators are aligned directly to 

the various challenges and needs of the border region. Also, there is no survey on how the 

beneficiaries perceive the Programmeõs effectiveness (extent of change) and the emerging 

needs during the programme realisation period.  

Lack of systemic information 

on target groups  

2.2.2 Analysis of the impacted 

target groups 

Even though there is information on project level about the target groups, due to the lack 

of systemic and JOP-level rules on categorisation heterogeneous information on the target 

groups can be found only. The beneficiaries had wide freedom in defining th eir own target 

groups making comparisons difficult.  

No usable information on the 

timeframes of partnerships 

2.2.5 Analysis of the 

partnerships 

There is a lack of information or direct data on the strength of the partnerships. For instance, 

there is no data whether the partners participated in the previous programme, or on the year 

a beneficiary started forming any kind of (projects, agreements, etc.) cooperation and 

partnership network (e.g. participation in the same association, partners in the same EGTC). 

Lack of data on synergies 
2.3.3 Synergies with relevant 

programmes 

There is no data about the synergies with the relevant strategies and programmes (e.g. on 

the EU contribution to EUSDR or EU2020 on project level/breakup) 

Lack of horizontal indicators 2.3.4 Cross-cutting issues The cross-cutting issues were difficult to measure. 
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Type of limitation  Chapter(s)  Detected limitation  

Lack of data to measure the 

contribution of the 

Programme to changes 

2.3.5 The Programmeõs 

borderscape impact 

There is a lack of available data to measure the contribution of the Programme to changes 

precisely. Therefore, the evaluators had to stick to the available information provided by the 

INTERREG+ system. It is always difficult to rate the impact of the Programme while other 

global, national and regional effects could overweight the Programmeõs contributions. 

TECHNICAL ISSUES 

Lack of access to 

communication KPIs 

2.2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the 

Programme and the projects 

The main limitation that can be mentioned regarding the evaluation of communication 

activities of the Programme was the lack of access to communication KPIs. However, the 

Annual Implementation Reports provide detailed description and outputs how different 

tools of communications performed, the Annual Information and Communication Plans did 

not set the KPIs. 

The system cannot detect 

change of seats 

2.2.5 Analysis of the 

partnerships 

The seat alterations cannot be traced back and detected causing unclear territorial coverage 

and partnership network interpretations.  

Limited information on the 

location of activities  

2.3.2 Mapping of the territorial 

coverage 

There is a lack of information especially on the òsoftó activities. Even information on the 

location of infrastructural investments is hard to be found. Many times, locations are missing 

on settlement/municipality level (LAU2). The language and spelling of the geographical 

places (settlements, river basins etc.) is often different  making the comparison and 

summaries more challenging. 

Absence of links between the 

budget lines and activities 
2.4.1 Cost-efficiency 

Although the procurement plans of the projects include most of the procured items with 

linked budget,  the absence of full -scale breakdown of activities linked with budget lines 

made it difficult to estimate  the exact expenses aiming the fulfilment of the indicators. In 

light of this, the specific cost ratio would have been calculated on the basis of the total EU 

funding received by the projects. This problem is already handled by the new programme 

(2021-2027). 
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1.2 General features of the Programme  

The Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine ENI Cross-border Cooperation Programme 2014-2020 is the 

successor of the Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine ENPI CBC Programme 2007-2013. The Programme 

is a relatively extensive one in terms of the size of the eligible area and of the population. The extent of 

the programme area has not changed with its 83 057 km2 that equals the whole territory of Austria, and 

almost Hungary. The largest territory is made up by Ukraine with 41.9%, followed by Romania with 

23.3%, Slovakia with 18.95% and Hungary with 15.9%. At the beginning of the Programme (2014), 7.83 

million people lived in the  area that has been dwindled to 7.65 million until the latest available data 

(2022) concerning the cut-off date. The population is almost equally shared between the group of 

Member States and Ukraine as 15.2% of the people  live on the Hungarian, 20.75% on the Slovakian, 

18.6% on the Romanian and 45.4 % on the Ukrainian side of the border.  

Figure 5: Map of the programme area 

 

Altogether 10 administrative territorial units (at NUTS3 level) belong to the programme area out of 

which the Hungarian side covers 2 NUTS3 regions (so called ôv§rmegyeõ), the Romanian side 3 NUTS3 

regions (so called ôjudeˮulõ), the Slovakian side 2 regions (so called ôkrajõ) and the Ukrainian side 3 regions 

(so called ôoblastõ) as follows: 

¶ Hungary: 

o Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg;  

o Borsod-Aba¼j-Zempl®n (adjoining region with full participation rights)  
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¶ Slovakia: 

o KoĢickĩ; 

o PreĢovskĩ 

¶ Romania: 

o MaramureĹ; 

o Satu Mare;  

o Suceava (adjoining region with limited participation rights)  

¶ Ukraine: 

o Zakarpatska; 

o IvanoðFrankivska; 

o Chernivetska (adjoining region with limited participation rights)  

Similarly to the previous programme, along with the core regions, the category of adjacent regions was 

also included. The subcategory of Adjacent area with full participation means that any organisation 

located there are able to cooperate within the Programme without any restriction.  The subcategory of 

Adjacent areas with limited participation means that any organisation located there are able to 

cooperate within the Programme with restriction.  It has to be added that adjoining regions had 

restricted options to apply for certain calls and TOs. It means that Chernivetska and Suceava could not 

apply for TO8 investments, and were eligible regions only in relation to the two open calls 

(HUSKROUA/1702 and HUSKROUA/1901). Furthermore, projects from the adjoining regions from 

Ukraine and Romania had to have Hungarian or Slovakian partners. Taking into account the population 

as well as the territory of the regions, core regions are larger (5 499 649 km2 versus 2 154 685 km2) and 

more populous (5.9 million versus 2.4 million) in total, with no significant difference in the territory 

(71.1% versus 28.9%) and population (71.85% versus 28.15%) shares comparing the two types.  

As an amendment, compared to the previous programme, a new type was introduced. Considering the 

governance structure of the given countries, the national and regional capitals concerned were also 

introduced as potential seat of beneficiaries in case the results of the supported activities carried out in 

the capitals are for the benefit of the border region . The following major social, economic and cultural 

centres are identified and conditions for their participation  were set: 

¶ Budapest (Hungary) 

¶ Debrecen (Hungary) 

¶ Eger (Hungary) 

¶ Bratislava (Slovakia) 

¶ Bansk§ Bystrica (Slovakia) 

¶ Zvolen (Slovakia) 

¶ Bucharest (Romania) 

¶ Cluj Napoca (Romania) 

¶ Kyiv (Ukraine) 

Due to the decentralisation of the administration system in Slovakia ð occurring during the 

implementation of the Programme ð the list of the major social, economic or cultural centres was 

enlarged with two cities (Bansk§ Bystrica and Zvolen). The modification was approved by the JMC on 

19th December 2019. 
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The Programme was approved by the Commission Implementing Decision no. C(2015) 9180 on 17th 

December 2015, and is co-financed by EU funding from the ENI (for the European Neighbourhood 

Partner, Ukraine) as well as from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF, for Member States). 

According to the latest amended JOP, the total EU contribution of the Programme (with the budget of 

TA) is EUR 73 952 000 complemented with national co -financing, thus amounting to EUR 84 520 917. 

The Programmeõs budget was divided among f our Thematic Objectives (TO), each focusing on specific 

thematic fields, and the Technical Assistance. During the programme period reallocations were 

introduced according to the amendments accepted. Accordingly, the amount was increased in relation 

to TO8 in particular (+EUR 5.7 million), but TO3 (+EUR 2.1 million) and TO6 (+EUR 2.7 million) also got 

biggest support compared to the adopted Joint Operational Programme. Due to the elimination of 

Priority 7.2 ICT infrastructure from the Programme, the allocated resources were significantly reduced 

in relation to TO7 (-EUR 9.4 million) . The EU contribution of the eliminated priority was  split 

proportionally among the remaining TOs based on their share from the overall programme allocation . 

This resulted in 19.09% increase of all remaining TOs (see Amendment on 19th December 2019). 

Based on the MC decision at 3rd call projectsõ selection, the Technical Assistance was also decreased 

(nearly -EUR 1.2 million). According to the amendment introduced in 2020, the main intension was to 

select the highest possible number of projects of the last CfP. As a result, the savings in the Technical 

Assistance and in the priorities were used. In 2023, additional reallocation happened, as two 

humanitarian projects were implemented under TO8, and extra fund requests were case by case 

approved based on justified increased costs of works elements, which absorbed the remaining funds of 

the other TOs. 

Figure 6: Reallocations between TOs during the programme period 
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Figure 7 shows the Priorities, result indicators, applied mechanisms, financial allocation, progress, 

number of projects and beneficiaries per TO. 

Figure 7: Overview of the Programme 
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1.3 Answers to the guiding questions  

1.3.1 General guiding questions  

Q1. What is the progress of the Programme towards achieving the targets of the Thematic 

Objectives in terms of expected results, activities, types of Beneficiaries and indicators?  

Concerning the expected results  of Thematic Objectives the most notably progress from the point of 

view of regional needs took place in relation to TO8 Safety and security, followed by TO3 Culture and 

historical heritage. In relation to TO3 the most relevant progress took place regarding the promotion 

and rehabilitation of cultural heritage (sites) and tourism attraction development. With regard to the 

activities  of TO8, disaster management and healthcare were the areas of where the greatest progress 

was experienced. In the frames of TO7 accessibility of the regions was improved, however other targets 

were less affected. In relation to TO6 reduction of water pollution and  protection of habitats and species 

were the areas in which significant achievements took place. From the aspect of territorial coverage, 

TO3 was able to support beneficiaries and realise infrastructural investments located at smaller 

settlements. TO6 is known for supporting geographical areas (such as river basins, mountain ranges), 

and activities that are hard to be localised as one certain point on the map (e.g. monitoring network). 

TO7 supported investments such as border crossings and roads, paths situated close to the national 

borders to improve cross-border accessibility. TO8 affected mostly urban centres, hospital cities owing 

to the strong healthcare character of this TO. Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.1 Analysis of 

the fulfilment of regional needs, 2.3.2 Mapping of the territorial coverage and 2.4.1 Cost-efficiency. 

Self-governments and their organisations, regional councils (30% of all beneficiaries) as well as public 

bodies and public non-profit companies (26.1%) were the most numerous organisational types of  

beneficiaries  of the Programme which enjoyed the achievements of the Programme. The least 

numerous types of beneficiaries were associations of enterprises, professional organisations (2.1%), 

churches and religious associations and communities (1.8%) and EGTCs (1.1%). Regarding the financial 

allocation public bodies and public non -profit companies (33.7%) and regional, local and county self-

governments and their legal entities, regional councils (30.7%) received the highest amount of EU 

contribution (64.4% altogether). The least supported types in budgetary terms were regional and local 

associations of enterprises, professional organisations (1%) along with churches and religious 

associations and communities (1.8%). Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.5 Analysis of the 

partnerships. 

Based on the number of projects that targeted any groups, the most frequently addressed groups  on 

programme-level are general and border people, professional and experts, specialists and the related 

organisations (water managers, emergency departments, foresters, transport engineers etc.), 

settlements, local municipalities, followed by public authorities. TO3 was successful in involving tourism-

related stakeholders, i.e. tourists and tourism service providers. TO7 was especially helpful in creating 

progress in relation to settlements, local municipalities, the general public, border people and economic 

actors (businesses, producers, investors). With regard to TO8, the most frequently targeted groups 

include professionals, experts, specialists and the related stakeholders (e.g. water management 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the Hungary -Slovakia -Romania -Ukraine  ENI Cross-border Cooperation Programme  

27 

directorates, emergency services, hospitals), healthcare and social services including their employees 

(such as doctors, nurses), general public, border people, settlements, local municipalities. TO8 was also 

relatively successful in initiating progress and achievements in relation to children and youth (below 35) 

including students. Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.2 Analysis of the impacted target groups. 

Although the exact progress of the output indicators  cannot be introduced, the results clearly exceeded 

the target values set by the Programme. This favourable trend is due to the moderate target values, as 

in most of the cases the expected achievements are more than two-times higher than the initial goals.  

The overachievement is significantly great in the case of TO8 and the indicators of OI 6.1c Habitats with 

better conservation status and OI 3.1a Number of organisations for promoting local culture and preserving 

historical heritage. The progress is more moderate related to TO7. According to the result indicators, 

presumably the targets of TO3 and TO7 will be overachieved, as the number of visitors to the 

reconstructed sites and the number of vehicles using the modernised transport infrastructure 

significantly surpass the initial goals. In the case of the other TOs, the indicatorsõ progress is hard to 

evaluate, as the exact data are still not available. Further details can be read in the chapter 

2.1.1 Quantification of the performance and 2.3.1 Analysis of the result indicators. 

Q2. How well are the project objectives, outputs and results aligned with the expectations as 

set in the Joint Operational Programme?  

The alignment can be regarded very appropriate. The project objectives are in line with the TOs and the 

related regional needs. There are only few cases where limited overlapping persists. Where the 

alignment is a bit questionable are water management, water quality and pollution reduction 

expectations since these are interconnected especially when it comes to water bodies. 

All in all, the most relevant mismatch can be found in relation to TO6 and TO7 in particular. Some 

projects were developed in the frames of environmental protection, climate change mitigation and 

adaptation but supported joint activities for the prevention of disasters and joint actions during 

emergency situations (TO8). The correlation and interdependencies have caused some 

misunderstandings. Climate adaptation solely was barely addressed. Also, the development of ICT 

infrastructure and information sharing  often was part of a thematic field or larger developments (e.g. 

healthcare, education), and (due to the cancelation of Priority 7.2) little attention was paid on IT 

infrastructure on its own/directly.  

Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs. 

Q3. What change was achieved in the eligible programme area in terms of meeting the 

needs and challenges of the border region, as identified in the Joint Operational 

Programme document?  

Concerning protection and reconstruction of cultural heritage sites , there was a clear contribution 

to the need to tackle the inappropriate condition and lack of preservation of historical sites by 

restoration and reconstruction works. Historical monuments, museums, galleries, churches, manor 

house, castle ruins, village houses, ecclesiastical architecture, fortifications and other former military 

buildings, Jewish heritage were the heritage which experienced the most notable positive change. 
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Concerning the need for promotion of intangible cultural heritage and cultural relations , two 

differing changes were archived by the projects in particular: one priority was the facilitation of tighter 

intercultural cooperation by organising common cultural events and activities, the provision of cross -

border multinational events for domestic  and international tourists for promotion of local culture and 

historical heritage. The other main contribution of the Programme was the partnership building and 

networking among stakeholders coming from the cultural sphere.  

Concerning the need for tourism attraction development , the Programme contributed significantly 

to the creation of joint cross -border thematic routes, mostly in the field of cultural tourism. Furthermore, 

direct attraction development in relation to cultural attractions was also notable.  

Concerning the need for better harmoni sed water management and water quality , water quality 

monitoring is of great importance in relation to change achieved by the Programme, especially in 

relation to the river Tisza and its tributaries. The establishment of the missing transboundary water 

quality monitoring network in the Upper T isza River Basin is out particular relevance.  

Concerning the need for habitat preservation and species protection , the Programme contributed 

the most to the Carpathian ecoregion geographically. Positive change could be detected for large 

carnivores, bats and Carpathian forests. Furthermore, the development of harmonised methodologies 

and policies could also be mentioned. Awareness raising played an important part as well. 

Concerning the need for a more sustainable energy structure , only some changes could be 

mentioned. Energy efficiency, renewable energy sources and reduction of energy consumption were 

promoted.  

Concerning the need for improved waste collection and treatment , change regarding municipal solid 

waste and its collection and treatment could be underlined.  

Concerning the need for reduction of pollution , one of the outstanding changes took place in water 

pollution reduction especially in the Upper Tisza Basin. Some projects tried to analyse, assess and 

monitor the pollutants and their spread. Several projects contributed to raised awareness.  

Concerning the need for improving accessibility and transboundary movements  in border areas, the 

low quality of road network infrastructure was improved. The permeability of borders was improved by 

the (re)construction of solid surface roads including public roads and bicycle roads mainly. Construction 

of cycling connections, and support for electromobility could also be listed where notable change took 

place. 

Concerning the need for joint actions in flood protection , the Programme focused positive changes 

geographically on the rivers around the Carpathians, namely the Carpathian Euroregion, and the Tisza, 

the Somes, the Crasna and the Uzh in particular. The Programme supported the improvement of flood 

protection by development of infrastructure and equipment. The Programme contributed to some 

analysis and forecast tasks. One of the main outcomes thanks to the Programme was the intensified 

cooperation involving o rganisations (e.g. water management directorates) related to flood risk 

management. The importance of preparedness as well as the knowledge on the emergencies and 

disasters were increased among the residents. 

Concerning the need for better disaster management  and tackling of environmental risks apart from 

flood, early warning systems were developed along with the better risk assessment of environmental 
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and man-made risks that threaten the cross-border territories. One of the main changes took place in 

relation to enhanced intervention and preparedness capacities. Cross-border networks were created to 

share common guidelines, develop methodology and tools  to face prevention and management 

challenges of natural and man-made disasters. Volunteer services were helped as well. 

Concerning the need for joint actions in improving public health , one of the main areas where 

significant change was reached is infrastructure development and improvement of medical equipment 

which enhanced the quality and effectiveness of healthcare and social services. Another field where 

significant change was reached was the improvement of skills and knowledge of medical and social care 

service facilitiesõ staff. Institutional cooperation along with capacity building was also supported. The 

Programme contributed to the creation of a strong network of professionals f rom different sides of the 

border. Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs. 

Q4. What was achieved and what are the remaining/emerging needs of the area at the time 

of the evaluation?  

In relation to TO3, achieved needs  include the preservation of historical sights, tourism destination 

development, infrastructure to reach the touristic destination s. Remaining needs  expressed in the JOP 

include the need for promotion of local cuisine specialities and agrotourism, skilled experts in particular.  

In relation to TO6, achieved needs  include water management and water quality issues. Remaining 

needs include higher energy efficiency for buildings and introduction of clean technologies, increase of 

renewable energy production, better water collection and treatment and sustainable use of natural 

resources too. 

In relation to TO7, achievements  are related to the quality and density of road network and 

permeability of border crossings. Remaining needs  are focused on motorway connection, railway and 

public transport, still low level of intermodality, but despite of the achievements regarding roads and 

border crossings further developments are needed. 

In relation to TO8, achieved needs  include developed disaster management and enhanced disaster 

management cooperation, some needs related to healthcare. Remaining needs  are concentrated on 

lack of health and social insurance, logistics space for disabled people, smuggling and lack marketing, 

furthermore flood -related disasters should also be tackled better in the future. Further details can be 

read in the chapter 2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs. 

Owing to the online survey , the beneficiaries could directly express their opinions about the achieved 

and remaining needs. 

In relation to the remaining needs , need for protection and reconstruction of cultural heritage sites 

could be mentioned in the frames of tourism -related issues (TO3). This is also underlined by the war on 

Ukraine causing large-scale damage and devastation of cultural heritage sites and monuments, and by 

the large number and extent of built heritage still left neglected or in bad condition. Emerging needs  

in connection with TO3 include less territorially concentrated tourism development based on green and 

sustainable development in rural and remote areas situated further away from well-developed resort 

areas.  
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In relation to TO6, remaining needs  include need for improved waste collection and treatment in 

particular. Need for reduction of pollution has remained a major challenge. Emerging needs  in 

connection with TO6 include the challenges of climate change such as water shortages, droughts, 

desertification and adaptation. Need for reduction of river pollution has gained even bigger importance 

and stepped up as one of the most notable needs. Another area is the need for harmonisation of 

legislative, administrative and methodological aspects in environmental protection in the case of 

ecological corridors and protected areas in particular. 

As the water-related problems are so complex and widespread that a programme with such a limited 

budget cannot make a significant change at regional level. Rather, the projects funded by the 

Programme can only be considered as a starting point and an exemplary intervention. While these 

projects have not been able to address the challenges of water management and pollution on a large 

scale, they have at least put the problem on the agenda and made progress. As a result, there are already 

projects and partnerships that can be built upon in the future.  

In relation to TO7, according to beneficiaries, need for improving accessibility and transboundary 

movements in border areas is a remaining need . No specific emerging needs were mentioned in large 

numbers. 

In relation to TO8, according to beneficiaries, the remaining needs  include need for joint actions in 

flood protection and need for better disaster management in the field of the development of early 

warning systems, creation of effective systems of notification and response to emergency situations, 

elaboration of response and updated emergency plans in particular. Emerging needs  are concentrated 

on actions to manage climate-related disasters such as flash flooding, storms and bush/forest fires cause 

by extreme weather conditions. Healthcare-related remaining needs  are about insufficient material and 

technical equipment of medical facilities, need for the development of medical protocols, lack of 

medical personnel. Healthcare-related emerging needs  include increasing number of combat-related 

injuries, psychological injuries and post-traumatic stress disorder among the population, coordination 

of actions for the provision of humanitarian aid, weak preparedness for the spread of diseases, increased 

risk of outbreaks of infectious diseases as well as weak access to medical care for displaced persons. 

Q5. How well was the integrated approach to territorial development followed?  

The shortage of the Programme, it does not use tool to encourage the partners to apply an integrated 

approach, which can be reasonable in light of that the introduction of these tools are difficult even in 

internal EU borders. 

As regards territorial development, the integrated approach has been realized in case of those projects 

that are based on previous developments financed by the Programme. Projects implemented by the 

same partnerships complete and strengthen each other on the long run and ensure the sustainability 

of the previous achievements. Although the complexity of the programme area makes it difficult to 

build firm and long -lasting partnerships, and the Programme did not specifically award the partners for 

building on their already existing results, there are already some examples of good practice. 

Owing to these synergetic developments, the impact of cross-border projects enhances and facilitates 

the integration of the border area. The list of projects with the same partnerships is introduced in the 

chapter 2.2.4 Durability of the projects. 
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Q6. How well was the territorial balance respected?  

The territorial balance  shows an uneven territorial coverage. There is a high concentration of project  

locations  ð linked to project s with infrastructure development ð to the border zone of 60 -70 km to the 

closest international border section. This applies especially for the Slovak-Ukrainian border section. The 

unbalance is mostly caused by the high density of infrastructural locations stretching from KoĢice 

through Berehove to Sighetu Marmatiei. Excluding Ivano-Frankivska region and non-bordering LAU1 

territories (districts) of PreĢovskĩ region overwhelming number of investments can be localised in 

Zakarpatska region (27), followed by PreĢovskĩ region (17 locations), Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg county 

(11). Considering settlements biggest centres of investments are Ny²regyh§za (5), Uzhhorod (5), Baia 

Mare (3), Ivano-Frankivsk (3) and Berehovo (3).  

Large areas with weak coverage in terms of infrastructural locations can be found in Suceava county, 

Chernivetska county (no concrete location), Borsod-Aba¼j-Zempl®n county. Furthermore, very low 

number of investments focused on the Carpathians in Ukraine. There are low number of sites between 

Mukachevo and Ivano-Frankivsk. Nevertheless, the weak coverage of the adjoining regions is 

understandable given the restrictions in eligibility at certain TOs and calls.  

Focusing on the territorial balance of the TOs , TO3 reaches the most homogeneous territorial 

coverage compared to the other TOs. The locations show a rather even distribution. Regarding TO6 

large areas are left (almost completely) out of the Programme in relation to infrastructural investments 

that can be localised. The Upper Tisa Valley along with the areas along the Uzh River can also be 

highlighted. TO7 investments are highly concentrated on the Slovak-Ukrainian border zone. Except for 

very few points, all covered territories are situated right along the border. Regarding TO8 large areas 

left uncovered, partly due to the (non -) eligibility of Chernivetska region and Suceava county. The 

infrastructural investments cover mostly the settlements within the Ny²regyh§zaðUzhhorodðBaia Mare 

triangle zone.  

Based on the territorial distribution of partners (see  Figure 50), which includes the beneficiaries of soft 

projects as well, a similar pattern can be observed. Excluding some urban centres (mainly Ivano-

Frankivsk) the majority of the beneficiaries (such as Ny²regyh§za, Baia Mare, Satu Mare, KoĢice, PreĢov) 

are located within 70 km road distance to the closest international border, some are even closer. The 

density of partners is high within the transboundary area characterised by Uzhhorod, Perechyn, KoĢice, 

Ny²regyh§za, Satu Mare, Baia Mare and Sighetu Marmaˮiei. 

Taking into account the territorial distribution of contracted ERDF , Ukraine (38.6%) got the highest 

amount of EU contribution, followed by Hungary (24.8%). Romania (18.9%) and Slovakia (17.7%) 

received notably lower amount of money resulting in an unbalanced programme area. Zakarpatska 

region concentrates almost one-third (32.9%) of the total amount solely. Along with Szabolcs-Szatm§r-

Bereg county (19.8%), it is benefiting from  more than the half of the total support (52.7%). The core 

regions enjoyed the vast majority of the contributions (90.9%). The adjoining regions (Chernivetska 

region: 0.1%, Suceava county: 0.5%, Borsod-Aba¼j-Zempl®n county: 4%) are almost weightless 

compared to the core onesõ support. Taking into consideration the national and regional capitals, Kyiv 

stands out (2.3%), Budapest and Debrecen (0.5% each) and Cluj (0.4%) were also affected, while 

Bratislava and Eger are left out from the support.  
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Focusing on the territorial distribution of EU contribution per territory and person , Szabolcs-Szatm§r-

Bereg stands out. In overall, in contrary, adjoining regions and regional and national capitals are covered 

the least in terms of these two indexes. Further details can be read in the chapter 2.3.2 Mapping of the 

territorial coverage. 

Q7. What is the current and estimated aggregated effect of the Programme in the eligible 

area? 

Regarding TO3, in relation to the factor of cross -border business activity, registered number of 

enterprises were increased only indirectly, with little impact. By supporting destination management 

(branding, product development) as well as the reconstruction and rehabilitation of cultural attractions 

in particular an additional effect could be the appearance of new (tourism) businesses based on the 

enhanced attractiveness of the attractions. The knowledge exchange and skills development of service 

providers could also support higher business activity. In relation to cross-border services, networking 

with the involvement of service providers in the field of tourism in particular, promotion of cultural 

heritage via online and offline tools, new services and cooperation in the field of tourism all slightly 

affected the eligible area. In relation to cross-border institutions, partnership building and networking 

among stakeholders coming from the cultural sphere (e.g. museums) was useful in having positive 

effects. In relation to social connectivity, several cultural events based on the performersõ nationality in 

the frames of promoting cultural heritage were also supportive focusing on craft fairs, folk music and 

dance events. The Programme contributed to networking of museums and other cultural institutions 

and organisations. In relation to perceptions on distance, museum staff, owners of cultural heritage sites 

were affected the most in a positive way. In relation to perceptions of otherness, the biggest 

contribution was reached in the field of information provision on tourism and cultural opportunities of 

the programme area. In relation to ownership of the shared territory, tourism -related marketing and 

information provision activities could be mentioned.  

Regarding TO6, in relation to cross-border mobility, very little impact can be shown, connected mostly 

to environmental education (e.g. forest schools, awareness raising activities). In relation to cross-border 

institutions, the establishment of an integrated transboun dary water quality monitoring network 

through further developing the existing Hungarian -Ukrainian joint hydrographic telemetering system 

could be highlighted. In relation to social connectivity, awareness raising in the field of environmental 

protection was impacted in a positive way (environmental education regarding protected species, waste, 

water and soil pollution). In relation to perceptions on distance, positive change took place mainly owing 

to capacity building activities with the invol vement of nature protection stakeholders including Ukraine 

and at least another EU Member State. 

Regarding TO7, in relation to infrastructural conditions of cross -border flows, the average distance of 

border crossing points was decreased indirectly by supporting the (re)construction, modernisation of 

bicycle and public road connections to border crossings. Especially the travelling times were decreased 

in some cases. With the development of the border crossing infrastructure and the improvement of 

road quality the number of cross-border transport lines could be increased. The volume of cross-border 

traffic within the programme region was increased with mainly by improved public road quality to 

border crossings. Furthermore, bicycle traffic was also encouraged to increase. In relation to ownership 

of the shared territory, tourism -related marketing can be mentioned. 
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Regarding disaster management projects within TO8, in relation to cross-border institutions, the 

Programme intensified cooperation involving organisations related to flood risk management. Support 

for better organisation of units as well as volunteers in disaster response could also be listed here among 

the positive changes. In relation to social connectivity, awareness raising in connection with floods and 

other environmental and man-made disasters should be mentioned. Furthermore, disaster 

management and preparedness for environmental risks was also positively impacted by the Programme 

(voluntary organisations, rescue teams and such mainly regarding floods and water-related events). 

Regarding health projects within TO8, in relation to cross-border mobility, limited change was 

connected mostly to the healthcare sector. Most of the students are from older generations of 

healthcare assistants, specialists in physical, medical and psychological rehabilitation, health workers, 

nurses, junior nurses, rehabilitation specialists, trainers on rehabilitation, social workers, psychologists, 

special needs teachers, therapists. Due to cross-border institutions, creation of networks of professionals  

from different sides of the border to work together in enhancing the joint institutional capacity of 

hospitals and stakeholders to provide better and safer healthcare services based upon harmonised 

protocols, sharing of good practices and access to necessary equipment could be highlighted. In 

relation to perceptions on distance, positive effects could be detected mainly regarding capacity 

building activities with the involvement of healthcare stakeholders including Ukraine and at least 

another EU Member State, especially hospital personnel. 

Further details can be read in the chapter 2.3.5 The Programmeõs borderscape impact. 

Q8. Are the Programmeõs outputs and results sustainable in the long run? 

Due to the lack of comprehensive long-lasting post-project monitoring,  and still the time has not passed 

yet to talk about any consequence in the sustainability period, the assessment of sustainability is based 

on the beneficiariesõ answers and commitments. Further hindrance is the fact that the sustainability of 

some soft projects is hard to interpret. These deficiencies justify the need for innovative approaches to 

ensure and measure the durability of the Programmeõs contributions. 

The solutions used by project partners to ensure the institutional and financial sustainability are mainly 

general and well-known, and the establishment of institutionalised forms and services are not so 

common approaches. Although most project partners tr y to guarantee sustainability through local 

ownership and own resources, there are also some ambitious solutions (e.g. joint strategies, monitoring, 

agreements etc.) that lead to stronger cooperation. It is expected that these new approaches mark the 

beginning of a positive trend. Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.4 Durability of the projects. 

1.3.2 Guiding questions related to priorities  

The main basis for the evaluation of the guiding questions related to the priorities was the online survey, 

in which respondents could express their views on the changes that occurred in the programme area. 

To help summarise the experiences, the main statements elaborated in the 2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment 

of regional needs chapter were used. Besides, respondents were given the opportunity to include other 

aspects as well. 
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In addition to the results of the online survey, the findings revealed during the analysis are also 

presented. These are explained directly after the guiding question. 

Q9. What change can be observed in relation to the priorities in the border region?  

According to the regional needs to following changes can be listed: 

¶ Regarding Priority 3.1 Culture three areas were the most affected: cultural heritage, cultural 

relations and cultural tourism. The condition of cultural heritage buildings was improved 

significantly. Intensified intercultural relations and reinforced networks should be mentioned 

among people and institutions as well. Creation of culture-related attractions and thematic 

routes was an important change of the Programme.  

¶ Regarding Priority 6.1 Environment the most relevant changes took place in relation to reduction 

of water pollution of the Tisza and its tributaries.  

¶ Regarding Priority 7.1 Transport infrastructure some road quality improvement and development 

can be mentioned along with cycling developments. The accessibility of some border areas has 

been improved. 

¶ Regarding Priority 7.2 ICT infrastructure ð which has been deleted from the Programme ð little 

change was observed. ICT infrastructure was mainly carried out in various projects but only as 

side developments (such as purchase of equipment in the frames of projects such as healthcare, 

tourism or disaster management). 

¶ Regarding Priority 8.1 Disaster management notable changes can be listed. Such changes cover 

early warning systems, intervention and preparedness capacities, as well as equipment and 

cooperation networks, joint capacities.  

¶ Regarding Priority 8.2 Health two areas were the most affected, namely equipment and 

infrastructure development and capacity building including knowledge transfer, exchange of 

experience, trainings and study tours, workshops. 

In terms of cross-cutting issues, these principles support the fulfilment of the priorities, supplementing 

them with horizontal values. The greatest change can be observed in relation to the priority linked to 

environment (Priority 6.1), transport (Priority 7.1) and disaster management (Priority 8.1), as in the name 

of environment sustainability more environment -friendly technologies and materials were used, energy 

and resource efficiency was taken into consideration , monitoring systems and measures were 

introduced (to minimise the risk of disasters and increase the environmental protection) and the 

principles of sustainability regarding transport was established. The water protection and waste 

management were crucial points of the Programme, as this programme area is specifically vulnerable 

against floods and littering. Priority 3.1 was also supported by this cross-cutting issue, as the concept 

of sustainable tourism and promotion of local tourism perfectly fit into the horizontal values.  

The rest of the cross-cutting issues had also effects to the fulfilment of priorities, but their importance 

(compared to environmental sustainability) is much lower. For instance, taking into account the 

democracy and human rights, more people got information about the Programme and the social groups 

who have been at risk of discrimination could actively participate in the projects. These results have 

contribute d to the success of Priority 3.1. Beside the enforcement of human rights, the prevention and 

treatment of HIV / AIDS diseases also strengthened the positive change regarding Priority 8.2 by 
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developing the health and social services, increasing the availability of healthcare facilities and providing 

information about different types of diseases.  

Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs and 

2.3.4 Cross-cutting issues. 

TO3 Promotion of local culture and preservation of historical heritage  

According to the respondents 10 of the online survey, there was a broad agreement that there had been 

a positive shift in terms of the development of tourist attractions. However, the protection and 

reconstruction of cultural and heritage sites was a more divisive issue, as the two most extreme values 

of the scale were also represented. This means there were some beneficiaries, who thought that the 

condition of heritage sites had deteriorated during the programme period. In terms of the extent of 

positive change, the most significant improvement occurred in the field of intellectual cultural 

connections. 

Figure 8: How did the situation of the border region change in the period 2014-2020 with regard to the following 

findings? (TO3) 

 

The respondents corroborated that the cultural and touristic collaboration is the best (and easiest) way 

to enhance cross-border relations in this part of Europe. The development of tourism is a priority both 

on the regional and national level. Owing to the renovation of heritage sites and establishing new 

cultural centres (such as the city gallery in Michalovce), during the summer season, more visitors 

appeared in the border region. During the programme period,  the number of cross-border 

collaborations and the number of visitors has increased and the cultural objects have become more 

attractive. However, the security situation, due to the war and the pandemic, has seriously hindered the 

development of cultural life, especially the organisation of major cross-border cultural events. The main 

 
10 Only those beneficiaries could answer this part of the survey, who implemented project related to TO3. 
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obstacle to strengthen the cross-border tourism is the difficulty of interoperability of the external EU 

border, due to the limited number of border crossings, the strict border regime and the state of the 

roads. 

TO6 Environmental protection, climate change mitigation and adaptation  

According to the respondents (who implemented project related to TO6), over the investigated period 

moderate (mainly positive) changes can be observed in the border region in terms of environmental 

protection (TO6). It means that there are still plenty of room and demand for environmental 

improvements which aim to enhance the mitigation and adapt ation to climate change and to protect 

the natural heritages and assets of the border area. 

While no significant improvements were reported, some opinions noted a dramatic deterioration in 

habitat protection and environmental pollution. Especially in the case of the latter one, the majorityõs 

view was that no change happened during the last years. By contrast, the greatest progress has been 

made in the field of using sustainable energy resources and managing waste. 

Figure 9: How did the situation of the border region change in the period 2014-2020 with regard to the following 

findings? (TO6) 

 

Improving the state of the environment is a complex process, which requires many years to ensure a 

long-term positive impact at regional level. However, significant improvement cannot be expected 

during a programme period, mid - and long-term planning has started and the level of environmental 

awareness of residents has increased. Nowadays, they pay much more attention to the protection of 

nature and show more ecologically friendly behaviour. Owing to the change in the localõs attitude led 

to the reduction o f environmental impact generated by households (e.g. the municipal waste pollution 

of rivers has decreased). Nonetheless, the military conflict has slowed down the positive environmental 
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progress in Ukraine, as the country has had to respond to more pressing problems and challenges 

related to the war. Joint action on nature conservation issues is further complicated by diverging 

legislation, which requires management of natural assets to meet different levels of control and 

restrictions. Moreover, the terms and definitions used by professionals often differ. 

TO7 Improvement of accessibility to the regions, development of sustainable and 

climate -proof transport and communication networks and systems  

Taking into account the opinions of the respondents related to TO7, apart from the answers of two 

beneficiaries, all of them experienced a significant improvement in availability and cross-border 

movements in the border area. Unfortunately, the unprecedented situations have occurred since 2020 

(the pandemic and the war) considerably altered the possibility of border crossing. Initially, movement 

restrictions and the closure of crossing points were introduced to prevent the spread of COVID-19, then 

the huge wave of refugees caused by the war made it difficult to cross the border, and finally the 

possibility for men of military age (among others) to cross the border was restricted.  Beside the limited 

number of border crossings and the strict border control along the external border of the EU , some of 

the border crossings are subject to weight restrictions (limited access for heavy traffic) and the 

infrastructural conditions also differ (e.g. lack of motorways and different track gauge) . Moreover, 

operating cross-border public transport lines is also problematic due to the regulations and 

administrative barriers. 

Figure 10: How did the situation of the border region change in the period 2014-2020 with regard to the following 

findings? (TO7) 

 

Although it is still lengthy to cross the Ukrainian border due to the long queues, the structural condition 

of the roads leading to the border crossings has improved, especially along the Slovak ð Ukrainian 

border. Owing to the road reconstructions, the tr affic safety has improved (e.g. fewer accidents), the 

comfort of travel has grown by leaps and bounds and the environment around the existing roads have 

also got better. By the end of the programme period, the accessibility of secluded areas and crossing 

points improved, which intensified the economic activities, tourism and international traffic in the border 

area. 
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TO8 Common challenges in the field of safety and security  

In light of the responses received by the survey, the majority of respondents related to TO8 have 

experienced an improving situation in terms of disaster management and healthcare. This is particularly 

true in the health sector, as 68% of respondents thought that the situation of joint actions (aimed at 

healthcare) had improved. In contrast, the greatest change was experienced in the field of disaster 

management. Nonetheless, considerable number of responses were received (27-36% of the answers) 

which underlined the fact that no change has happened within this thematic objective. The only 

(relevant) negative trend was in the field of flood protection, where (according to respondents) the 

number of common actions decreased. 

Figure 11: How did the situation of the border region change in the period 2014-2020 with regard to the following 

findings? (TO8) 

 

The positive trend in healthcare had been ensured until 2020 when the breakout of COVID-19 

happened. The pandemic and the war put a significant strain on hospitals, as the number of patients 

increased, the source of funding reduced and the availability of medicines was limited. Due to the war, 

the mobilisation of healthcare workers was difficult, and extra burden was put on their shoulders. 

Although, the hospitals have started to prepare to respond to these challenges (e.g. by procurement of 

new equipment), there is still room for improvement. Moreover, owing to the recently changing 

regulations in Ukraine, the predictability and long -term sustainability of developments has been 

hampered. Cross-border integration is also hindered by other legal obstacles, such as mutual 

recognition of health insurance, reimbursement of treatment costs, cross-border movement of 

ambulances or regulations on the structure and equipment of healthcare districts and facilities. On the 

whole, the cooperation among institutions has i mproved, the exchange of information about potential 

threats have intensified and the existing inter-institutional relations have strengthened. Advances have 

been made in the treatment of various diseases, such as the diagnosis of childhood cancer. 

In the field of disaster management, monitoring and warning systems have been developed in order to 

prepare the locals for emergency situations. Forecast methods were implemented, community trainings 
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were held (for creating voluntary rescue teams) and the resilience of critical infrastructure was increased. 

As a result of these activities, the programme area has become better prepared to manage the risk of 

climate change. However, in order to deepen the integration of the border region in this thematic field, 

the harmonisation of the legal environment and regulations within disaster management (such as cross-

border emergency measures, damage mitigation and control etc.) is also necessary. 

Q10. To what extent has the Programme contributed to that change?  

Due to the pandemic and the war, the Programme could not contribute to the change as it was planned 

in the beginning of the programme period. Projects related to Priority 3.1 Culture was dramatically 

hindered, as initially the health risk posed by the pandemic and then the threat of air raids and border 

regime made it impossible to hold cross-border events requiring personal attendance. The partners 

tried to postpone or organise these  events online, but sometimes the only solution was to cancel them. 

As these activities were essential parts of these projects, the expected number of attendance and the 

planned achievements could not be ensured. This obstacle also affected the other priorities (to a lesser 

extent) as well. 

Owing to the LIPs and the projects with smaller infrastructural development, the Programme aimed 

ambitious goals to improve the infrastructural condition within the programme area (especially under 

the Priority 6.1 Environment, Priority 7.1 Transport infrastructure and Priority 8.1 Disaster management). 

Although unforeseen circumstances hindered the implementation of the constructions and 

procurements, the majority of the works were successfully completed and the Programme was able to 

achieve its planned objectives. 

One of the most significant contributions came under the Priority 8.2 Health, as it strengthened the 

cooperation of actors working in health sector. It was a significant advantage during the pandemic, as 

the necessary collaborations had already been established at the outbreak of Covid-19. Moreover, the 

Programme has been contributed to alleviate the humanitarian catastrophe by establishing 

humanitarian projects. Further details can be read in the chapter 2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation , 2.3.5 The Programmeõs borderscape impact and 2.3.3 Synergies with relevant 

programmes. 

Based on the number of projects supported by the Programme the greatest extent of change was 

experienced in relation to preservation of culture heritage sites, development of cultural relations and 

cultural exchanges, development of healthcare infrastructure and equipment, reduction of water 

pollution and tackling of disaster management issues. 

Based on EU contribution of the projects that directly supported certain regional needs the greatest 

extent of change could be detected in relation to protection and reconstruction of heritage sites, waste 

collection and treatment, habitat preservation and  species protection especially concerning the 

Carpathians, disaster management cooperation and improvement of healthcare infrastructure and 

capacity building of healthcare stakeholders. Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.1 Analysis of 

the fulfilment of regional needs. 
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TO3 Promotion of local culture and preservation of historical heritage  

As regards the online survey, the responses received were unanimous in that the Programme 

contributed positively to the protection of cultural sites, the support of intellectual cultural connections 

and the development of tourist attractions. The extent of  change was also similar, a relatively more 

favourable trend can be observed in the improvement of tourist attractions.  

Figure 12: How would you rate the impact of the Programme based on the following findings? (TO3) 

 

As the EU contribution provided within the HUSKROUA CBC Programme is limited and minor compared 

to the extent of the programme area, the Programme is not able to trigger dramatic changes, but it is 

a perfect tool to draw the attention to important issues a nd establish the base of cross-border 

cooperation in the eastern borderline of the EU. Therefore, some of the beneficiaries thought that the 

Programmeõs impact on the border area was small and beyond the scope. Nevertheless, the Programme 

is a good platfor m to highlight the advantages of the target area (such as natural values and cultural 

heritages), the importance of preserving traditions and local identity and the economic development 

opportunities generated by restored heritages. Despite the external di fficulties, many new dialogues 

(and information exchanges) have been started across the border and mutually reinforcing tourist 

attractions have been created. The Programme provided the opportunity to diversify the tourism offers, 

increase the visibility of the border region through modern marketing tools (e.g. creating short movies) 

and enhance the number of longer stays in remote areas. Furthermore, infrastructural investments 

aimed at the reconstruction of historical heritages clearly contributed to the increase in the number of 

visitors, which had a positive effect on the local economy. 

TO6 Environmental protection, climate change mitigation and adaptation  

Apart from the few critical voices, majority of the respondents thought that the Programme contributed 

positively to the environmental condition of the border region. This favourable trend is the most evident 

in the use of sustainable energy sources, protection of natural habitats and coordination of water 
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management. As regards the extent of the change, the situation of water quality and protection of 

natural habitats improved the most. The least successful area was the environmental pollution, as most 

respondents have experienced no or minimal positive change. 

Figure 13: How would you rate the impact of the Programme based on the following findings? (TO6) 

 

Thanks to the Programme, joint planning, research and cooperation between institutions have been 

started. Coordination took place at planning level to create medium - and long-term plans. Cross-border 

monitoring systems have been launched to get to know the  existing situation in time and develop joint 

solutions for the same challenges evolved in the border region. As environmental issues (such as 

ecosystem of rivers and forests, air pollution, etc.) can almost only be understood in an international 

context, joint activities are essential to elaborate an integrated way to handle the challenges caused by 

the climate change. For instance, the effective protection of Carpathian forests (against forest fires and 

drying) and joint training of foresters are inconcei vable without joint cross -border programmes. The 

Programme also enabled the dissemination of knowledge and environmental education, which have 

had positive effect on the behaviour and mindset of the locals.  

TO7 Improvement of accessibility to the regions, development of sustainable and 

climate -proof transport and communication networks and systems  

Focusing on the impact of the Programme, the vast majority of respondents experienced a clear 

improvement. In their opinion, the Programme has significantly enhanced the quality of roads in the 

border zone, especially in the Slovak ð Ukraine section. 

The modernisation of traffic connections boosted the local economy, as the accessibility of workplaces 

and the border crossings improved. Consequently, the Programme contributed to the establishment of 
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closer economic relations between Ukraine and the EU Member States. The reconstructed roads also 

have impact on tourism, as new tourist attractions have become available that meet the requirements 

of sustainable tourism. Overall, there has been an increase in the number of vehicles using the new 

roads, which confirms the intensifying permeability of the border area.  

Figure 14: How would you rate the impact of the Programme based on the following findings? (TO7) 

 

TO8 Common challenges in the field of safety and security  

According to the survey, the Programmeõs impact on healthcare and disaster management was 

exclusively positive. However, a minority of the respondents (4-5 beneficiaries) felt that the Programme 

could not trigger change in this topic, (presumably) due to t he complexity of the programme area and 

the issue. Taking into consideration of the extent of change, the improvement of flood protection and 

disaster management was strongly limited, while the development of healthcare sector was more visible. 

Figure 15: How would you rate the impact of the Programme based on the following findings? (TO8) 

 

The Programme provided significant opportunities for institutions and organisations to develop a 

higher level of service and find international partners. Owing to the joint work of partners, the 
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beneficiaries could exchange their experiences and mechanisms, organise joint exercises (e.g. security 

operations) and strengthen their professional relations. For instance, the Programme has not only 

improved the skills of (mountain) rescuers, but also the cooperation between local communities and 

organisations responsible for emergency situations. As far as the war in Ukraine is concerned, the 

projects related to TO8 represents significant value in expressing solidarity. 

Hospitals participating in the Programme have been able to improve their infrastructural condition, 

procure new equipment and gain new experiences. The diagnostic and treatment capacities have also 

improved, making some hospitals able to fulfil regional functions. Consequently, they have become 

capable of serving a much larger population than originally planned . For example, hospital in Ivano-

Frankivska region got the right to perform kidney transplantations as a result of the expansion of 

functions that to ok place thanks to the Programme. The importance of TO8 was demonstrated by the 

outbreak of war, as the Programme contributed to, among other things, exchanging experiences in the 

treatment of war injuries and providing humanitarian aid.  

Q11. What are the factors and mechanisms facilitating the observed impacts?  

The most significant factor within the Programme was the fast adaptability and commitment of the 

Programme Bodies . They worked to find out the best solutions and mechanisms in rapidly changing 

circumstances. 

The JTS offered the opportunity to move public events to the online space  or to replace them with 

other relevant activities that were easier to implement. During the restrictions on mobility introduced 

at the time of the pandemic, some beneficiaries were faced with a lack of telecommunication equipment. 

The Programme provided the possibility to purchase additional electronic devices , even if they were 

not included in the initial project plans.  

The progress of infrastructural works was also affected by external factors, but here the obstacles were 

due to increased costs rather than curfews (and restricted mobility). This necessitated to rethink the 

project budgets  (and the activities), so that the Programme allowed for reallocation  between budget 

lines and in certain justified cases awarded extra fund to cover the increased expenditures (not 

exceeding the maximum rate of EU co-financing ð 90%). Further details can be read in the chapter 2.1.3 

Influence factors of the implementation. 

Moreover, the special tool of the Programme should be taken in to consideration as well. The LIP, as a 

special tool carrying out large infrastructural developments, had an important role in the impacts 

generated by the Programme. This mechanism made it possible to implement higher scale projects with 

higher added value in the thematic field of enviro nmental protection, transport and disaster 

management. However, the developments related to local culture and history or healthcare could not 

be supported with this tool. The development of ICT infrastructure and information sharing was also a 

potential field (and a selected LIP was assigned to it), but eventually this priority has been eliminated 

from the Programme. The performance of the LIPs is evaluated in the chapter 2.1.2 Applied mechanisms 

and tools. 
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TO3 Promotion of local culture and preservation of historical heritage  

According to the respondents of the survey, the most decisive factor was the partnerships and the 

possibility of cooperation across the border. Owing to the joint activities, platforms were created that 

can serve as a basis for the creation of joint tourist destinations. In order to build up mutual trust, it was 

essential to organise personal meetings, which effectively helped to solve most of the difficulties. A well-

established partnership ensures long-term cooperation and the openness to bring in additio nal partners 

if the new topic requires it.  

The financial aspect (eligibility to receive funds) and the possibility to take part in a cross-border 

programme was also a crucial factor that was highlighted by the respondents. The well-prepared 

programme documents and the well thought out thematic obje ctives and priorities provided a firm 

framework in which the development needs of the beneficiaries could be met. The direct involvement 

of local communities was also welcomed, this had a positive effect on the ownership of the Programme. 

Furthermore, using digital tools (short movies) and promotion have also contributed to the changes, as 

these mechanisms have increased the visibility of the development and attracted more visitors to the 

sights. 

TO6 Environmental protection, climate change mitigation and adaptation  

The main factor of the issue is the limited opportunity to finance environmental protection measures, 

as there are not enough public funds to alter the unfavourable environmental situation. The Programme 

is unique in that it does not simply promote nature conservation, but also takes into account its cross-

border aspects. According to the respondents, the HUSKROUA Programme is one of the most accessible 

and feasible programmes in this field, as there are limited opportunities for environmental development 

between EU Member States and Ukraine. 

The Programme provided framework for the involvement of public and professional organi sations (e.g. 

specialists and scientific institutions), the acquisition of equipment and the sharing of know -how. The 

Programme brought together the decision -makers of each country, and therefore a forward-looking 

communication could begin.  

In order to achieve the observed impacts, it was essential to identify problems (provide monitoring), 

conduct surveys, organise meetings for decision-makers, exchange best practices, hold trainings and 

study trips, transfer knowledge and technologies and build institutional partnerships. Besides, the 

involvement of schools in the projects, in other words the environmental education of schoolchildren 

was a positive tool. 

The respondents also emphasized the fact that during the creation of JOP, the needs of the territory 

were taken into consideration and consultations were held with the main stakeholders of the topic. 

Furthermore, the achieved results would not have been possible without the organisation of networking 

events, which made it possible to find the right and suitable partner for the implementation of the 

project. 
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TO7 Improvement of accessibility to the regions, development of sustainable and 

climate -proof transport and communication networks and systems  

The main factor which increased the cross-border mobility was the reconstruction of roads and creation 

of cycle routes. Without EU funds, these road connections would not have improved and the access to 

remote places would still be difficult. Of course, there are still many settlements that do not have 

adequate road connections yet, but the results of the current Programme can serve as a good example 

for them. 

Due to the impact of the war, the real, full impact of the reconstructed roads (and the other 

infrastructural investments related to transport) cannot yet be felt, as in the shadow of the military 

conflict, the border regime has strengthened. 

TO8 Common challenges in the field of safety and security  

The main assets are thought to be the joint events (such as seminars, trainings, study trip etc.) and the 

establishment of good (proactive) partnerships. Qualified specialists and local authorities were involved 

into the projects, therefore broad (and inst itutional) cooperations could be established. The Programme 

provided platform for stakeholders to communicate, develop joint strategies, exchange experiences, get 

to know the mechanisms operating in different countries and adapt the best practices.  

According to the respondentsõ view, the careful planning and preparation of the Programme, the clear 

definition of goals and objectives, the flexible adaptation to changes and the permanent communication 

with the Programme Bodies ensured the achievement of planned impacts. It was an advantage that the 

goals of the Programme were in alignment with the state initiatives, and the Programme got the political 

will of participating countries to keep the cooperation alive. Moreover, the adequate size of grant was 

also crucial factor, which made it possible to induce changes and adapt to the new requirements. 

1.3.3 Guiding questions related to communication  

Q12. What is the progress in implementation of communication strategy?  

A strong communication strategy ensures transparency, boosts engagement, and enhances the success 

of the Programme. The Annual Information and Communication Plans of the Programme made available 

for assessment: 2018-2019 (July 2018 ð June 2019), 2019-2020 (July 2019 ð June 2020), 2021-2022 (July 

2021 ð June 2022), 2022-2023 (July 2022 ð June 2023) and 2023-2024 (June 2023 ð July 2024). The latest 

is important in terms of providing assessment and overview of the programme information and 

communication activi ties applied in the previous years of implementation. The communication plans 

assessed in the defined period of programme implementation included the key elements: clear 

objectives, target audience, key messages, channels and tools of communication, timeline and plan of 

activities. However the effectiveness of communication efforts was measured, the data related to this 

could be assessed based on the Annual Implementation Report of the Programme (AIR). It makes visible 

that progress was made both in reaching the target audience and engagement of different target 

groups. Setting performance indicators, which was not a part of the communication plans (base value ð 
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target value) is crucial to track progress, demonstrate impact and optimize resources. The latest is 

important in terms to rationalise the budget spent on communication and stay flexible to adjust to 

changing communication trends. Clear metrics show the value and effectiveness of communication 

efforts. It is strongly advised to include key performance indicators (KPIs) in annual communication 

plans for the next programme periods. Further details about the communication strategy are analysed 

in chapter 2.2.3 Analysis of the communication of the Programme and the projects. 

Q13. How successfully could the programme raise awareness about its activities and 

achievements?  

The mid-term evaluation of the Programme was conducted by the Central European Services for Cross 

Border Initiatives (CESCI). The Programme has undertaken corrective measures to address some of the 

shortcomings identified: increased the visibility of the Programme. This has been achieved by actively 

maintaining the Programmeõs online presence, ensuring regular updates and engaging content. The 

activity on the programme website as a main communication tool was proactive and multifaceted. 

Information about th e programme and project events, achievements, progress and results were 

updated on a regular basis, however still place remains to communicate the project results more actively 

as it was recommended by using short promo videos and infographics. It can be concluded that the 

Programme improved a lot to reach higher visibility by using a variety and well -targeted communication 

tools. In order to measure the success of communication is advised to define the KPIs in annual 

communication plans. 

As one of the cross-cutting issues aims to ensure democracy and human rights, free access to 

information and transparency is therefore expected of all. More than 95% of the projects also considered 

themselves relevant to this horizontal principle and had t aken some level of action to meet this goal. 

Thanks to this cross-cutting issue, the results of the projects have been disseminated to disadvantaged 

groups at risk of discrimination and have made the Programme visible to them as well. 

Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.3 Analysis of the communication of the Programme and 

the projects and 2.3.4 Cross-cutting issues. 

Q14. How successful was the communication of the programme in general, and in particular 

in reaching the different target groups?  

In general, it can be stated that the communication of the Programme was successful and aligned with 

the objectives set in the communication strategy. It can be said both about internal and external 

communication of the Programme. Different target groups d efined in the strategy were targeted by 

using diverse communication tools to optimise the increase of the audience on annual basis, which 

became reflected in numbers. Very positive progress compared to mid-term assessment that the 

Programme received feedback from beneficiaries as well, how did they experience the implementation 

of different communication tools to increase the visibility of their project outputs. Based on the lessons 

learnt the Programme can built on the next programme period and tailor the communication tasks 

accordingly. 

Based on the survey results and the interviews, by the greatest extent municipalities (average of 3.86 

for the effectiveness given in the online survey, in which 5 was the highest value to give), general public 
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(3.86) and children and youth (3.77) were efficiently reached among the target groups. Target groups 

which were reached less successfully include Euroregions, EGTCs (1.75), healthcare, social services (1.92), 

economic actors (2.05) and development agencies (2.13). It can be said that wider and more general 

categories was better reached. Public authorities (such as different directorates and offices in food safety 

or education) and media, professionals and experts, specialists and the related organisations (water 

managers, emergency departments, foresters, transport engineers etc.) were also targeted relatively 

effectively compared to for -profit groups such as businesses, producers, investors along with cultural 

organisations, institutions. Main differences between the frequency and effectiveness can be found 

regarding economic actors, healthcare, social services, media, and teachers, trainers. 

Further details can be read in the chapter 2.2.3 Analysis of the communication of the Programme and 

the projects and 2.2.2 Analysis of the impacted target groups. 

1.4 Main findings of the evaluation  

F_1. Performance  

F_1.1. Quantification of the performance  

Within the programme period, four CfPs were publishes. Out of them, the first was a restricted call for 

LIPs, the two middle ones were open calls for normal projects and the last (unplanned) CfP was a direct 

awarded call for humanitarian projects. Altogether 265 applications were received and 30% of them 

have been implemented. In the framework of the Programme 4 LIPs, 75 normal projects and 2 

humanitarian projects were carried out. 
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Figure 16: Number and financial volume of projects by TO 

 

The biggest interest related to the first open call (HUSKROUA/1702) with 137 applications and 46 

projects. TO8 Safety and security was the most popular thematic objective since it incorporated 32 

projects and EUR 25.6 million (contracted) EU contribution. It was the only TO which covered 2 priorities 

at the same time. In the case of the other three TOs, the number of projects was below 25 and the 

contracted EU contribution did not exceed EUR 18 million. 

Until the cut -off date, 97.5% of the projects have been administratively closed, and only two projectsõ 

final report have not been approved yet. Due to the unprecedented external factors (the war and the 

pandemic), the average duration change was 9 months and 85% of the projects needed to modify their 

original timeframe. On average, one year prolongation was needed for the LIPs; nevertheless, the most 

affected projects were the cultural ones: 91% of them had to extend their duration by an average of 

11 months. 

Considering the financial progress, the TO7 and TO8 are the most advanced, since the ratio of validated 

ENI amount was more than 94% under these thematic objectives at the cut-off date. The allocation 

planned in the JOP has not been fully utilised, as the expected amount does not attain 100% in any of 

the TOs. The allocation rate is the highest under TO7, where 97% of the envisaged EU contribution have 

been absorbed (see Figure 17). 
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Figure 17: Fulfilment of the financial indicators' targets 

 

The output indicators are basically in line with the S.M.A.R.T. criteria (explained in the chapter 

2.1.1 Quantification of the performance). The specificity  of the indicators is appropriate, as they are 

objectively verifiable, unequivocally interpretable and easily reportable. Special attention is not required 

from the beneficiariesõ side, since the definition of the indicators is clear. 

Owing to the source of verification (which based mostly on the beneficiary reports) and the concrete 

measurement units the measurability  is ensured. However, in some cases calculation errors had 

occurred, which were recalculated later, but supervision is still needed. The Programme avoided the 

usage of time-consuming, unreliable and problematic data collection methods, such as the surveys and 

scoring systems. In hindsight, it would have been better to monitor more accurately the values reported 

by the beneficiaries to avoid the incidental misunderstandings. Although, since the outputs were 

reported typically close to the end of the projects, and the majority of results just by the end, 

misunderstandings could not have been revealed sooner. Due to this shortcoming, the progress of the 

indicators could not be measured with full precision in the beginning of 2025. Further calculations and 

supervisions are needed to take place. 

The achievability  is the weakest point of the indicators, as most of the target values set in the JOP are 

moderate and not ambitious enough. Many indicators overachieved the initial goals and there are only 

four indicators (out of 15) which might not fulfil the original expectations.  

However, the indicators fit into their prioritiesõ intervention logic, the cross-border aspect is often weak 

or missing. Most of the indicators measures isolated developments and the cross-border point ð for 

instance, the number of cross-border participant s and services or the number/length of border crossing 

transport links ð has not been highlighted.  Despite this shortcoming, the overall relevance  of the 

indicators was justified. In terms of timeframe , the indicators are appropriate to show the results, as 

the Programme has chosen indicators that have a clear value at the end of the project (and avoided the 
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use of indicators that refer to the period after the end of the project, such as the number of future 

visitors). 

F_1.2. Applied mechanisms and tools  

The Programmeõs special tool was the Large Infrastructural Projects (LIPs), which had also been used in 

the previous programme period. The well-tried LIPs had a special financial character, as the budget 

share of at least EUR 2.5 million should have been allocated to acquisition of infrastructure.  Among the 

priorities, only the improvement of cross -border transport, the environmental protection and disaster 

management could be supported by this tool. The geographical aspect was also taken into 

consideration, as the adjoining areas with limited participation rights (such as the Romanian Suceava 

county and the Ukrainian Chernivetska region) could not implement LIPs neither as lead beneficiary nor 

as beneficiary. 

In order to provide enough time for the implementation, the first CfP (HUSKROUA/1701) ð which was a 

restricted one ð was dedicated to LIPs. The possibility of application was opened to all interested, but 

the full application could be submitted only by the shortlisted applicants.  On the whole, 9 LIP proposals 

were received out of which 4 were implemented. None of the partnerships covered more than two 

countries and none of the partners was from Romania. 

Regarding the implementation time, most of the LIPs could start their implementation in the second 

half of 2019. The only exception was the Zero Waste, which ð due to its decreased budget and the 

difficulties caused by the public procurement ð was delayed until January 2023. Despite the different 

start dates, the implementation works for all LIPs could not be completed before the second half of 

2023. 

From financial aspect, the 9 LIPs required altogether EUR 38.3 million EU contribution compared to the 

EUR 22 million indicated by the 1st CfP. After the reduction managed by the JMC, 41% of the initially 

requested EU support and 71% of the 1st CfPõs indicative budget were contracted. All in all, the 

importance of LIPs is underlined by the fact that although 5% of the projects (4 projects) were LIPs, 23% 

of the contracted EU funds (EUR 15.6 million) have been allocated to these projects. 

F_1.3. Influence factors of the implementation  

The implementation of the Programme was seriously hindered by external factors which led to delays 

and content-related changes. The breakout of COVID-19 pandemic hit the programme area in early 

2020, after which the full-scale invasion of Ukraine occurred on 24th February 2022. Both unprecedented 

events considerably interrupted the Programmeõs planned activities. The personal meetings and events 

could not be hold, crossing of border was seriously limited and the rapidly changing legislations created 

uncertainty. These obscure situations resulted significant inflation, cumbersome public procurement 

and financial insecurity. In order to avoid or alleviate these threats, concessions were introduced by the 

Programme Bodies. Owing to these facilitations, it became possible to reshape the projectsõ activities, 

extend the allowed time of prolongation, organise events online, modify the contract, permit later and 

separate reporting, use the exchange rate at the time of payment (exclusively by the Ukrainian 

Beneficiaries), manage reallocation and swap the beneficiary types within the partnerships. 
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In addition, the lack of pre -financing made it difficult to involve smaller stakeholders (such as NGOs). 

Besides, the administrative changes introduced during the implementation of the Programme have 

reshaped the partnerships, as some partners have merged or been renamed in line with national 

regulations. 

Among the internal factors, the development of INTERREG+ system caused a significant simplification 

in the administrative tasks, however it would have been better to introduce the new system at the 

beginning of the Programme, because all the data would now be included in the monitoring system, 

and the Programme Bodies would not have had to spend extra time and effort on data transfer. 

Moreover, the programme area was not fully coherent, as two adjoining regions with limited 

participation rights could not im plement LIPs. As the main activities of LIPs involve infrastructural 

developments (which were extremely exposed to the rising exchange rate and the shrinking supply of 

labour in the field of construction), the implementation of LIPs has been delayed considerably. This is 

evidenced by the fact that the average implementation took a year longer than originally planned.  

F_2. Effectiveness  

F_2.1. Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs  

Each project of the Programme was assessed in terms of the number of connections to the given 

main challenges  (regional needs). The most properly addressed development needs in terms of 

number of primary and secondary connections of the projects to the contribution to the regional needs 

are as follows: 

¶ Need for protection and reconstruction of cultural heritage sites  

¶ Need for promotion of intangible cultural heritage and cultural relations;  

¶ Need for tourism attraction development;  

¶ Need for reduction of pollution;  

¶ Need for better disaster management and tackling of environmental risks apart from flood;  

¶ Need for joint actions in improving public health.  

Based on the EU contribution projects that have primary connection to the respective challenges , 

the followings stand out:  

¶ Need for improving accessibility and transboundary movements in border areas; 

¶ Need for better disaster management and tackling of environmental risks apart from flood;  

¶ Need for joint actions in improving public health  

The main changes achieved in the eligible programme area in terms of meeting the needs and 

challenges of the border region are: 
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With regard to Need for protection and reconstruction of cultural heritage sites  the main changes 

include: 

¶ improved condition of buildings and infrastructure of historical monuments, museums, galleries, 

landmark churches, manor house, castle ruins and folk architecture/village houses in particular 

along with ecclesiastical buildings.  

With regard to Need for promotion of intangible cultural heritage and cultural relations  the main 

changes include:  

¶ tighter intercultural cooperation thanks to the organisation of common cultural events and 

activities; 

¶ established and reinforced partnerships and networks among stakeholders coming from the 

cultural sphere; 

¶ promoted cultural heritage, promotion carried out by mapping cultural heritage elements, 

developing cross-border cultural routes, websites and applications. 

With regard to Need for tourism attraction development  the main changes include: 

¶ creation of joint cross-border thematic routes of many kinds, mostly the development of cultural 

(heritage) routes; 

¶ creation of bicycle roads supporting the integration and attractiveness of tourist sites;  

¶ development of cultural attractions;  

¶ creation and development of destination management solutions and tools.  

With regard to Need for improving accessibility and transboundary movements in border areas the 

main changes include: 

¶ improved quality of road network infrastructure. Permeability of borders improved by the 

(re)construction of solid surface roads including public roads and bicycle roads mainly.  

¶ construction of cycling connections, and support for electromobility.  

¶ bringing stakeholders closer together and providing capacity building.  

With regard to Need for better harmonized water management and water quality  the main changes 

include:  

¶ establishment of the missing transboundary water quality network especially in the Tisza River 

Basin; 

¶ developed several infrastructure and equipment related to water quality monitoring (e.g. water 

quality monitoring stations and a camera system, hydrometeorological stations, early warning 

centres); 

¶ encouraged cross-border and interinstitutional cooperation with the involvement of water 

management professionals, water directorates and relevant authorities; 

¶ policy development and knowledge exchange. 

With regard to Need for improved waste collection and treatment  the main changes include 

¶ improvement in relation to municipal solid waste (collection);  

¶ awareness raised in relation to solid waste. 
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With regard to Need for habitat preservation and species protection the main changes include: 

¶ biggest change in relation to the Carpathian ecoregion; 

¶ considering preservation and protection works focusing on fauna of large carnivores and bats, 

Carpathian forests; 

¶ contribution to the protection of biodiversity by maintaining and improving ecological 

connectivity between habitats and ecosystem functions; 

¶ development of harmonised methodologies and policies;  

¶ awareness raising in relation to biodiversity conservation and protection.  

With regard to Need for a more sustainable energy structure the main changes include:  

¶ promotion of energy efficiency;  

¶ promotion of renewable energy sources; 

¶ promotion of reduction of energy consumption and greenhouse gas;  

¶ raised awareness regarding energy efficiency and renewable sources. 

With regard to Need for reduction of pollution  the main changes include: 

¶ support for projects dealing with the reduction of water pollution, mainly of rivers;  

¶ support for various achievements in relation to the water pollution of the Tisza and its tributaries;  

¶ analysis, assessment and monitoring of pollutants and their spread; 

¶ raised awareness to better understand the nature of pollution and to change the attitude 

towards polluting and cleaning the environment.  

With regard to Need for joint actions in flood protection  the main changes include: 

¶ positive changes on the rivers around the Carpathians, namely the Carpathian Euroregion, and 

the Tisza, the Somes, the Crasna and the Uzh in particular; 

¶ acquisition of infrastructure and equipment;  

¶ contribution to some analysis and forecast tasks; 

¶ supported planning activities such as technical documentation ; 

¶ intensified cooperation involving organisations (e.g. water management directorates) related to 

flood risk management. It was materialised in the form of agreements as well. Cooperation 

initiated and deepened by various meetings, exchange events to facilitate harmonisation for 

flood prevention;  

¶ awareness was raised by the Programme in relation to floods. The importance of preparedness 

as well as the knowledge on the emergencies and disasters were increased among the local 

populations 

With regard to Need for better disaster management and tackling of environmental risks apart from 

flood  main changes include: 

¶ most addressed disasters include fire, man-made and climate-related, events triggered by 

sudden and intense meteorological events (heavy rainfalls, snowfalls, landslides, and mudflows); 

¶ early warning systems were developed along with the better risk assessment of environmental 

and man-made risks that threaten the cross-border territories;  

¶ enhanced intervention and preparedness capacities; 

¶ volunteer services for emergency situations were set up or strengthened; 
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¶ created cross-border networks. 

With regard to Need for joint actions in improving public health  the main changes include: 

¶ enhanced the quality and effectiveness of healthcare and social services thanks to infrastructure 

development and improvement of medical equipment;  

¶ improvement of skills and knowledge of medical and social care service providersõ staff; 

¶ supported institutional cooperation along with capacity building.  

Furthermore, the uncovered needs that could be tackled eventually under a future Interreg programme 

should also be listed. 

¶ air transport development, motorway connection, low quality of railway transport, poorly 

developed public transport services, low quality of infrastructure for intermodality, low 

interoperability of processes and efficiency of public services and administrative procedures in 

the sector of transport; 

¶ energy efficiency of buildings and introduction of clean technologies is a challenge for the whole 

region; 

¶ there is no adequate waste water collection and treatment in many settlements of the 

programme area; 

¶ the current state of infrastructure and hydraulic flood control structures in Zakarpatska does not 

protect the whole population  

¶ lack of skilled experts regarding tourism; 

¶ no promotion of local cuisine specialities and agrotourism;  

¶ possibilities for energy production from renewable sources are not utilised in the region;  

¶ need for cooperation in the field of preservation and sustainable use of natural resources in 

order to develop the green infrastructure;  

¶ lack of health and social insurance, logistics space (ăshelter housesó) for disabled people; 

¶ smuggling and black marketing is widespread. 

F_2.2. Analysis of the impacted target groups  

To sum up, the projectsõ selection of target group s was rather logical meaning that the overlapping of 

target groups between TOs were manageable and understandable, and each TO and priority can be 

described by clear and reasonable number and circle of target groups. In overall, the target groups were 

defined well in terms of the regional needs and expected results of the Programme.  

The main target groups of the Programme based on the number of times the projects listed them (in 

the application phase) are general public, border people, professional and experts, specialists and the 

related organisations (water managers, emergency departments, foresters, transport engineers etc.), 

settlements, local municipalities, followed by public authorities. The least targeted groups on 

programme level can be defined under the categories of media, teachers and trainers, Euroregion, EGTC, 

development agencies and cultural groups and institutions. There are some target groups identified by 

the JOP, where the projects gave lower priority to them despite, they could have been named as 

important groups. Such ones include media, academics, researchers and cultural groups and institutions 

in particular.  
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On priority level the most addressed groups in relation to Priority 3.1 are tourists, visitors, tourism 

service providers, settlements, local municipalities, general public, border people, professionals and 

experts, specialists. TO3 therefore has an extraordinary role in targeting tourism-related groups along 

with general public. However, the number of projects targeting cultural groups and institutions can be 

considered a bit limited. Focusing on Priority 6.1 the most frequently listed target groups are 

professionals, experts, specialists and public authorities. Priority 6.1 managed to involve civil 

organisations by the highest number of projects compared to the rest of the priorities. Priority 7.1 is 

very focused on few target groups, namely on settlements, local municipalities, general public, border 

people and economic actors (businesses, producers, investors). This priority has a high share of 

economic stakeholders and decision makers, politicians. No major missing target groups could be 

detected. At Priority 8.1 professionals and experts, specialists and the related organisations stand out 

followed by settlement, local municipalities and general people. At the same time, a bigger role might 

have been given to civil organisations and academics, researchers. Under Priority 8.2 high number of 

projects concentrated on stakeholders connected to healthcare such as doctors, nurses, employees of 

hospitals and social institutions, patients from the general public. Children and youth are targeted by 

the largest number of projects from Priority 8.2. No target group could be mentioned that was less 

frequently addressed than should have been.  

In general, the identified target groups of the projects during the preparatory phase are mostly in line 

with the regional needs of the TOs defined by the JOP. However, according to the experiences, when it 

comes to implementation much less attention has been paid to targeting the predefined target groups 

of the project applications.  

Based on the survey conducted, the effectiveness of reaching the target groups in practice shows a 

slightly different picture compared to the intentions  of targeting the given groups. Municipalities, 

general public and children and youth were the most efficiently reached. Healthcare, social services, 

economic actors and development agencies could be considered as the least effectively reached groups. 

Given the results of the effectiveness of the targeting, it can be said that on theoretical level, the 

targeting is well -performed with some minor exclusions. 

F_2.3. Analysis of the communication of the Programme and the projects  

The vision of the programme communication was to become more targeted and diversified. Establishing 

tailored channels of communication and messages were goaled to have more focused stakeholder 

groups. Among the tools used by the Programme, the official programme website has been the main 

communication platform, where the dissemination of information could be managed.  The monolingual 

website is user-friendlier and more transparent, designated mostly for the potential beneficiaries. Owing 

to the Communication  Manager, the website has been able to remain dynamic and engaging for 

applicants. The social media platforms (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn) have also been used, out of which 

the Facebook has become the number one channel in terms of communication frequency. The social 

media proved to be a cost-efficient tool reaching high number of audiences, especially because they 

were reached organically (without using communication campaigns). 

Regarding the printed promotional materials, the programme booklet called ôStories of Cooperationõ 

has generated great interest. This material provides a comprehensive overview of the 81 projects 
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implemented during the programme period.  Besides, various types of events (such as information days, 

partner search forums, beneficiary workshops) were organised which were great opportunity for 

networking and understanding complex issues. According to the survey completed by the beneficiaries, 

the programme website and the information days were the most efficient tools to get information about 

the calls for proposals. 

However, a critical shortcoming in the communication strategy should be mentioned: the lack of clearly 

defined key performance indicators (KPIs). While communication efforts were evaluated in the Annual 

Implementation Report, measurable indicators were not set in the Annual Information and 

Communication Plans to track progress transparently.  

Taking into consideration the project level communication, the Programme provided guidance for the 

beneficiaries by publishing the ôCommunication and Visibility Manualõ. Based on some remarks sent by 

beneficiaries, this detailed document is too complex and overcomplicated for smaller organisations and 

for less-experienced stakeholders. Apart from these comments, the project communication activities 

were effective and the quality of communication outputs improved. The reason behind this favourable 

tendency is the fact that more beneficiaries have decided to hire external experts (communication 

managers). 

Among the beneficiaries, the social media, website and printed materials have been the most popular 

communication tool s to provide information about their project activities. In addition to  the obligatory 

tools, they have used festivals, tourism portals, thematic workshops and exhibitions to draw peopleõs 

attention to the achievements of their projects.  Considering the efficiency of the tools ð based on the 

survey ð, organising events, printing promotional materials , managing website and hiring 

communication manager seemed to be the most rewarding options. 

Overall, the Programme has made significant progress in increasing visibility and engagement, 

particularly through diversified communication tools  (such as website, information events, social media, 

press release, printed materials etc.). However, further improvements are needed in actively sharing 

project results, particularly through short videos and infographics. Feedback from beneficiaries has been 

positive, indicating that the Programme can build on lessons learned for the next programme period. 

The main limitation remains the lack of predefined KPIs, which should be addressed to enhance 

evaluation and accountability in future communication strategies . 

F_2.4. Durability of the projects  

The assessment of the projectsõ durability is difficult to implement, as only the beneficiariesõ promises 

and intentions can be evaluated, exact data are not available yet, due to the fact that not much time left 

since the closure exercise. Furthermore, in case of soft projects, it is hard to interpret the concept of 

durability, as there is usually no infrastructure or new activity to maintain or manage after the projects 

are completed. 

One of the main aspects of the durability is the existence of time-tested partnerships. Within the current 

Programme, there are 16 projects whose partnerships have some kind of previous collaboration. 

Presumably, there are even more projects with antecedents, but the used database does not contain 
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information about the previous programme period 11. Although there are some projects with long -term 

partnership, most of them do not build on their previous achievements, so the continuity and 

embeddedness of the projects is weak. 

As the application form contained a separate question regarding to the institutional and financial 

sustainability, the received answers are suitable for getting to know the main approaches of the 

beneficiaries. Beneficiaries mostly ensure institutional sustainability by maintaining or utilizing the 

achieved results (such as ensuring local ownership, taking advantage of the achieved capacity building, 

maintaining the strong partnership), but they undertake less forward -looking activities (such as 

establishing institutional platforms, developing joint documents, monitoring).  

In terms of financial sustainability, the project partners also stick to the well-known and general 

solutions, for example the own and external resources. However, other types, less secure financial 

sources (e.g. donations, voluntary work, fees) were also mentioned by several projects, which may 

involve certain levels of risks. 

F_2.5. Analysis of the partnerships  

Regarding the average size of partnerships , TO3 and TO8 could be characterised by low average 

number of partners, while TO6 and TO7 managed to involve relatively high number of partners. While 

Priority 8.1 being home to the highest average number of project partners (4.3), Priority 8.2 managed 

to incorporate the lowest number of partners (average of 2.7 per project). The Programme is not known 

for large projects since only 11% of all the projects could be considered large with 6 project partners.  

In relation to the organisational types of beneficiaries , self-governments and their organisations, 

regional councils stand out (30% of all beneficiaries) along with public bodies and public non -profit 

companies (26.1%) representing more than half of all beneficiaries. The least number of beneficiaries 

can be detected with regard to associations of enterprises, professional organisations (2.1%), churches 

and religious associations and communities (1.8%) and EGTCs (1.1%). A huge gap persists between the 

two most and the least frequently involved beneficiaries. 

Regarding the financial allocation  public bodies and public non -profit companies (33.7%) and 

regional, local and county self-governments and their legal entities, regional councils (30.7%) gained 

the highest amount of EU contribution (64.4% altogether). The least supported ones were regional and 

local associations of enterprises, professional organisations (1%) along with churches and religious 

associations and communities (1.8%).  

Taking into account the specific characteristics of the TOs, TO3 had a strong focus; on self-

governments and their organisations in terms of financial allocation. It was successful in involving 

regional and local associations of enterprises, professional organisations, as well as churches and 

religious associations and communities. All the EGTCs were beneficiaries in the Programme via TO6. 

Relatively important role was played by TO6 in involving development associations, innovation and 

development agencies, research institutes and universities. TO7 rather focused on regional, local and 

 
11 Only one project referred to a previous project that was implemented in the previous programme period. 
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county self-governments and their organisations. TO8 was successful in involving public bodies and 

public non-profit companies as well as NGOs.  

Considering the beneficiariesõ territorial balance, beneficiaries from Romania and Hungary played an 

important role in filling the role of being an LB for the projects, while partners from Ukraine and Slovakia 

tended to remain regular beneficiaries. In overall, Slovakian beneficiaries many times received the lowest 

EU contribution out of the four countries.  

It is also worth taking into account the partnerships by looking at the number and financial allocation 

of partnerships by border section . Despite of having a unique eligible area consisting of regions from 

four different countries , certain border sections were either overrepresented or underrepresented in the 

partnerships. The number of project partners in project which incorporated beneficiaries from all the 

four countries reached only 15.8% of all partners on programme-level. Four-country projects managed 

to make up only 17.8% of the total EU contribution. On the other hand, bilateral partnerships gained 

69.7% of the total budget and represent 63% of the total number of beneficiaries. It is worth underlying 

that despite of being a specific Interreg A Programme with four eligible countries and a total number 

of 10 regions, 31% of all the projects were basically bilateral; 25 projects out of 81 encompassed only 

two project partners. 

The isolation of partnership  networks (see Figure 56) can be considered relatively strong. A total 

number of 29 beneficiaries, mostly universities, regional governments and municipalities participated in 

at least to Thematic Objectives. TO6 and TO8 were those TOs which had the greatest number of partners 

which participated in more than a single TO, while the other two TOs were relatively òclosedó.  

Considering the location of beneficiaries  and their partner connections (see Figure 50), the distance 

between partners is relatively low underlining the CBC character of the Programme. Excluding some 

urban centres the majority of the beneficiaries can be found within 70 km road distance to the closest 

international border. The density of par tners is high within the transboundary area characterised by 

Uzhhorod, Perechyn, KoĢice, Ny²regyh§za, Satu Mare, Baia Mare and Sighetu Marmaˮiei. Uzhhorod, 

Ny²regyh§za, Satu Mare, Berehove, KoĢice, Ivano-Frankivsk and Baia Mare are the seats of the highest 

number of partners. The majority of beneficiaries concentrates to settlements with a city rank. On the 

other hand, out of the core regions in Ivano -Frankivska the network is less dense. There is a relative lack 

of beneficiaries east and northeast of the Sighetu Marmaˮiei ð Perechyn line. Adjoining regions have 

limited weight in the network.  

Considering the partner connection s, it is the densest in the vicinity of the four -nation border area. 

Uzhhorod is the most outstanding node with the most widespread partnership network. However, the 

vast majority of connections are bilateral or trilateral, and almost each of the lead beneficiaries have 

one single strong direction (country where their partners originate from) of their partnership networks. 

The network connections are dense in relation to Ukraine. 

Taking into consideration the network characteristics of partnerships  (sociographs, see Figure 56), 

TO3 is known for a rather fragmented and small partnership network with no real outstanding Lead 

Beneficiaries. Considering TO6, the network is wider meaning that this TO has several beneficiaries 

involved in at least two distinct projects. Regarding TO7 relatively high number of projects connections 

can be found. The network is fragmented, and beneficiaries tended to participate in a single project. 

With regard to TO8 the partnership network is the densest and widest of all. The TO is characterised by 
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high share of beneficiaries with a participation in more than a single project. Relatively high number of 

beneficiaries acted as LBs. Taking into account the whole Programme (all TOs), universities have an 

outstanding role in creating connections along wit h some hospitals and regional governments and their 

institutions. Out of LBs, Uzhhorod National University was acted as LB in the highest number of projects 

(6). 

F_3. Impact  

F_3.1. Analysis of the result indicators  

The Programme has introduced 6 result indicators. With the exception of Priority 7.1 Transport 

infrastructure, each indicator measures the results of a single priority. It was required from the 

beneficiariesõ side to choose at least one result indicator per project. There are only two projects under 

Priority 7.1 which overpassed this rule. 

The specificity  and interpretability of the result indicators are mostly adequate, as the guideline 

published by the JTS gave a clear guidance about the calculation and measurement of the results. 

However, it became problematic that the aggregation of data from project level beneficiary reports 

became the source of verification. Although measuring the concrete result of projects is more feasible 

if the beneficiaries themselves produce the data, the different measurement methods made it much 

more difficult to aggregate the  results at programme level. This handicap was very striking at the closure 

of the Programme, as the final aggregation of results has not happened yet. According to the AIRs, 

calculation error taken place in the case of RI 1.1 Additional number of visitors to the reconstructed or 

modernized sites and RI 2.1 Increased capacity in environmental protection and climate change 

mitigation , as data were calculated using an inappropriate methodology. 

The measurability  of the indicators raises problems, as the guideline gives too much freedom to the 

beneficiaries to obtain data: it allows them to use their own calculation, and the use of data from 

statistical offices is only mentioned as an alternative option. Uncertainty is further increased if the data 

collection is based on survey (RI 2.1 Increased capacity in environmental protection and climate change 

mitigation, RI 4.1 Risk management index). Under these circumstances, the credibility of the results is 

questionable, as it depends very much on the willingness to respond, and the time-consuming 

implementation and unrepeatability of the same data query should also be taken into account. 

Furthermore, using complex index (RI 4.1 Risk management index), measuring increase (instead of 

absolute value: RI 2.1 Increased capacity in environmental protection and climate change mitigation) or 

density (RI 4.2 Medical equipment density) requires higher attention from the beneficiaries. 

As the final aggregated values of the result indicators are not available yet, evaluating of achievability  

is problematic. Based on the preliminary expectations (taking into account the targets and reported 

values in the AIRs), the JOPõs targets for two indicators (RI 1.1 Additional number of visitors to the 

reconstructed or modernized sites, RI 3.1a Additional number of vehicles using the built, modernised 

transport and/or border management infrastructure) are not ambitious enough and are expected to be 

significantly overachieved. 
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Regarding the relevance  of the indicators, two aspects (the isolation of externalities and the existence 

of cross-border aspect) were taken into consideration. Sometimes it is difficult or impossible to isolate 

the results measured by the indicators from other externalities that  also affect the Programme. This kind 

of difficulty is most evident in the case of environment protection ( RI 2.1 Increased capacity in 

environmental protection and climate change mitigation), risk management (RI 4.1 Risk management 

index) and healthcare (RI 4.2 Medical equipment density). Although all the developments were carried 

out within a cross-border project, the CB aspect of some indicators is weak or missing. For instance, 

within RI 1.1 Additional number of visitors to the reconstructed or modernized sites the renovated 

buildings are without real cross-border tourism function and the indicator measures the total number 

of visitors rather than cross-border visitors. 

The appropriate timeframe  is also a crucial point, as sometimes the real impact on the border region 

cannot be measured immediately after the closure of the project. This aspect is relevant for three 

indicators (RI 1.1 Additional number of visitors to the reconstructed or modernized sites, RI 3.1a Additional 

number of vehicles using the built, modernised transport and/or border management infrastructure, RI 

3.1b Increase of number of passengers using transport systems), as the number of visitors, vehicles and 

passengers do not increase immediately after the development. 

F_3.2. Mapping of the territorial coverage  

To sum up, the territorial coverage is characterised by a relatively strong territorial concentration of 

projects in the vicinity of the international borders. This is especially true in the case of the Slovak-

Ukrainian border section. The highest density of localised infrastructural investments can be found in 

the border zone between KoĢice through Berehove to Sighetu Marmatiei. However, weakly covered 

areas in terms of infrastructural investments can also be detected within the programme area. Suceava, 

Chernivetska, Borsod-Aba¼j-Zempl®n have large areas left unimpacted. In overall, the adjoining regions 

are less covered also due to the restrictions in the eligibility at certain TOs and calls.  

TO3 is known for the most balanced territorial coverage compared to the other TOs. Regarding TO6 

large areas (within Suceava and Chernivetska) are left almost completely out of the Programme, similarly 

to TO8. TO7 investments are focused on the border lines, especially on the joint border zone of Slovakia 

and Ukraine. 

The territorial distribution of EU contribution is in favour of Ukraine ( 38.6%) and Hungary (24.8%). 

Romania (18.9%) and Slovakia (17.7%) received lower intensity of support. Zakarpatska with Szabolcs-

Szatm§r-Bereg makes up more than the half of the total support (52.7%). The contribution is focused 

on the central part of the eligible area: Zakarpatska, Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg, Satu Mare and MaramureĹ 

altogether make up 70.8% of the total amount. The core regions received the vast majority of the EU 

contributions (90.9%), only a small share was allocated to the adjoining regions (Chernivetska, Suceava, 

Borsod-Aba¼j-Zempl®n together: 4,6%). Out of the national and regional capitals concerned Kyiv stands 

out (2.3%), Budapest and Debrecen (0.5% each) and Cluj-Napoca (0.4%) while Bratislava and Eger are 

left out from the support.  

With regard to the Thematic Objectives, in the case of every TO Zakarpatska and Szabolcs-Szatm§r-

Bereg are the two leading regions, except for TO7. Considering TO6 (56.9%) and TO8 (57.6%) the two 
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regions overweight the rest of the eligible area. Some regions are characterised by a dominating TO 

where the funds came from: Chernivetska (TO3), Kyiv (TO6), Banskobystrickĩ with Bansk§ Bystrica and 

Zvolen (TO7), Hajd¼-Bihar with Debrecen (TO8) and Budapest (TO8). 

Focusing on the territorial distribution of EU contribution per territory and person , Szabolcs-Szatm§r-

Bereg has an outstanding role (2 296 EUR/km2, 25.3 EUR/person). In contrary, adjoining regions and 

regional and national capitals are covered the least in terms of these two indexes. In relation to density 

of support , Zakarpatska (1 779 EUR/km2) is the second, followed by Satu Mare (1 405 EUR/km2). The 

other regions stay below 1 000 EUR/km2. The lowest density is at Suceava and Chernivetska; their data 

stay below 50 EUR per square kilometre. Considering the population size and the EU contribution, 

Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg is followed by Satu Mare (18.8 EUR/person), Zakarpatska (18.2 EUR/person) 

and MaramureĹ (13.8 EUR/person). The EU contribution per person is low in Suceava (0.5 EUR/person) 

and Ivano-Frankivska region (1.7 EUR/person). Considering regional and national capitals Bansk§ 

Bystrica have relatively high level of support per person exceeding the programme level (5.4 

EUR/person). 

F_3.3. Synergies with relevant programmes  

In overall, the Programme is more in synergies with the EUSDR Priority Areas. PA10 stands out with 

regard to EUSDR. Synergies with disaster management and healthcare projects are strong, namely in 

the fields of capacity building  and interinstitutional cooperation. PA3 Culture & Tourism enjoyed the 

highest number of projects that impacted the EUSDR in a direct positive way. Synergies are relatively 

strong in relation to initiating and deepening cultural relations, preservation of cultural heritage, 

development of cultural attractions, thematic routes, and promoting tourist sites. Weakest synergies 

can be found regarding PA1A Waterways Mobility, PA7 Knowledge Society, PA8 Competitiveness of 

Enterprises, PA9 People & Skills, and PA11 Security. 

Much weaker synergies can be shown with regard to EU2020 strategy. Employment is the most 

impactful target where Priority 3.1 Culture play an important role by supporting tourism and its 

stakeholders. Synergies are strong when it comes to the reconstruction of heritage sites, attraction 

development and promotion since new and reinforced services and products increased employment. 

Apart from employment , other targets on which the Programme had notable positive impact is the 

decrease of GHG emissions by encouraging awareness raising, supporting eco-transport, 

electromobility, and the decrease of particulate matter pollution. In relation to the rest of the EU2020 

targets little synergies were detected in the case of poverty and social exclusion, education and research 

and development in particular. The only EU2020 target where negative impact was expected is related 

to GHG emissions.  

F_3.4. Cross-cutting issues  

The Programme determined four cross-cutting issues to be implemented throughout the programme 

period, both at programme and project level. In the absence of horizontal indicators, the 

implementation of these principles is difficult to measure. The analysis is based on the answers given in 

the application form and the opinions collected during the survey.  
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All of the projects have contributed to the horizontal goals, but in some cases the way in which they 

have done it is somewhat forced and easy to criticise. It is most evident regarding the cross-cutting 

issue of HIV / AIDS and gender equality, where the project partners either indicated that the horizontal 

aspect is irrelevant or that they (only) ensure the free access to the results and benefits of the projects, 

regardless of disease and gender. These cross-cutting issues are difficult to enforce when the  

development themes of the projects do not directly affect them. In such cases, projects were extended 

with side activities or only the equal access was provided (without effective and real activities). In both 

cases, the horizontal principle was perceived by the partners as an unavoidable burden. In addition, the 

JOP did not define exact actions regarding gender equality, which made it difficult for the beneficiaries 

to properly adapt this horizontal value.  

As far as the principles of democracy and human rights are concerned, its relevance is obvious to the 

project partners and therefore almost all projects include some kind of activity. However, in this case 

too, the focus was mainly on transparency and the equal opportunity to participate in the projects.  

On the other hand, when the theme of the projects is specifically focused on the topic covered by the 

horizontal issue, many active engagements have taken place. This is particularly true in the field of 

sustainable environment, where environmental projects reinforce the programme areaõs sustainable 

development according to different aspects (water, forest and waste management, improvement of air 

quality, disaster prevention etc.). 

Since it is not always easy to effectively integrate cross-cutting issues into  the implementation of 

projects, it is worth respecting the intention of dealing with these principles. However, it can be seen 

that there are already activities which contribute  effectively and in a forward-looking way to the 

horizontal principles, thereby increasing cohesion between the projects. Presumably, as the experience 

of beneficiaries grows, this positive trend will continue in the next programme period.  

Overall, the environmental sustainability is the most coherent horizontal principle, as it has been 

adapted in the most integrated way. It has been demonstrated by many successful and effective 

activities. At the same time, there are also some less justified actions (e.g. less paper use, eco-friendly 

promotional items) that only partially promote the cross -cutting issue. 

The relation of the democracy and human rights to the projectsõ theme is not always evident, but at 

least the equal access has been ensured by providing information and allowing participation without 

any discrimination. 

The cross-cutting issue of gender equality rarely becomes an integral part of projects, therefore the 

implementation of this principle is objectionable. In these cases, the beneficiaries did not necessarily 

take specific steps, they only made general commitments without concrete results (e.g. equal access to 

the project activities and results). 

Last but not least, considering the fact that many of the projects could not adequately align the cross -

cutting issue of HIV/AIDS with the theme of their projects, the horizontality of the principle is 

questionable. In most cases, only projects with thematic focus on Priority 8.2 have been able to 

contribute effectively to the objectives of the cross -cutting issue, for the rest of t he projects the 

implementation of this principle is just an unavoidable burden.  
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F_3.5. The Programmeõs borderscape impact 

The biggest estimated impacts on programme level can be found in relation to the factor of s ocial 

connectivity apart from number, geographic scope and value of projects implemented jointly across the 

border. Positive effects could be detected regarding folklore events along with exchanges connected to 

awareness raising activities in the field of environmental protection and disaster management and 

preparedness for environmental risks. The Programme actively supported several cultural events based 

on the performersõ nationality in the frames of promoting cultural heritage especially considering craft 

fairs, folk music and dance in the frames of preserving common heritage. Furthermore, the networking 

of museums and other cultural institutions and organisations including church and NGOs also notably 

improved.  

Relatively noteworthy impacts can also be found in the perceptions on distance. The biggest impact 

was achieved regarding information provision on tourism and cultural opportunities of the programme 

area.  

In relation to p erceptions on distance, positive effects were reached mainly owing to capacity building 

activities with the involvement of healthcare, cultural, nature protection stakeholders including Ukraine 

and at least another EU Member State. Especially museum and hospital staff, owners of cultural heritage 

sites, voluntary units, universities and specialists and municipalities were impacted in a positive way.  

Considering the number of cross-border institutions, networks and clusters plus their projects, cross-

border (semi)institutions were supported. The Programme contributed to better cooperation involving 

organisations related to flood risk management , to transboundary water quality monitoring , to the 

organisation of disaster response. In addition, significant impacts could be traced in relation networking 

in the tourism and cultural sectors. Similar network-building activities could be detected with regard to 

healthcare as well.  

Little or no impact was reached with regard to r easons and motivations of border crossings, geographic 

scope of cross-border mobility  (ownership of the territory), i nfrastructural conditions of cross-border 

flows, cross-border mobility , cross-border business activity, cross-border services, administrative 

conditions of cross-border cooperation  and cross-border institutions .  

F_4. Efficiency  

F_4.1. Cost-efficiency  

The average budget of the projects was close to EUR 790 000, while the average amount received per 

beneficiary was EUR 230 000. The budget per project and per beneficiary was more significant for 

transport projects (EUR 1 million per project and EUR 290 000 per beneficiary). In contrast, cultural and 

health projects used on average less than EUR 600 000 and their beneficiaries around EUR 190-220 000. 

All in all, compared to the previous programme period (HUSKROUA ENPI), higher scale projects have 

been implemented within the current Programme.  
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The efficiency of the Programme is underlined by the fact that more than half of the EU support has 

been allocated to hard (infrastructural) development (expected value: 68.3%; EUR 43.7 million), which 

together with soft activities (7.3%; EUR 4.7 million) accounts for 75.6% (EUR 48.4 million) of the total 

funding. The additional costs of the implementation (such as administrative tasks, communication 

activities, professional tasks and travel costs) covers quarter of the ERDF absorbed by the projects 

(24.4%; EUR 15.6 million). Comparing the contracted budget and the expected budget, the difference is 

the most significant in the case of travel costs, where only 60% of the initial budget were spent. The 

unrealised amount of travel costs is due to the restriction on movement imposed during the years of 

the pandemic and later during the war. By using online platforms to overcome travel restrictions, money 

could be reallocated from travel costs to other types of activities.  

Regarding the infrastructural works, the majority of these activities belong to development of road 

infrastructure, waste water management infrastructure, water infrastructure and historic monuments. 

These types of constructions mostly match to the activities of the LIPs. 

In order to ensure the efficiency of projects and avoid the possibility of overpricing, the whole project 

budgets were profoundly analysed by the JTS and the unnecessary expenses were deducted. Owing to 

this belt-tightening, less important project elements  were left out and the beneficiaries needed to 

concentrate on implementing the activities that were the core of the project.  
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1.5 Overview on the application of the 1 st phase recommendations  

Table 6: Overview of the application of the 1st phase recommendations based on the Programme Bodies answers12 

1st phase Recommendations 13 Achievements in 2014 -2020 Potential achievements in 2021 -2027 

1. Programme 

procedures 

1.1 

Compensation 

of the delay 

R_1.1 Speed up the 

processes 

LIP projects were contracted and started 

implementation between August -December 

2019 (with exception of Zero Waste project), 

the 2nd Call projects between September 

2019 and September 2020. No project was 

recalled, however, one was finally not 

contracted being not aligned with the 

contracting conditions.  

The need for extra funds due to the increased 

construction prices was compensated in year 

2023, close to the end of the projects, in 

justified cases, thanks to the Programme 

savings. 

Pre-contracting consultations for each 

selected project are initiated with the 

involvement of all project partners to ensure 

a clear understanding of the requirements 

and conditions as well as to allow a smooth 

and faster contracting process. Digital 

signature became accepted (where possible) 

speeding up the processes. The contracting 

process is monitored by JMC and MA. 

R_1.2 Train the 

beneficiaries on the use of 

the IMIS 

Beneficiaries were trained on the user 

management and Beneficiary Report 

platforms that were presented to them in 

November 2020, online, from the moment 

when the new information and monitoring 

system, the Interreg+ system was ready for 

the BR submissions. 

INTERREG+ User Manual for Project creation 

and contracting were provided to the 

awarded projects. 

INTERREG+ User Manual for Project partner 

report preparation is provided to the Project 

Partners of contracted projects, available 

also on the website of the Programme, 

aligned in time to the start of their project 

part implementation.  

 
12 The content of the table (regarding the achievements and potential achievements) was given by JTS and MA. 

13 The detailed recommendations of the 1st phase evaluation can be found on the website of CESCI: https://budapest.cesci-net.eu/en/first -phase-evaluation-of-

the-hungary-slovakia-romania-ukraine-eni-cross-border-cooperation -programme-2014-2020/  

https://budapest.cesci-net.eu/en/first-phase-evaluation-of-the-hungary-slovakia-romania-ukraine-eni-cross-border-cooperation-programme-2014-2020/
https://budapest.cesci-net.eu/en/first-phase-evaluation-of-the-hungary-slovakia-romania-ukraine-eni-cross-border-cooperation-programme-2014-2020/
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1st phase Recommendations 13 Achievements in 2014 -2020 Potential achievements in 2021 -2027 

In case if further assistance is needed, 

Partners can turn to JS Project Managers and 

INTERREG+ support team.  

R_1.3 Improve internal 

communication  

To address the identified gaps in 

communication flow and to improve the 

quality and frequency of information 

exchange, a dedicated Communication 

Manager has been employed at programme 

level in September 2020. This position aimed 

at ensuring more structured and timely 

internal communication, in line with the 

needs of HUSKROUA multi-country 

partnership, and the successful 

implementation of the Programme. 

The smooth and effective internal 

communication is ensured by frequent and 

open consultations among the Programme 

Bodies on operational and strategic issues, 

proven to be a good practice, their proactive 

approach and also by trainings with UA 

counterparts strengthening the better 

mutual understanding.  

Internal communication is also supported 

and eased by the presence of TESIM 

colleagues. These contribute to a greater 

efficiency and responsiveness in programme 

management, ensuring continuity and long -

term success. 

1.2 Better 

performance 

R_1.4 Ensure stricter 

monitoring over the 

projects 

JTS programme managers organized 

frequent meetings with the projects that 

were in delay. 

Stricter monitoring has been followed from 

the start of Russiaõs aggression against 

Ukraine, for identifying problems and then 

elaborating measures to solve those. (e.g. 

separate reporting and financial closure of 

the already implemented project parts, 

modified applicable exchange rate method). 

More frequent reporting (in every 4 months) 

ensures a stricter monitoring over the 

projects since it requires stronger relations 

with the Partners. Additionally, frequent 

monitoring visits during project 

implementation, especially in case of more 

problemat ic partnerships / projects are 

envisaged. Moreover, the positive 

experience of involving BOs to the project 

monitoring was taken to the period of 2021 

ð 2027. 

R_1.5 Monitor the 

implementation of the LIP 

projects with special 

attention  

JTS programme managers organized 

frequent meetings with the LIP projects in 

order to ensure smooth implementation. In 

case of some LIP projects, meetings 

Special attention will be ensured to the LSP 

projectsõ implementation. 
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1st phase Recommendations 13 Achievements in 2014 -2020 Potential achievements in 2021 -2027 

(including online) were organized practically 

every month. MA programme manager was 

monitoring LIP projects with special 

attention.  

R_1.6 Enhance the branch 

offices 

Branch office seminar was organized on 13th 

November 2019 in the programme area, in 

Ny²regyh§za, sharing experiences of JTS and 

BO members. 

BOs are actively involved in communication 

activities as well as in the implementation of 

the Programme. Their task include the 

dissemination of information about the 

funding opportunities, they provide 

clarifications for questions about the call 

conditions and provide support in finding 

project partners. 

R_1.7 Facilitate better-

based partnerships 

through a partner 

evaluation system 

N.r. 

Regarding the 1st Call, JTS organised an 

online partner search forum that attracted 

lots of potential participants in the 

Programme. 

R_1.8 Improve the 

beneficiariesõ 

communication capacities 

To improve the overall communication 

capacity of the Programme, a dedicated 

Communication Manager has been 

employed in September, 2020. With her 

assistance: 

¶ Visibility Manual was developed to 

ensure consistent use of logos, 

colours, and messaging that 

promote the  Programme and 

project's identity.  

¶ Ready-to-use templates were 

created. 

¶ Visibility check-lists for various 

materials were elaborated and made 

available for self-check. 

Package options of mandatory information 

and publicity tools were introduced to 

project applicants. 

¶ Partners are strongly advised by the 

Programme to have designated 

communication manager within the 

projects. 

¶ Ready-to-use templates and 

visibility check-lists for various 

materials are taken to the period of 

2021 ð 2027. 
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1st phase Recommendations 13 Achievements in 2014 -2020 Potential achievements in 2021 -2027 

R_1.9 Improve the cross-

border character of the 

projects 

N.r. 

JTS organized during the application phase 

of 1st Call an online training on ôHow to 

prepare cross-border projectõ with sharing 

best practices, providing definition of cross-

border effect and expectations on its 

reflection in the project description and 

budget ð with over 100 participants. 

R_1.10 Promote the best 

practice examples 

The best practice examples are constantly 

promoted through different events (i.e. Art of 

Cooperation, TESIM events, Programme 

conferences). In addition, JTS published a 

compelling collection of narratives that 

capture the spirit of ENI CBC 2014 ð 2020 

Programme called ôStories of Cooperationô, 

which is available online and in printed 

version. 

JTS will keep the practice of promoting best 

practice examples. 

R_1.11 Follow up the level 

of contribution to EUSDR 
N.r. 

Thanks to the Interreg Programme 

document and the Call for Proposal (Guide 

for Applicants) documents, the contribution 

to the objectives of EUSDR is ensured. 

2. Lessons-to-

go for the 

design of the 

next 

programme 

2.1 Strategic 

framework 

R_2.1 Ensure a more 

balanced geographic 

coverage in the 

Programme 

N.r. 

Programme included Suceava and 

Chernivetska regions as regions with full 

participation within project partnerships, 

meaning that limitations applied during 

2014-2020 (on the LP role, limit of the 

budget, obligatory partnership from SK and 

HU) have been eliminated. 

R_2.2 Ensure untroubled 

transition to the next 

Programme 

N.r. 

The programming of the 2021-2027 period 

was well prepared and well scheduled: 

initiated in October 2019 by the MA, first PC 

meeting held in December 2020, our NEXT IP 

document has been the first one adopted by 
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1st phase Recommendations 13 Achievements in 2014 -2020 Potential achievements in 2021 -2027 

COM. Programme implementation 

structures have been swiftly set up. Broad 

spectrum of flexibilities have been 

introduced in Programme rules and 

procedures adopting EU level reforms 

addressing the 2021-2027 period. These 

changes have been duly communicated to 

new beneficiaries (website, Info days and 

workshops). 

R_2.3 Re-consider the 

current set of the priorities  

Priority 7.2 was eliminated from the 

Programme priorities based on professional 

considerations (supported by JMC decision 

in September 2019). 

The selection of priorities was in line with 

COM requirements on the one hand 

(thematic concentration supporting PO2 and 

PO4) and based on the Territorial Analysis on 

the other. 

R_2.4 Improve the 

permeability of the border 

through cross-border 

infrastructural 

developments 

N.r. 

PA3 of the next programme covers joint 

actions enhancing cross border transport 

development plans, the management of 

cross border transport, the operation of 

border guard and customs services as well as 

border- and border-crossing controls. All 

these can boost cross-border accessibility 

and border permeability.  

R_2.5 Involve the selected 

beneficiaries in the 

designing of the next 

Programme 

N.r. 

Beneficiaries were involved in stakeholders 

consultations, also could express their 

comments to the draft IP during the public 

consultation process. 

2.2 Tools 

R_2.6 Keep the practice of 

advance payment 

There were no changes in this term during 

the Programme implementation.  

Advance payment is kept (25%), although, 

the payment scheme has changed for 

reimbursing the reported and verified costs.  

R_2.7 Plan the TA budget 

with special concern 

Financing of 2 UA NA experts was ensured 

for 2023 and until 30 th June 2024. 
Special concern is ensured in this regard. 
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1st phase Recommendations 13 Achievements in 2014 -2020 Potential achievements in 2021 -2027 

R_2.8 Keep the tool of the 

strategic projects 

Not relevant since there were no more call 

for proposals launched after the mid -term 

evaluation. 

Large Scale Project applications are selected 

in open calls, which are considered as 

strategic projects. LSPs were supported 

during the 1 st Call for Proposals under PA1 A 

resilient and green border region (considered 

as the most relevant field for LSPs). The EU 

contribution of LSPs is above or equal to 

EUR 2.5 million and below or equal to 

EUR 5.0 million. 

R_2.9 Apply the tool of 

small project fund  

Not relevant since there were no more call 

for proposals launched after the mid -term 

evaluation. 

By the decision of the JMC of the HUSKROUA 

NEXT Programme, SPF is not applied in the 

2021-2027 period. 

 

1.6 Recommendations  

1.6.1 Summary table of recommendations  

Table 7:  Summary of recommendations based on the current (2nd phase) evaluation 

Recommendations  Related main findings  Related chapters  

R_1 Programme 

structure and 

priorities 

R_1.1 Focus on factors and topics where the 

Programme could reach significant effect 

F_3.5 The Programmeõs borderscape 

impact 

2.3.5 The Programmeõs borderscape 

impact 

R_1.2 Continue prioritising cultural connections 
F_3.5 The Programmeõs borderscape 

impact 

2.3.5 The Programmeõs borderscape 

impact 

R_1.3 Improve the physical permeability of the 

border 

F_2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of 

regional needs 

2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of 

regional needs 
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Recommendations  Related main findings  Related chapters  

R_1.4 Limit the number of regional needs while 

putting more emphasis on certain topics 

F_2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of 

regional needs 

2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of 

regional needs 

R_1.5 Focus more on topics that can contribute to 

EU integration 

F_2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of 

regional needs 

2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of 

regional needs 

R_1.6 Concern legal and administrative constrains 
F_2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of 

regional needs 

2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of 

regional needs 

R_1.7 Using more cross-border relevant indicators 

with better data management 

F_1.1 Quantification of the 

performance 

F_3.1 Analysis of the result 

indicators 

2.1.1 Quantification of the 

performance 

2.3.1 Analysis of the result 

indicators 

R_1.8 Include clear target group categories in the 

JOP and related CfPs 

F_2.2 Analysis of the impacted 

target groups 

2.2.2 Analysis of the impacted 

target groups 

R_1.9 Identify horizontal indicators and actions to 

measure and to implement the cross-cutting 

issues more efficiently 

F_3.4 Cross-cutting issues 2.3.4 Cross-cutting issues 

R_1.10 Keep considering governance frameworks 

in designing the eligible area 
F_2.5 Analysis of the partnerships 2.2.5 Analysis of the partnerships 

R_1.11 Reach a better territorial balance F_2.5 Analysis of the partnerships 2.2.5 Analysis of the partnerships 

R_1.12 Rethink the regional classification of the 

eligible area 

F_1.2 Applied mechanisms and 

tools 

F_1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

F_3.2 Mapping of the territorial 

coverage 

2.1.2 Applied mechanisms and 

tools 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

2.3.2 Mapping of the territorial 

coverage 
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Recommendations  Related main findings  Related chapters  

R_1.13 Try to better consider transboundary 

functional areas 

F_3.2 Mapping of the territorial 

coverage 

2.3.2 Mapping of the territorial 

coverage 

R_1.14 Create stronger connection with the 

relevant ten-year strategy of the EU 

F_3.3 Synergies with relevant 

programmes 

2.3.3 Synergies with relevant 

programmes 

R_2 Tools and 

mechanisms 

R_2.1 Keep the approach of LIP with territorial 

balance 

F_1.2 Applied mechanisms and 

tools 

2.1.2 Applied mechanisms and 

tools 

R_2.2 Ensure enough time to implement LIPs 
F_1.2 Applied mechanisms and 

tools 

2.1.2 Applied mechanisms and 

tools 

R_2.3 Continue the humanitarian activities 
F_1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

R_3 Programme 

procedures 

R_3.1 Consider the establishment of financial 

reserves for unexpected events 

F_1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

R_3.2 Continue the administrative simplification of 

the programme procedures 

F_1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

R_3.3 Keep and further develop the INTERREG+ 

system 

F_1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

R_3.4 Provide information in national languages 
F_1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

R_3.5 Monitoring the changes of national 

regulations 

F_1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

R_3.6 Continue to provide administrative 

assistance 

F_1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the 

implementation 

R_3.7 Promote the best practice examples F_2.4 Durability of the projects 2.2.4 Durability of the projects 
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Recommendations  Related main findings  Related chapters  

R_3.8 Revising and improvement of the 

Programme Communication and Visibility Manual 

for grant beneficiaries 

F_2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

2.2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

R_3.9 Enhancing social media activity 

F_2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

2.2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

R_3.10 Shift to visual communication both on 

programme and project level 

F_2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

2.2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

R_3.11 Well-defined communication-specific 

indicators 

F_2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

2.2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

R_3.12 Provide information on project locations 
F_3.2 Mapping of the territorial 

coverage 

2.3.2 Mapping of the territorial 

coverage 

R_3.13 Creating stronger links between the budget 

lines and activities 
F_4.1 Cost-efficiency 2.4.1 Cost-efficiency 

R_3.14 Monitor more accurately the indicator 

values reported by the beneficiaries 

F_1.1 Quantification of the 

performance 

F_3.1 Analysis of the result 

indicators 

2.1.1 Quantification of the 

performance 

2.3.1 Analysis of the result 

indicators 

R_4 Project design 

and 

implementation 

R_4.1 Improve the cross-border character of the 

projects 
F_2.4 Durability of the projects 2.2.4 Durability of the projects 

R_4.2 Enhance the capacity of Ukrainian partners F_2.5 Analysis of the partnerships 2.2.5 Analysis of the partnerships 
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Recommendations  Related main findings  Related chapters  

R_4.3 Solution for inefficient websites on project 

level 

F_2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

2.2.3 Analysis of the 

communication of the Programme 

and the projects 

R_4.4 Encourage beneficiaries to better meet the 

cross-cutting issues 
F_3.4 Cross-cutting issues 2.3.4 Cross-cutting issues 

R_4.5 Increasing cost-efficiency by rationalising 

the project budgets 
F_4.1 Cost-efficiency 2.4.1 Cost-efficiency 
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1.6.2 Introduction of recommendations  

R_1 Programme  structure and  priorities  

R_1.1 Focus on factors and topics where the Programme could reach significant effect  

There are factors which are heavily affected by exterior, non-programme-related effects such as number 

of interstate agreements, infrastructural conditions of cross-border flows, reasons and motivations of 

border crossings and geographic scope of cross-border mobility. External factors such as COVID-19, 

inflation, war on Ukraine, competences of stakeholders heavily influence the Programme and its eligible 

area making the change reached by the Programme itself little, or almost non-visible. Furthermore, it is 

better to keep in mind that the Programme has limited financial room for manoeuvring. Its budgetary 

limitation hampers any kind of major impact in relation to bigger construction and infrastructure 

elements. Oftentimes national policies and other programmes have much significant impact only just 

because of their bigger budget. Areas which could get more focus since their impact was relevant and 

notable, include cultural cooperation based on joint preservation and promotion of cultural heritage; 

volunteer services in disaster management and response, tourist information and tourism service 

providersõ cooperation; water monitoring system and water quality; cross-border mobility; networking 

in relation to cultural and healthcare stakeholders. 

R_1.2 Continue prioritising cultural connections  

Cultural sphere is one of the most impacted by the Programme out of all the other factors. Since positive 

change can be reached in this area, it is worth having a priority in the Programme for transboundary 

cultural cooperation. Culture can also bring people closer together building mutual trust apart from 

reaching stronger social connectivity.  

This type of thematic field is the most suitable to involve new comers with tighter financial assets into 

the Programme, especially if there is the possibility to submit  smaller (administratively easier to 

implement) projects. For cultural projects, it is worth considering to lower  the minimum financial 

threshold to allow stakeholders with smaller budgets to create cross-border bilateral connections. 

R_1.3 Improve the physical permeability of the border  

The Programme has achievements related to the quality of road network and permeability of border 

crossings, but further developments are still needed. The level of intramodality ð in term of motorway 

connections, railway and public transport ð is on low level, but the number of border crossings is still 

not sufficient. Despite the limited financial framework, it is recommended to keep supporting the 

enhancement of border crossings in order to strengthen cross-border relations and the integration of 

the bord er region. 
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R_1.4 Limit the number of regional needs while putting more emphasis on certain 

topics  

Many funds were spent on infrastructure and equipment purchase, in transport and healthcare in 

particular, but sometimes with modest limited outcomes on transnational level. It  is important to pay 

more attention to areas where great impact can be reached by lower EU contribution in relation to 

cohesion and integration. To this end, it is necessary to clarify the intervention logic and focus on the 

thematic areas that can be addressed most effectively by the Programme. 

Continue contributing to specific needs connected to geographical areas of transboundary character, 

especially the Carpathians and the Upper Tisza Basin (by e.g. flood protection, water pollution, disaster 

management projects). 

Continue supporting popular topics of great added value in a cross -border context (e.g. capacity 

building, knowledge exchange, partnership building, development of joint methodologies, platforms).  

R_1.5 Focus more on topics that can contribute to EU integration  

This is a border region and eligible area where the external border of the EU and the Schengen Area 

can be found. Take into account the relatively new situation, knowledge transfer and capacity building 

with the involvement of Ukraine could play an even more important part on which future topics  of 

cooperation could be based on. 

R_1.6 Concern legal and administrative constrains  

It is worth taking into account administrative obstacles due to differing public administration and 

governance structure, rules and regulation of the given countries. Positive change by the Programme 

could be reached in a difficult way or it could even be fully hampered or blocked by such obstacles. 

Areas that are heavily affected by such non-alignments are connected to cross-border provision of 

healthcare and social services, acceptance of certain trainings and qualifications, differing technical 

parameters in infrastructural works and permits, cross-border public transport services, to name the 

most relevant ones. As Ukraine gained status of a candidate for accession to the EU, a legal 

harmonisation is expected to start, which could be supported by the future Programmes in order to  

contribute to the better integration of the programme area.  

R_1.7 Using more cross -border relevant indicators with better data management  

However we know the limitation of the indicator tool which could be selected for Interreg programmes 

(rather suited for mainstream programmes), the selection of indicators and collection of results should 

be carried out in a more accurate way for the future . The CB aspect of the indicators should be enhanced 

by taking into account the intensity of cross -border flows and integration. For instance, measuring the 

number of cross-border participants, the length of cross -border bicycle paths or the number of cro ss-

border public transport lines would be welcomed.  However, determining of the indicators is out of the 
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Programme Bodiesõ authority, therefore they could select only from those which are among the set of 

indicators in the 2021-2027 programmes. 

In order to have a clear picture about the achieved results, data overlapping should be eliminated by 

accurate reporting. Anyway, this is an expectation during the closure exercise. Moreover, if there are 

baseline values, they ought to be handled more carefully. Sometimes the problem is rooted in the use 

of inadequate database, since unified databases to be applicable in 4 countries do not exist. Applying 

the data sources of statistical offices and territorially relevant authorities seem to be more reliable 

methods, however it is difficult to find harmonised data on cross -border issues. Last, but not least, it 

would be useful if the collected data could be compared and easily aggregated. Complicated 

calculations only increase the probability of making mistakes, so choosing indicators that measure index 

or density should be avoided. 

R_1.8 Include clear target group categories in the JOP and related CfPs  

There were no target group designations used in the JOP, therefore project partners named quite 

heterogeneous groups causing ineffectiveness on programme and project level as well. It would be well 

advised to dedicate a section in the JOP as well as in the CfPs to precisely describe at least the main 

target groups per priority.  This has been already implemented in the 2021-2027 period in line with the 

Interreg programme template obligation.  

R_1.9 Identify horizontal indicators and actions to measure and to implement the 

cross-cutting issues  more efficiently  

The lack of horizontal indicators makes it difficult to measure the implementation and progress of cross -

cutting issues. Using defined indicators would be helpful for the beneficiaries, as they would give a 

clearer indication of how the cross-cutting issues should be adopted. Furthermore, the use of indicators 

would also be useful at programme level, as it would provide a comprehensive picture of the results 

achieved by the Programme. 

Currently, beneficiaries can interpret the application of the cross-cutting issues quite broadly, and in the 

case of the gender equality principle, the JOP does not even specify actions. In order to ensure that the 

horizontal principles are properly interp reted by the project partners, the Programme should indicate 

actions for each cross-cutting issue, from which the project partners are free to choose. 

Furthermore, efforts should be made to ensure that the cross-cutting issues have a horizontal character 

and that they really have relevant content for every project. 

R_1.10 Keep consider ing  governance frameworks in designing the eligible area  

When it comes to partnerships it is worth keeping in mind where the potential beneficiaries (applicants) 

are located in sufficient number and with sufficient resources and competences. Two viewpoints should 

be harmonised: 1. focus on the neighbouring (bordering) regions of the four countries to design a real 

Interreg A (cross-border) programme; but 2. also take the governance features into account. The second 
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means that many times beneficiaries located further away from the border area have the administrative, 

decision-making and professional and political power to carry out and exercise tasks related to project 

development and management, application and realisation phases of projects. Oftentimes the 

competent authority, agency, or any other relevant partner that is required for successful 

implementation is seated outside of the border area, in regional or even national capitals. Therefore, it 

is useful to keep the latest modifications of allowing e.g. Bansk§ Bystrica or Kyiv (as centres) when the 

given project requires it (e.g. in relation to water management directorates, forest companies, national 

border control authorities, regional development agencies or transport departments).  

R_1.11 Reach a better territorial balance  

In order to reach a more balanced partnership network, it is worth increasing the number of projects 

with partners from more than two countries since 30.9% of projects consisted of two project partners 

only. Also, the partnership network is less dense when it comes to smaller settlements situated further 

away from the border sections in particular. It is worth tackling with both territorial unbalances.  

The branch offices have already done forward-looking and efficient work to make the project 

implementation more understandable and to involve a wide range of partners. By increasing the number 

of interfaces (such as joint events or digital platforms) connecting potential partners, the network of 

contacts can be further expanded. Currently the possibility of co - and prefinancing is really limited and 

differs among the countries , which discourages the smaller stakeholders from implementing their 

project ideas within the Programme. The revision of these limitations is also recommended. 

R_1.12 Rethink the regional classification of the eligible area  

In order to reach a better territorial balance, it is worth rethinking the eligibility of the different regions 

of the programme area. 

The participation of stakeholders of the programme area was not fully equal, as the adjoining rule 

limited the participation of stakeholders from Chernivetska region and Suceava county. In order to 

strengthen the cohesion of the programme area, this restriction should be removed and equal 

opportunities ought to be create.  

This aspect has already been taken into account, as in the 2021-2027 period, all regions/counties are 

equally part of the programme area. 

R_1.13 Try to better consider transboundary functional areas  

Taking a look at the territorial distribution of infrastructural investments, it can be said that the territorial 

coverage of the given Thematic Objectives could be more tailored to the specific topics covered by the 

related TOs. It would also mean higher flexibility. In the case of eligibility, transboundary functional areas 

shared by at least a NUTS3 region from two countries are worth taking into account. Functional areas 

of great significance in the programme area are worth taking into consideration such as the Tisza, its 

tributaries and catchment areas (i.e. Upper Tisza River Basin), or the Carpathians with the mountain 
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ranges. From this perspective, eligibility could be occasionally extended to beneficiaries from outside of 

the programme area since these functional areas with joint potentials and challenges (e.g. floods, water 

quality, climate change, endogenous species and natural habitats, slow and sustainable tourism) could 

reach a better territorial balance as well as better-targeted impacts within the programme area.  

R_1.14 Create stronger connection with the relevant ten -year strategy of the EU  

It is worth creating a Programme that has higher share of projects that impact the development strategy 

of the European Union. The contribution is higher and more impactful in relation to EUSDR; thus, EU 

targets should also be reached by the Programme with more projects and higher share should 

contribute to positive changes. In order to  ensure that these aspects are taken into account, both in 

programming and in the selection of projects, efforts should be made to create even stronger synergies 

with the tar gets of EU and larger-scale programmes. 

R_2 Tools and mechanisms  

R_2.1 Keep the approach of LIP with territorial balance  

The LIP has become a tried and tested tool which is recommended to be used in the future. The new 

selection process ð publishing CfP instead of direct award ð is much more democratic and open, 

therefore it should be kept in the following programme periods as well. 

Although the established selection mechanism is proved to be efficient, two adjoining regions were 

deprived from the right to take part in LIPs. This criterium should be eliminated from the requirements . 

In this way, it also facilitates the integration of the programme area and the enforcement of equal 

treatment. 

More attention should be paid on increasing the trilateral and quadrilateral partnerships . Only 15.8% of 

all the project partners participated in projects with all the four countries involved making up  as low as 

17.3% of all the EU contribution. Efforts should be made to ensure that the LIPs cover more than two 

countries at the same time, thereby promoting the wider distribution of EU support.  The goal of this 

recommendation is not the introduc tion of  ôterritorial quotasõ, but to enhance the better integrat ion of 

the area by enhancing complex projects with strategic relevance. To this end, it is recommended that 

the Programming Committee  consults and supports the relevant authorities and stakeholders from each 

eligible county  and region in identifying the needs and relevant project ideas that can be implemented 

in large-scale projects for the selected objectives. Once the project ideas have been identified, the JTS 

should support potential applicants in refining their proposals to ensure they fit the Programm e's 

requirements and objectives. The aim is to ensure that smaller projects can still be easily implemented, 

while the results of complex projects can be disseminated to a wider area. 
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R_2.2 Ensure enough time to implement LIPs  

Due to the complexity and size of LIPs, these projects needed longer implementation time (and the 

possibility of longer prolongation is more likely). The Programme has already taken it into consideration, 

since the first CfP was the restricted call for LIPs. This procedure should be followed in the future, 

providing more broader timeframe to optimise and carry out the planned activities.  

R_2.3 Continue the humanitarian activities  

Introducing humanitarian projects was an effective solution to utilise  the remaining funds and to 

minimise the humanitarian catastrophe erupted in Ukraine. As the end of the war is currently 

unforeseeable and it will take years to (at least) partially repair the damages, implementation of 

humanitarian projects will be necessary. Therefore, similar use of unspent funds is recommended for 

the next programme period. 

R_3 Programme procedures  

R_3.1 Consider the establishment of financial reserves for unexpected events  

During the programme period, the Programme has been exposed to two severe unprecedented events 

which dramatically hindered the pace of implementation. While it is not possible to be fully prepared 

for such force majeure situations, a dedicated financial reserve can increase the Programmeõs resilience 

in the future.  

R_3.2 Continue the administrative simplification of the programme procedures  

The simplified cost options, the less-paper-based procedures and the on-line monitoring system are all 

proved to be efficient instruments to reduce the administrative burdens of both the applicants and the 

Programme Bodies. Therefore it is recommended to extending the application of these tools to further  

programme procedures, based on the best practices of other Interreg programmes as well as internal 

innovation initiatives. 

R_3.3 Keep and further develop the INTERREG+ system  

The introduction of INTERREG+ system was a successful novelty of the Programme. To keep this asset, 

further improvements and maintenance are needed in the future. It is important to enable the system 

to adapt to the needs that arise in the partnerships. During the implementation of the Programme, 

some of the beneficiaries were merged into one actor (due to external reason, e.g. administrative 

centralisation). In such cases, the system should be able to adopt the change and not continue to treat 

two merged p artners as separate beneficiaries. The good adaptability of the system has been already 
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proved, as the separate (earlier) final reporting per beneficiaries was solved. This endowment of the 

system should be kept and enhanced. 

R_3.4 Provide information in national languages  

The programme area is complex and it covers four different national languages. In order to handle this, 

English ð as lingua franca ð became the official language of the Programme. This approach is useful to 

minimise the translation duties, however at local level, the use of national language is necessary to ease 

communication and comprehension. Providing programme managers according to the national 

languages and organising separate events (e.g. info days) in each national language should be kept. 

Nonetheless, the rise of multilingualism in the region ought to be a desirable change  in order to simplify 

the charges of the beneficiaries, as well as to be able to involve newcomers in the Programme. 

R_3.5 Monitoring the changes of national regulations  

Due to the pandemic and the war, many administrative changes occurred at national level during the 

programme implementation. The branch offices have been monitored these amendments and informed 

the beneficiaries. This made easier to adapt to the changes that have taken place. As the predictability 

of upcoming happenings will not improve in the near future, it is useful to continue the monitoring of 

national legislation and offer information service to the applicants and beneficiaries, if necessary. 

R_3.6 Continue to provide administrative assistance 

The unprecedented events in Ukraine have severely affected the implementation of the Programme. In 

order to ensure the feasibility of the projects, the Ukrainian partners were granted certain concessions, 

for example in the value of the exchange rate when reporting expenditures. Similar solution was the 

chance of separate reporting. As the war in Ukraine has not been ended yet, keeping of these 

concessions would be necessary to mitigate the hindrances. 

In this increasingly uncertain economic and geopolitical situation, flexibility towards the partners should 

be continued, where justified. In order to make the programme area more adaptive to external 

challenges, necessity of administrative assistance and simplification  should be continuously reviewed. 

R_3.7 Promote the best practice examples  

In order to facilitate the preparation of more embedded interlinked  and sustainable cross-border 

projects, introducing best practices to the applicants would be  useful. More space should be given to 

the presentation of exemplary approaches of other INTERREG A programmes to enable beneficiaries to 

adapt new solutions and pay more attention to preserving and deepening their partnerships and 

ensuring the sustainability of their achievements. More fieldtrips, efficient communication  (such as the 

Stories of Cooperation booklet)  and knowledge transfer events are good ways to share the experiences 

of best practices. 
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R_3.8 Revising and improvement of the Programme Communication and Visibility 

Manual for grant beneficiaries  

Revision of the Communication and Visibility Manual for grant beneficiaries is advised from the 

perspective of smooth implementation of visibility requirements. A user -friendly guide is vital to make 

the obligatory communication tools transparent, a table designed with the list of obligatory and 

optional tools of communication respectively offering communication packages tailored to the 

obligatory requirements. Templates for posters, presentations, publications can be provided to ensure 

that all project mat erials (reports, presentations, social media posts) have a cohesive and professional 

appearance, strengthening the project's identity. Consistent, well-designed templates convey credibility 

and professionalism, as well as time-saving for beneficiaries who can shift their attention on content 

creation instead of design. 

R_3.9 Enhancing social media activity  

The social media platform(s) of the Programme should share more information about the project final 

achievements or at least balance the content shared about the projects and communication targeting 

the beneficiaries. It is important in terms that the social media platform(s) of the Programme have more 

followers than the social media accounts created by the beneficiaries, so higher visibility can be 

generated. It is an opportunity for the Programme to reach the general public easily and communicate 

the prog ramme results. Social media algorithms often prioritize video and visual content, people are 

more likely to remember information presented visually.  

R_3.10 Shift to visual communication both on programme and project level  

The shift to visual content in message communication, specifically to short videos, is a natural response 

to the fast-paced digital landscape. It should be initiated among beneficiaries to prepare a short video 

about their achievements, using external experts. Visual content, like infographics and videos, grab 

attention more effectively than plain text. Short videos allow projects to showcase progress, human 

stories, and real-world impacts in a dynamic and relatable format, e.g. ăStories of Cooperationó a video 

can be compiled (flagship projects) about the achievements on programme level. 

R_3.11 Well -defined communication -specific indicators  

There should be communication-specific indicators and metrics that can be collected and compared, 

and these should be aligned with the goals of the communication strategy, allowing the evaluation of 

the Programme's communication effectiveness and progress. Having measurable data enables informed 

decision-making, ensuring that strategies are based on actual performance rather than assumptions. 

Understanding which aspects of communication are working well allows for more effective allocation 

of resources, ensuring that time, money, and effort are directed towards the most successful strategies. 
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R_3.12 Provide information on project locations  

It is worth having a comprehensive database in the INTERREG+ system on both soft and infrastructural 

investments concerning their concrete locations which is actually an obligatory element in reporting in 

2021-2027 period. A harmonised methodology on collecting and providing information on locations 

should be provided. This requires location information on  municipality level (LAU2, former NUTS5 

territorial units) if possible. Other requirement is the clear delineation and definition of soft and hard 

(infrastructural) investments. In addition, the harmonised names for geographical names including 

settlements should also be considered. 

This innovation  would facilitate the  reporting of Programme Bodies to the EU, and improve the 

transparency and communication of the Programme. Sharing this detailed information on the 

Programmeõs website would make the results of the projects more tangible  and transparent to the 

general public. 

R_3.13 Creating stronger links between the budget lines and activities  

In order to give a clear picture about the reasonability of the costs, there is a need to examine the cost 

of the achievement of one measurement unit of the indicators. The concept on linkage between the 

budget lines and the activities should be revised in the future , which is actually implemented in 

contracted projects of the 2021-2027 period. 

Although this would necessitate the development of the application function of the INTERREG+ system, 

the positive effects of this modification would be manifold. The estimation of the necessary financial 

allocation to the outcomes would support  not just the work of the quality assessors, but also the work 

of programme evaluators. Furthermore, it might be also advantageous to invite the applicants to reflect 

on how an outcome contributes to one or more programme -level output indicators. This would also 

serve the better presentation of the linkages between the Programme and projectsõ intervention logic. 

R_3.14 Monitor more accurately the indicator values reported by the beneficiaries  

Although the document of ôGuidelines and metricsõ was published by the JTS to ensure the right 

calculation and interpretation of indicators, in many cases the achieved values reported by the 

beneficiaries did not match reality. The scale of the problem is compounded by the fact that the source 

of verification is based on the beneficiaries' reports, rather than on data from official statistical offices 

(which can also pose difficulties in terms of harmonisation). Using the beneficiariesõ values would not 

be a problem, but more accurate control should be built in  for the future.  

In order to handle this turbulence, the JTS found it necessary to supervise and amend the reported 

values. Due to this plus revision, the final status of the indicators is still unknown in the beginning of 

2025, after a year of administrative closure of the implementation period , since the programme closure 

will be submitted until 15 th February 2026 due to legal possibilities of one-year-extension in order to 

reduce administrative burden of the Programme Bodies. 
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To avoid similar situation in the future, more emphasis should be put on the interpretation of indicators 

and the monitoring of the indicators might be useful to start at be beginning of the project and 

programme implementation.  

R_4 Project design and implementation  

R_4.1 Improve the cross -border character of the projects  

As it was mentioned in the 1st phase Evaluation, the ENI Programmes have weaker cross-border 

character than the INTERREG V-A Programmes. Although the implementation of projects affecting the 

external borders of the EU faces more challenges, the cross-border aspect of the projects should be 

continuously improved.  

Especially in the case of more complex developments, applicants should be encouraged to prepare 

more integrated and sustainable project proposals and to build on the results of their previous projects  

in order to reach a higher level of integration and complementarity . These aspects should also be better 

taken into account both in the preparation and the selection process.   

Although there are some time-tested partnerships, the number of projects with content -related 

antecedents is low. Beneficiaries should be encouraged to collaborate not only on a single project, but 

to harmonise their development intentions and implement th em through several joint projects. In this 

way, the results of previous projects can be integrated and form the basis for a new development idea. 

Long-lasting cooperation tends to increase trust between partners and the sustainability of 

achievements. 

R_4.2 Enhance the capacity of Ukrainian partners  

There was a relative lack of LBs from Ukraine, which might be due to the lack of capacity of the Ukrainian 

partners. During the upcoming CfPs of the future Programme efforts should be made to prepare 

partners from Ukraine to have enough experience, capacity and preparedness to hold a higher-level 

position within the partnerships . While the share of Ukrainian partners in terms of quantity was 38.6% 

of all beneficiaries, the same share was only 19.7% regarding LBs, which was the lowest share out of the 

four countries. Increasing the preparedness of Ukrainian beneficiaries can be achieved through good 

communication, targeted advice, encouragement, increasing the sense of ownership and emphasising 

the importance and responsibility of LB role. Preparing Ukrainian partners for the LB role should be 

achieved, which has been already implemented in the 2021-2027 programming period.  

R_4.3 Solution for inefficient websites on project level  

In order to avoid inefficiency and high -cost websites created by beneficiaries, the programme website 

can function as an integrated website, where space, e.g. uniform subpages are designed for 

beneficiaries, where they can share information and achievements about their projects. This can also 
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serve as a platform for upcoming events and activities on project level. Higher visibility and lower costs 

can be achieved by this solution. Websites can be allowed in cases when the project activity is closely 

linked to service (e.g. tourism portal, local product network, etc.) and expected to be maintained after 

completion of the project.  

R_4.4 Encourage beneficiaries to better meet the cross -cutting issues  

In order to enhance the embeddedness of the cross-cutting issues into to the Programme, dedicated 

events and specific manuals should be ensured in the subject. The information programmes and training 

courses would help beneficiaries to understand the cross-cutting issues and raise awareness of their 

importance, which would not only make projects more in line with the horizontal values, but also 

generate new good practices and solutions. 

R_4.5 Increasing cost -efficiency by rationalising the project budgets  

Keep the method of sorting out (and reallocating) the irrelevant budget items and activities to ensure 

the implementation of the most important developments. Owing to this method, projects can become 

more resilient to external influences. The unprecedented external events forced the beneficiaries to find 

new ways to replace the on-site events and meetings. In some cases (e.g. partner meetings) using online 

platforms has proved to be a good solution to reduce marginal expenses (such as the cost of travel). 

This approach should be used in the next programme period as well. 
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2 IN-DEPTH EVALUATION 

2.1 Performance  

2.1.1 Quantification of the performance  

The evaluation of the Programmeõs performance took several aspects into account, such as type of CfPs, 

number of applications, financial allocation (regarding the JOP, CfPs and the contracted amount), source 

of funding, duration of projects, financial prog ress and the value analysis of output indicators. The main 

resources of the evaluation are the INTERREG+, the programme documents (JOP, CfPs, AIRs) and the 

Programmeõs official website, as well as the results of the interviews. 

During the programme period, altogether 3 project selection rounds were introduced, which were 

followed by a 4 th one due to the humanitarian crisis caused by the war in Ukraine. Although the 

Programme applied three different types of project selection procedures, within the JOP only the first 

two ones were mentioned: 

¶ Open call:  The participation was opened to all interested. 

¶ Restricted call : The participation was opened to all eligible applicants, but the submission of 

full application was possible only for applicants shortlisted based on their concept note. (The 

restricted call consists of two parts. In the first phase the applicants were invited to submit a 

concept note, and in the second phase the applicants with concept notes selected by the JMC 

were invited to submit full application. The selection procedure of the concept notes and the 

full applications was the same as for open calls.) 

¶ Direct awarded call : The project selection was made without competition.  

There was only one restricted call (HUSKROUA/1701/LIP) that aimed to support Large Infrastructure 

Projects (LIPs), while the usage of direct awarded call (HUSKROUA/2301) was an urgent and unplanned 

manner to handle the humanitarian needs in the programme area. 

The delimitation of eligible areas  was not the same within the CfPs. The adjoining regions with limited 

participation rights ( Suceava County and Chernivetska Region) could be involved only under the open 

CfPs with the restriction to have project partner from Hungary or Slovakia and the thematic objectives 

of their projects concentrate on TO3 Culture and historical heritage, TO6 Environmental protection or 

TO7 Transport and communication networks. In light of this, the applicants from these adjoining regions  

could not implement LIPs neither as lead or simple beneficiary. 

Table 8: Overview of the CfPs 

Call ID HUSKROUA/1701/LIP  HUSKROUA/1702  HUSKROUA/1901  HUSKROUA/2301  

Priority  

 Priority 3.1 Culture  

Priority 6.1 Environment  

Priority 7.1 Transport infrastructure  
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Call ID HUSKROUA/1701/LIP  HUSKROUA/1702  HUSKROUA/1901  HUSKROUA/2301  

Priority 7.2 ICT infrastructure   

Priority 8.1 Disaster management  

 Priority 8.2 Health 

Project 

selection 

procedure  

Restricted CfP Open CfP 

Direct awarded CfP 

(without 

competition)  

Open period  
15/02/2017 - 

15/11/2017 

17/05/2017 ð 

30/11/2017 

14/11/2019 - 

27/02/2020  
- 

Project type  
Large Infrastructure 

Projects (LIPs) 
regular projects 

Eligible area  

Adjoining region with 

limited participation 

rights are NOT eligible 

Adjoining region with limited participation 

rights are ALSO eligible 
- 

Planned 

allocation  
22,000,000.00 22,000,000.00 17,300,000.00 500,000.00 

Project size  

The budget share of at 

least 2.5 million EUR 

shall be allocated to 

acquisition of 

infrastructure 

The budget share for the acquisition of 

infrastructure is below 2.5 million EUR 
- 

The grant cannot be more than 90% of the total eligible costs of the 

project 
- 

Project 

duration  

Min: 12 month s 

Max: 36 months 

Min: 12 months 

Max: 24 months 
Max: 4 months 

 

Regarding the thematic focus of CfPs, only the 2nd CfP covered all the six priorities, but the 3rd CfP was 

also in strong correlation with it (apart from that Priority 7.2 ICT infrastructure could not be supported), 

while within the 4 th CfP ð owing to its humanitarian profile ð only the Priority 8.2 Health was addressed. 

In terms of the 1st CfP, the cultural and health projects could not be implemented. 

Among the six priorities , the Priority 7.2 has been deleted from the Programme, due to the low quality 

of project proposals submitted within the 1 st and 2nd CfPs. The allocation of Priority 7.2 was split 

proportionally among the remaining TOs based on their share from the overall programme allocation 

(19.09% increase in all TOs). 

The amount of planned allocation  was the same under the first two CfPs (EUR 22 million), while in the 

3rd CfP the available EU contribution was EUR 17.3 million. In the case of the 4th CfP, the Programmeõs 

remaining budget was published, a total of half a million EUR. In total, the highest financial support 

(more than EUR 10 million each) was available within the Priority 6.1 Environment, Priority 7.1 Transport 

infrastructure and Priority 3.1 Culture. 
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Figure 18: Overview of the CfPs per priority 

 

Under the first three CfPs 265 project proposals  were received by the JTS, out of which more than half 

was submitted within the 2 nd CfP. The most popular priorities were the Priority 3.1 (nearly 45% of the 

applications) and Priority 6.1 (more than 23% of the applications). 

Nearly 30% of the 265 applications have been implemented, as 79 projects were selected for funding 

within  the first three CfPs (see Figure 19). In 2023, these projects were complemented by two 

humanitarian projects (Better Future14 and UHA15) which were awarded directly without any selection. 

Regarding Priority 7.2, altogether 10 applications were received (one of them was a LIP) and out of it 2 

were awarded, but later the priority with its awarded projects was eliminated from the Programme.  

 
14 Better Future: HUSKROUA/2301/8.2/01, Together for a Better Future 

15 UHA: HUSKROUA/2301/8.2/02, Ukraine Humanitarian Assistance - multisectoral humanitarian assistance in 

Western Ukraine 
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Figure 19: Number of applications and projects 

 

During the selection process of the applications two main methods were used. In the case of the open 

CfPs, one round selection procedure was carried out with an administrative and eligibility check 

conducted by the JTS and a quality assessment (or technical evaluation) implemented by external 

assessors. In the case of restricted CfP, two phases were hold, in the first phase only a concept note was 

needed to submit. If the JMC considered the concept note satisfactory, it was invited to the second 

phase. In the second round the same procedure was used as in the case of the open CfPs. 

According to the scores given by the external assessors, ranking lists were set up by the JTS. In terms of 

the available funds, the project proposals with the highest scores were awarded. The results of the 

selection procedures  are introduced in Figure 20, which is based on the Evaluation Reports, the AIRs 

and the INTERREG+. 

The majority of the applications passed the administrative and eligibility check (although many of them 

had to submit clarification and completion), and only 7% (19  applications) were not sent to the quality 

assessors. Within the quality assessment 21% of the applications failed (56 applications) and all of them 

belong to the 2 nd CfP. The withdrawn category includes the awarded project proposals under Priority 7.2 

(as all of them were rejected due to the elimination of the priority) and the Easy Ride16 project which 

was excluded from the list of awarded projects as it was not aligned with the Programme indicators. In 

the case of EMERGENT17 LIP, it was listed to the reserved category in spite of the fact that it could not 

be considered as LIP with its reduced budget of below EUR 2.5 million. 

 
16 Easy Ride: HUSKROUA/1901/7.1/0109, Improving safety of the cycling in the border regions of Ukraine and 

Hungary 

17 EMERGENT: HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/005, EMERGENT ð Cross border capacity building in emergency 

preparedness 
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Figure 20: Distribution of the applications by CfPs 

 

Within the Programme, 81 projects have been implemented, nearly a quarter of which belongs to 

Priority 8.2 and more than a quarter to Priority 3.1. The EU contribution has been distributed almost 

proportionally (around EUR 13 million), with the exception o f Priority 6.1 with EUR 17 million. The 

detailed information about the number and financial volume of projects  are showed in Figure 21. 

The average size of projects and project parts are included in chapter of 2.4.1 Cost-efficiency. 
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Figure 21: Number and financial volume of the projects by priority 

 

Figure 22: Financial allocation by CfP 

 

At programme level, the financial allocation  proposed by the JOP was more than EUR 67.7 million, 

which were higher than the total amount of EU allocation published by the CfPs (EUR 61.3 million), but 

lower than the contracted value (EUR 68.9 million). The surplus on the contracted side is generated by 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the Hungary -Slovakia -Romania -Ukraine ENI Cross-border Cooperation Programme 2014-2020 

92 

the reallocation from the TA budget 18 in order to ensure the implementation of projects.  Figure 22 

illustrates that, in the case of the two open calls (2nd and 3rd CfPs), the total amount of EU contribution 

proposed by the CfPs were contracted, while within the restricted call, less EU funding were absorbed 

than planned. 

The co-financing rate  within the Programme should amount to at least 10% of the total eligible costs 

of the projects. In the case of the participating Member States, half of the co-financing (5% of the total 

eligible costs of the project) could be financed by national budget, the rest needed to be ensured by 

own resources of the beneficiaries. This rule could be ignored if the beneficiary is a state-owned 

organisation (financed form central budget). In this case the national contribution could reach 10%. 

Apart from the EU Member States, the state contribution in Ukraine was not available. 

Regarding Figure 23, the share of EU contribution within TO6 was the maximum (90%), but in no case 

below 86%. At priority level, (beside Priority 6.1) the 90% EU support was also provided in the case of 

Priority 8.2. 

All in all, 88% of the total costs were financed by the EU, while 4% were undertaken by the Member 

States and 8% by the beneficiaries. 

Figure 23: Financial allocation by source of funding 

 

Although the projectsõ maximum duration was determined by the CfPs (see Table 8), the unexpected 

external and internal factors (for example, the Russian military aggression against Ukraine, the COVID-

19 pandemic and the inflation) hindered the implementation and prolongation was needed. In the case 

of 69 projects (85% of the total number of projects), it became necessary to modify the projectsõ time 

 
18 The figure does not contain the EU contribution used by the TA. 
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frame by averagely 9 months, and the average duration of projects  increased to more than two and a 

half years (31 months). 

Focusing on the CfPs (see Figure 24), it can be seen that the average implementation time of LIPs was 

the longest (more than 3 years), and the average extent of prolongation was also the most significant 

here (one year). As the Programme draws to a close, the average duration of projects in subsequent 

CfPs is shortening, but the proportion of projects with modified durations was highest in the 3 rd CfP (all 

projects within this CfP were modified). 

On priority level, the highest average duration change occurred under Priority 3.1 (11 months), while 

the longest average implementation was measured also under Priority 3.1 and Priority 7.1 (34 months). 

Regarding the ratio of projects with modified duration, it was above 90% under Priority 3.1 and 

Priority 8.1. 

In terms of normal projects, the biggest duration changes were for projects UA-RO-HU Mobility19 

(28 months) and CARPATHIA UNESCO20 (26 months), while among the LIPs, the one that stands out is 

the PREZAK21 (21 months). 

Figure 24: Duration of the projects by CfP 

 

 
19 UA-RO-HU Mobility : HUSKROUA/1702/7.1/0076, Overcoming barriers: improving the mobility of residents of 

the border region of Transcarpathia (Ukraine), Maramures (Romania) and Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg 

(Hungary) 

20 CARPATHIA UNESCO: HUSKROUA/1702/3.1/0092, CARPATHIA UNESCO ð GREEN CARPATHIA Integrated 

cross-border touristic route  

21 PREZAK: HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/001, Modernization of the road connection between the Presov region and the 

Transcarpathian region of Ukraine. 
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In terms of the scheduling , three main waves can be identified. The implementation of the first projects 

(under the 1st and the 2nd CfPs) started in August and September 2019. Subsequently, for more than a 

year, further projects were continuously launched under these CfPs (the last one in October 2020). The 

only exception is the Zero Waste LIP, which could only start in January 2023 due to the delayed 

preparation phase for contracting. At the same time, the other LIPs could start the implementation in 

2019. The second wave is linked to the 3rd CfP, where projects were launched within 7 months (from 

May 2021 to November 2021). Finally, the last wave is due to the unplanned two humanitarian projects, 

which began the implementation in September 2023. 

According to the planned schedule, the LIPs (except the Zero Waste) and the normal projects under the 

2nd CfP would have been completed in 2022, but due to modifications in the meantime, some of them 

have been extended until the end of 2023, overlapping with projects in subsequent CfPs. In the case of 

the 3rd CfP, the majority of the projects would have been closed by the end of the summer of 2023, but 

in many cases the completion was postponed to the end of the year. This is proven by the fact that 18 

of all projects (11 of them are 3rd CfP related) have their closing date on the last day of 2023. 

Although the cut -off date (9 th December 2024) is well beyond the end date of project implementation, 

not all projects have been administratively closed. According to the status of final project  reports , 2 

projects (Zero Waste and Carpathian Small Aviation) still do not have an approved final report.  With 

regard to the projects of the 2nd CfP and the humanitarian projects, the administrative closure has taken 

place. The distribution of the administrative ly closed projects by CfP is introduced in Figure 25. 

Figure 25: Distribution of administratively closed projects 

 

In line with the administrative progress, the validated amount of EU contribution was more than 

EUR 58.6 million at the time of the cut-off date that is 85% of the contracted ENI support. As one of the 

non-closed projects is a LIP (with a large budget), 8% of the EU allocation (EUR 5.3 million) have not 
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been validated yet. The rest 7% (EUR 4.9 million) of the EU contribution represents the remaining 

money. The Figure 26 shows the financial progress  by call. The proportion of validated amounts is the 

highest in the case of CfPs with administratively closed projects (4th CfP: 98.5%; 2nd CfP: 92.1%). As the 

Zero Waste project (with its EUR 5 million budget) has not been closed yet, only 63% of the 1 st CfPõs 

budget are validated. The remaining category is below 8% for all calls. At project level, among the closed 

projects, the SIGMED RO-UA II22 stands out, as 63% of its contracted budget has not been spent. 

Figure 26: Financial progress by Call for Proposals 

 

The fulfilment of financial indicators  is strongly linked to the financial progress. As 2 projects have not 

been closed at the moment of the cut -off date, only approximate values can be used. The expected 

amount of ENI represents the most accurate value, as the validated amount is taken into account for 

projects with final report, while the contracted amount is considered for projects that have not had 

approved final report yet. As a result, the remaining amounts can be partly filtered out and do not 

distort the value of the actual expenditure (see Figure 17). According to the expected values, more than 

94% of the allocation planned by the JOP have been absorbed, however none of the financial indicators 

assigned to the TOs reached the maximum of the financial framework defined by the JOP. 

Altogether 17 output indicators 23 were identified in the JOP, of which 2 indicators (belonging to 

Priority 7.2) were deleted, since no projects under this priority were implemented during the programme 

period. The name, measurement unit and target values of the indicators are listed in Table 9. In order 

 
22 SIGMED RO-UA II: HUSKROUA/1901/8.2/00100, SIGMED RO-UA II ð Patient safety in surgical procedures and 

transfusions 

23 The chapter was written based on the data available at the cut-off date, so the number of selected indicators 

and the fulfilment  of the indicators show the status before the review of the indicators managed by the JTS. 

The recalculated values were sent on 15th July 2025. Detailed information can be found in the 3 Annex. 
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to improve the readability of the evaluation, the assessors used shortened names and unified IDs when 

referring to the given indicators.  The original names of the indicators are listed in Table 24. 

Table 9: Output indicators and target values 

Priority  ID Name of indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Indicative target 

value designed 

by the JOP 

Priority 3.1 

Culture 

OI 3.1a 

Number of organisations using programme 

support for promoting local culture and 

preserving historical heritage 

number 40.00 

OI 3.1b 

Number of improved cultural and historical 

sites as a direct consequence of 

programme support  

number 20.00 

OI 3.1c 

Number of cross-border cultural events 

organised and touristic products developed 

using ENI support 

number 30.00 

Priority 6.1 

Environment 

OI 6.1a 

Number of persons actively participating in 

environmental actions and awareness 

raising activities 

number 6,000.00 

OI 6.1b 

Number of waste, waste water, energy 

efficiency or renewable energy production 

interventions 

number 30.00 

OI 6.1c 
Surface area of habitats supported in order 

to attain a better conservation status 
hectare 800.00 

Priority 7.1 

Transport 

infrastructure 

OI 7.1a Total length of newly built roads  kilometer  5.00 

OI 7.1b 
Total length of newly built bicycle roads 

and bicycle paths 
kilometer  5.00 

OI 7.1c 
Total length of reconstructed or upgraded 

roads 
kilometer  40.00 

OI 7.1d 
Total length of reconstructed or upgraded 

bicycle roads and bicycle paths 
kilometer  40.00 

OI 7.1e 

Number of public transport lines with 

increased service level as direct 

consequence of the support 

number 4.00 

Priority 7.2 

ICT 

infrastructure 

OI 7.2a 

Number of additional ICT based tools 

developed supporting cross-border 

cooperation as direct consequence of the 

support  

n.a. n.a. 

OI 7.2b 
Number of newly developed information 

providers with cross-border coverage 
n.a. n.a. 

OI 8.1a 
Number of cooperating organisations in 

disaster management 
number 8.00 
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Priority  ID Name of indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Indicative target 

value designed 

by the JOP 

Priority 8.1 

Disaster 

management 

OI 8.1b 

Population benefiting from flood 

protection measures services as a direct 

consequence of the support 

person 25,000.00 

OI 8.1c 

Population benefiting from forest fire 

protection measures services as a direct 

consequence of the support 

person 5,000.00 

Priority 8.2 

Health 
OI 8.2 

Population covered by improved health 

services as a direct consequence of the 

support  

person 178,000.00 

 

The fulfilment of the indicators was ensured by different number of projects. The beneficiaries could 

choose as many indicators as relevant to their project, but it was obligatory to select from the offered 

options at least one programme result24 and one programme output indicator. Moreover, the applicants 

could define own indicators, according to the projectõs specificities. 

Figure 27: Number of projects per output indicators25 

 

The average number of output indicators per project  was nearly two (1.75 indicator/project), and it 

was the highest under Priority 3.1 (2.5 indicator/project) and Priority  8.1 (2 indicator/project). Altogether 

 
24 The evaluation of result indicators is included in the chapter of 2.3.1 Analysis of the result indicators. 

25 The figure is based on the application forms which were available in the INTERREG+ system at the time of the 

cut-off date. 
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19 projects selected three or more output indicators at the same time, representing more than 23% of 

all projects. The Figure 27 represents the number of projects per output indicator, showing that OI 3.1c 

Number of cross-border cultural events organised and touristic products and OI 8.2 Population covered 

by improved health services were the most popular indicators among project partners.  

The fulfilment of the indicators has been evaluated along the S.M.A.R.T. criteria . Based on the 

European Commissionõs ôBetter regulationõ toolbox the following aspects were analysed: 

¶ Specific:  Indicators should be precise and concrete enough not to be open to varying 

interpretations by different people.  

¶ Measurable:  Indicators should define a desired future state in measurable terms, to allow 

verification of their achievement. Such objectives are either quantified or based on a 

combination of description and scoring scales. 

¶ Achievable:  Indicators should be set at a level which is ambitious and at the same time 

realistically achievable and properly justified. 

¶ Relevant:  Indicators should be directly linked to the problem and its root causes.  

¶ Time-Bound:  Indicators should be related to a fixed date or precise time period to allow an 

evaluation of their achievement. 

The assessment of these aspects also covers those general requirements that were set within the 

Programmeõs guidelines of indicators. According to the guideline, the indicators need to be objectively 

verifiable, highly responsive to actions, unequivocally interpretable, available when needed and they 

shall not place an unnecessarily heavy burden to report. 

Overall, the measurability , the achievability  and the relevance  caused some kind of problems . As 

the main source of verification is the aggregation of data from project level reports of beneficiaries, the 

harmonisation of data managed by the project partners is crucial. Despite the publication of guidance 

on indicators (ôGuidelines and metricsõ), reporting on the achieved values was not done in the same way 

and measuring indicator progress became problematic. In order to create the real values, the JTS aimed 

to supervise and harmonise all the reported numbers. This procedure has not finished yet, therefore the 

exact achievements are still unknown. 

Comparing the target values set by the Programme and the goals envisaged by the projects, the initial 

target values are too moderate and easy to overachieve them. There are only few examples, where the 

achievability of the initial target is questionable.  Regarding the relevance, the indicators are in line with 

the intervention logic, but the cross -border aspect is weak or not defined well. Most of the indicators 

measures isolated developments and the cross-border point ð for instance, the number of cross-border 

participants and services or the number/length of border crossing transport links ð is not highlighted.  

The specificity of the indicators is appropriate, as they are objectively verifiable and easily reportable. 

The timeframe is also adequate, as the Programme has chosen indicators that have a clear value at the 

end of the project (and avoided the use of ind icators that refer to the period after the end of the project, 

such as the number of future visitors). In the Table 10, the fulfilment of the S.M.A.R.T. criterion was 

analysed and marked with the following colours: 

¶ A ð Green: the indicator is in line with the criteria;  

¶ B ð Yellow:  the indicator is only partially in line with the criteria;  

¶ C ð Red: the indicator fails regarding the criteria.  
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Table 10: Analysis of output indicators according to the S.M.A.R.T. criteria 

Priority  Indicator name  Specific  Measurable  Achievable  Relevant  Time-Bound  

Priority 3.1 Culture 

OI 3.1a Number of 

organisations for 

promoting local 

culture and 

preserving historical 

heritage 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 3.1b Number of 

improved cultural 

and historical sites 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 3.1c Number of 

cross-border 

cultural events 

organised and 

touristic products  

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable, but 

calculation error 

occurred. 

Supervision will be 

needed. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic.  

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

Priority 6.1 

Environment 

OI 6.1a Participants 

in environmental 

actions and 

awareness raising 

activities 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 6.1b Number of 

waste, wastewater, 

energy efficiency or 

renewable energy 

production 

interventions 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is 

ambitious, but the 

achievability of the 

target is not 

guaranteed. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the Hungary -Slovakia -Romania -Ukraine ENI Cross-border Cooperation Programme 2014-2020 

100 

Priority  Indicator name  Specific  Measurable  Achievable  Relevant  Time-Bound  

OI 6.1c Habitats 

with better 

conservation status 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable, but 

calculation error 

occurred. 

Supervision will be 

needed. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

Priority 7.1 

Transport 

infrastructure 

OI 7.1a Total length 

of newly built roads  

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is too 

ambitious and the 

achievability of the 

target is 

questionable. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 7.1b Total length 

of newly built 

bicycle roads and 

bicycle paths 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable, but 

calculation error 

occurred. 

Supervision will be 

needed. 

The indicator is 

avhievable. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 7.1c Total length 

of reconstructed or 

upgraded roads 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 7.1d Total length 

of reconstructed or 

upgraded bicycle 

roads and bicycle 

paths 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is 

ambitious, but the 

achievability of the 

target is not 

guaranteed. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 7.1e Number of 

public transport 

lines with increased 

service level 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is 

avhievable. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 
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Priority  Indicator name  Specific  Measurable  Achievable  Relevant  Time-Bound  

Priority 8.1 Disaster 

management 

OI 8.1a Number of 

cooperating 

organisations in 

disaster 

management 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 8.1b Population 

benefiting from 

flood protection 

measures services 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

OI 8.1c Population 

benefiting from 

forest fire 

protection 

measures services 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 

Priority 8.2 Health 

OI 8.2 Population 

covered by 

improved health 

services 

The indicator is 

specific. 

The indicator is 

measurable, but 

calculation error 

occurred. 

Supervision will be 

needed. 

The indicator is not 

ambitious enough, 

the target value of 

the JOP is too 

moderate. 

The indicator is in 

line with the 

intervention logic, 

but the CB aspect is 

weak. 

The indicator sets 

an appropriate 

timeframe for 

measuring results. 
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2.1.2 Applied mechanisms and tools  

The Programmeõs special tool is the Large Infrastructural Projects (LIPs) , which is justified by the fact 

that the condition of infrastructure within the programme area is critical in several aspects. According 

to the JOP, the low quality of road network infrastructure, the non -effective public transport services 

and low level of integration of transport systems are detectable in many places of the programme area. 

Moreover, the infrastructure for the administration of natural protected areas, the public utility 

infrastructure and the waste management infrastructure are also insufficiently developed in many 

places, which further hinder the well-being of locals. The use of LIPs is designed to address these 

challenges. 

This mechanism has also been used ð with certain modifications ð in the previous programme period 

(Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine ENPI Cross-border Cooperation Programme 2007-2013), although 

it was then known as Large Scale Projects (LSPs). The main differences between LSPs and LIPs are in the 

selection process and the possible themes of the projects. 

Within this chapter, besides the programme documents (such as the JOP, AIRs, IPlus, evaluation reports 

etc.), the interviews with the lead beneficiaries and the booklet of òStories of Cooperationó were also 

used. 

2.1.2.1 Characteristics of the LIPs  

The main feature of the LIPs ð as its name suggests ð is that the significant element of the projects is 

the infrastructure development. Significant  amount of contribution was planned to support LIPs , as at 

least EUR 2.5 million shall be allocated to acquisition of infrastructure.  

In contrast with LSPs (where only one thematic field26 could be financed through large projects), the 

LIPs have contributed to four priorities within three thematic objectives  (see Table 11). Owing to this, 

the LIPs have already fostered not only the improvement of cross-border transport, but also the 

environmental protection and disaster management. However, the development of tourism and 

healthcare infrastructure through LIPs could not take place. Further restriction was the geographical 

aspect, as the adjoining areas with limited participation rights (such as the Romanian Suceava county 

and the Ukrainian Chernivetska region) could not implement LIPs neither as lead beneficiary nor as 

beneficiary. 

 
26 Within LSPs, only those projects could be implemented which aimed to increase efficiency of border 

management on the Ukrainian border. It included the improvement of border crossing transport 

infrastructure and equipment at border controls.  
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Table 11: Overview of the restricted (1st) CfP 

Thematic Objective  Priority  
Allocation per priority 

in EUR 

% of the budget per 

priority  

TO6 Environmental 

protection  
Priority 6.1 Environment 7,000,000 49.93% 

TO7 Transport and 

communication networks  

Priority 7.1 Transport 

infrastructure 
4,000,000 37.49% 

Priority 7.2 ICT 

infrastructure27 
7,000,000 65.61% 

TO8 Safety and security 
Priority 8.1 Disaster 

management 
4,000,000 41.36% 

 

One of the biggest innovations of the LIPs is the new selection methodology 28, as a restricted CfP 

(HUSKROUA/1701) was dedicated for these projects. This new method is more democratic as the 

possibility of application was opened to all interested, but the full application could be submitted only 

by the shortlisted applicants. Due to the complexity of LIPs (the preparation and implementation require 

more time and resources), the restricted procedure consisted of two main selection rounds. 

1. In the first phase, a concept note needed to be submitted which summarised the most important 

information about the project proposal. It was expected that the application would reveal the 

project idea, the planned activities, the partnership, the output in dicators, the timeframe and the 

draft estimated budget. After the JMC decision about the concept notes, the ones with the 

highest score were invited to develop their project ideas and submit full applications.  

2. The second phase of the selection procedure was the same which was used in the case of open 

CfPs (administrative and eligibility check by the JTS and quality assessment by the external 

assessors). Further information is detailed in the chapter of 2.1.1 Quantification of the 

performance. 

Altogether 9 LIP proposals were received out of which 5 were selected (they are marked by blue colour 

in Table 12) and 4 were put into the reserve list. Among the 9 LIP applications there are 2 with special 

condition:  

¶ CBContentFirst: The LIP proposal was selected with the biggest planned budget (with more than 

EUR 6.5 million), but after the elimination of Priority  7.2, the LIP proposal was also removed 

among the selected projects. 

 
27 The Priority 7.2 was eliminated from the Programme in 2019 and its EU contribution was reallocated for the 

reserve list of the 2nd CfP and the 3rd CfP (which was launched at the end of 2019). 

28 In the previous programm e period (2007-2013), LSPs were not selected through CfPs. A budget was separated 

specifically for this purpose. The selection was based on a list of possible LSPs drawn up by a Joint Task 

Force involving all relevant stakeholders and institutions involved in the development of border crossing 

points. 
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¶ EMERGENT: It contained two elements (installation of containers) that did not comply with the 

Implementing Regulation 29. Without these infrastructure components, the projectõs budget fell 

below EUR 2.5 million and it could not be considered as a LIP. 

 

 
29 Art. 2 (p) of the Implementing Regulation (EC regulation 897/2014): https://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32014R0897  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32014R0897
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32014R0897
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Table 12: Overview of LIP applications 

Application ID  Priority  Acronym  Project title  
Lead 

Applicant  

Country (by 

the Lead 

Applicant)  

Required EU 

fund (EUR)  

Contracted  

(EUR) 

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/001 7.1 PREZAK 

Modernization of the road 

connection between the Presov 

region and the Transcarpathian 

region of Ukraine. 

Roads 

Administration 

of PreĢov Self-

Governing 

Region 

Slovakia 3,978,343.04 3,732,212.43 

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/002 8.1 RESCUE 

Common emergency co-operation 

between professional and non 

govermental organisation in the 

Carpathian Region 

Szabolcs-

Szatm§r-Bereg 

County Disaster 

Management 

Directorate 

Hungary 3,599,644.13  

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/003 8.1 SAFETISZA 

Strengthening of cross-border 

safety by joint measures aimed at 

flood and inland water prevention 

in the interfluves of Tisza-Tur 

rivers 

Tisza River 

Basin Water 

Resources 

Directorate 

Ukraine 3,960,000.00 3,714,876.00 

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/004 6.1 TiszaMonitorNet 

Establishing a transboundary 

water quality monitoring network 

in the Upper-Tisza River Basin with 

further developing and upgrading 

the joint Hungarian -Ukrainian 

hydrographic telemetering system 

Upper-Tisza 

Regional Water 

Directorate 

Hungary 2,861,421.30  

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/005 8.1 EMERGENT 

EMERGENT ð Cross border 

capacity building in emergency 

preparedness 

Borsa City Romania 2,987,105.03  
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Application ID  Priority  Acronym  Project title  
Lead 

Applicant  

Country (by 

the Lead 

Applicant)  

Required EU 

fund (EUR)  

Contracted  

(EUR) 

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/006 6.1 Zero Waste 

Zero Waste: Theory for Everybody, 

Practice for Everyone in the Cross-

Border Region 

Tisza European 

Grouping of 

Territorial 

Cooperation 

LLC 

Hungary 6,900,177.06 5,000,000.00 

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/007 8.1 SOS MMIF 

SOS MMIF - Synchronization of 

Operational Emergency Situations 

in Border Region Maramureɼ ð 

Ivano-Frankivsk 

Maramureɼ 

County Council 
Romania 3,639,015.78  

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/008 7.2 CBContentFirst 

Cross-border information sharing 

- Development of joint local 

media content and related media 

network 

Kºlcsey 

Television 

Program 

Service 

Nonprofit LLC 

Hungary 6,999,971.76  

HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/009 6.1 
Roads to 

Healthy Forests 

Roads to Healthy Forests: 

Resilient, Adaptive, Diverse and 

Sustainable Forests in Cross-

Border Region of Ukraine and 

Slovakia 

Uzhhorod 

Forest 

Enterprise 

Ukraine 3,380,634.99 3,171,483.12 
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Applications  were received for all the priorities opened for LIPs. Although disaster management was 

the most popular theme, only 1 of the 4 received proposals was implemented within this priority. Finally, 

4 LIPs were carried out, half of them belong to environmental protection (see Figure 28). 

In terms of the nature of the LIPs , with the exception of the implemented PREZAK (which was a 

symmetrical project where similar activities were implemented parallel in Slovakia and Ukraine), the 

other 8 LIP applications were integrated. It means, each beneficiary implemented a part of the activities 

of the project on its own territory.  

Figure 28: Number of LIP applications by priority 

 

The beneficiary balance  and territorial coverage  of the LIP applications is sporadic. Within the 9 

proposals, altogether 36 applicants are involved: beside the 16 Ukrainian applicants (who are 

compulsory elements of the HUSKROUA projects) 10 come from Hungary and the rest 5-5 applicants 

from the remaining two Member States. There are no LIP proposals which affect all the four countries 

and only 3 proposals cover at least three countries (and none of them are contracted). Regarding the 

implemented 4  LIPs, 16 beneficiaries have been engaged by the Programme, none of them from 

Romania (in addition to the 9 Ukrainian beneficiaries, there are 3 from Hungary and 4 from Slovakia). 

According to the lead applicants  of the 9 LIPs, nearly half of them (4 lead applicants) are seated in 

Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg County (HU), 2 in MaramureĹ County (RO), 2 in Zakarpatska Region (UA) and 

only 1 in PreĢovskĩ Region (SK). It means that there are 4 underrepresented regions (KoĢickĩ Region, 

Satu Mare County, Ivano-Frankivska Region and Borsod-Aba¼j-Zempl®n County) that had the 

opportunity to give lead applicants, but did not take up this option. All in all, of these lead applicants, 2 

from Zakarpatska Region, 1 from Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg County and 1 from PreĢovskĩ Region could 

implement their planned development.  
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Since the implementation of LIPs is a massive infrastructural development, the timing  of these projects 

is also special. Taking into account the time-consuming implementation of the LIPs, the 1st CfP of the 

programme period (published on 15 th February 2017) intended to collect these development ideas. 

Owing to this early preparation, most of the LIPs could start their implementation in the second half of 

2019. On the other hand, after a long negotiation and needs analyses, the start date of Zero Waste (the 

last contracted LIP) was delayed until January 2023 and its infrastructure part had to be redesigned. 

Despite the different start dates, the implementation works for all LIPs could not be completed before 

the second half of 2023. The exact data about the prolongation is analysed in the chapter of 

2.1.1 Quantification of the performance. 

From financial aspect , the 9 LIPs required altogether EUR 38.3 million EU contribution compared to the 

EUR 22 million indicated by the 1 st CfP. The JMC took the decision to decrease the amount of all LIPs by 

6.1868%, except for Zero Waste, which has been reduced to EUR 5 million  in order to fit the allocation 

set by the regulation. Finally, 41% of the initially requested EU support and 71% of the 1st CfPõs indicative 

budget were contracted. 

According to Figure 29, the difference between the required amount of contribution and the indicative 

budget of the 1 st CfP is significantly (3.5 times) larger within Priority  8.1, which confirms the remarkable 

interest in the subject of disaster management. From the aspect of contracted amounts, only the 

Priority 6.1 exceeds the planned budget of the 1st CfP. 

Figure 29: Required and contracted EU contribution of LIPs by priority 

  

Among the LIPs, the largest requested EU supports (more than EUR 6 million) belong to the 

CBContentFirst and Zero Waste LIPs. After the budget amendment conducted by the JMC ð which 

resulted 27.5% decrease for the Zero Waste ð the contracted budgets of LIPs are between 

EUR 3.1 million and 5  million (see Figure 30). The importance of LIPs is underlined by the fact that 
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although 5% of the projects  (4 projects) are LIPs, 23% of the contracted EU funds  (EUR 15.6 million) 

have been allocated to these projects . 

Figure 30: Required and contracted EU contribution of LIPs by project 

 

The evaluation of the LIPsõ financial progress  is difficult, as the final project report of Zero Waste (with 

the largest budget) has not been approved yet. While 92% of the normal projectsõ contracted budget 

has been validated, this value is only 63% in the case of LIPs. In contrast, the proportion of non-validated 

amounts is 32% for LIPs and 1% for normal projects. Comparing the contracted (LIPs: EUR 15.6 million) 

and expected values (LIPs: EUR 14.8 million), the absorption rate is much favourable in the c ase of LIPs 

(95%) than the normal projects (92%). However, the distortion caused by Zero Waste should be taken 

into consideration. 

The comparison of the budgets of LIPs and normal projects choosing the same output indicators is 

presented in the Figure 31. Due to the size of the LIPs and the amount of funding they used, the success 

of the Programme depends largely on the efficiency of these projects. The 4 implemented LIPs 

contributed to the fulfilment of 5 output indicators, which were selected by normal pr ojects as well. 

Overall, 36 projects contributed to these indicators, out of which 11% were LIPs. Regarding the expected 

values of these 36 projects, 40% of the EU contribution (EUR 14.8 million) were absorbed by these large-

scale projects. 
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Figure 31: Involvement of LIPs in the implementation 

 

2.1.2.2 Introduction of implemented LIPs  

PREZAK (HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/001) 

The main goal  of the LIP was to modernise the road connection between PreĢovskĩ Region and 

Zakarpatska region. The implementation was embedded into the Priority 7.1 , which dealt with the 

development of transport infrastructure. The contracted amount of ENI support was more than 

EUR 3.73 million . At the end of the project, 97.5% of the contracted EU contribution were validated 

and around EUR 93 000 were remained. 

The project had two beneficiaries  with a long-standing relationship, both of them regional 

organisations dealing with road administration and development. The role of lead beneficiary was 

undertaken by the Roads Administration of PreĢov Self-governing Region (PreĢov, SK), while the 

Ukrainian side was represented by the Service for Restoration and Infrastructure Development in 

Zakarpattia oblast (Uzhhorod, UA). 

The content of the development  spanned both sides of the border. In Slovakia nearly 8.4 km road 

from StakĽ²n to UliĽ and two road bridges were reconstructed. The modernisation works were taken 

place in two sections of II/558 road ð in Pr²slop (4 km) and UliĽ (4,4 km) ð, which connects these villages 

(through the I/74 road) to the border crossing at Ubŏa ð Malyj Bereznyj. On the Ukrainian side, the P53 

road (connected Ubŏa - Malyj Bereznyj to the H13 road junction) and the H13 route (extended from 

Malyj Berezny to Dubrynych) were repaired. Owing to the project, the total length of reconstructed 
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roads amounted to 19.9 km, and the average number of vehicles on the H13 road and the II/558 road 

per day increased by 161% (more than 6 thousand vehicles)30. 

According to the interview with the LB, the relation between the beneficiaries has been firm, but the 

Ukrainian partnerõs lack of experience in an Interreg project for infrastructure investment with similar 

scale was a disadvantage . The communication was also hindered by the effect of the pandemic and 

the war. For instance, the work of Ukrainian partner was disrupted by three staff changes and two 

renaming of its organisation. Apart from that, there was always someone on the Ukrainian side who 

could deal with the progress of the project. Due to the Russian military aggression, the Ukrainian partner 

had to suspend the constructions, and later ð in order to finalise the previously discontinued works ð 

launch of new procurement was needed. To ensure the implementation of all activities, the projectõs 

previously set time plan (24 months) was prolonged by 21 months. In light of this, the implementation 

of PREZAK required more than 3 years (from December 2019 to August 2023). Furthermore, the increase 

of prices also challenged to beneficiaries, who reached an agreement that additional funds would be 

obtained to cover the additional expenses. 

As the two partners belong to the regional administration and their main tasks to maintain the road 

infrastructure, the sustainability  of the project is ensured. Within this programme period, the 

continuation of this project and the reconstruction of further 5  km road were ensured by the 

introduction of PREZAK 231. The new project was implemented in the framework of the same 

partnership. Initially, the lead role would have been passed to the Ukrainian beneficiary, but due to the 

unfavourable exchange rate, the structure of the partnership remained unchanged. Among the plans 

the third PREZAK project (PREZAK 3) was also conceived, which would have related synergistically to its 

two antecedent projects and would have modernised the rest sections of the aforementioned roads. 

Eventually, the third project remained only a plan and has not been implemented. 

All in all, the potholes, the inadequate safety measures, the uneven surfaces and the low standard of 

road infrastructure have been partly solved in the northern border zone of Slovak-Ukrainian border 

zone. It has contributed to the cohesion of community i n the neighbouring areas, increased traffic 

intensity and cross-border mobility, facilitated the smooth flow of goods and people, improved the 

traffic safety, boosted the trade and enhanced the regional development. 

ROADS TO HEALTHY FORESTS (HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/009) 

The aim of the project  was to mitigate the impacts of climate change and create resilient, adaptive, 

diverse and sustainable forests in the cross-border region of Ukraine and Slovakia. The project was 

implemented within Priority  6.1, which envisaged the sustainable use of environment. In order to attain 

the planned goals, more than EUR 3.17 million  EU support were contracted, of which 79.8% were 

absorbed. The unspent amount was less than EUR 640 000. 

 
30 The data are taken from the òStories of Cooperationó booklet. (2017: 4 143 vehicles per day; 2022: 

10 814 vehicles per day). The war must have intensified this increase, as one of the escape routes from 

Ukraine to the EU led right there. 

31 PREZAK 2: HUSKROUA/1901/7.1/0055, Modernization of the road connection between the Presov region and 

the Transcarpathian region of Ukraine ð 2. stage 
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The partnership  of the project was quite complex, as it consisted of six beneficiaries, with equal 

representation from Ukraine and Slovakia. The partners are public non-profit companies and NGOs 

related to forest management. The lead beneficiary was from the Ukrainian side, but due to the Decree 

of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine No. 1003 "Reform on the management of forestry"  the lead 

beneficiary (State Enterprise òUzhhorod forest enterpriseó) and one of the Ukrainian beneficiaries (State 

Enterprise òVygoda Forestryó) have been merged to a single entity (State Specialized Forest Enterprise 

"Forests of Ukraineó) based in Kyiv. The partnership was structured as follows: 

¶ LB: Uzhhorod forestry enterprise branch of the State specialised enterprise òForests of Ukraineó 

(Kyiv, UA) 

¶ B1: State Forest of Tatra national park (Tatransk§ Lomnica, SK) 

¶ B2: Vyhoda forestry enterprise branch of the State specialised enterprise òForests of Ukraineó 

(Kyiv, UA) 

¶ B3: SpiĢsk§ Bel§ Forests Ltd. (SpiĢsk§ Bel§, SK) 

¶ B4: The Forests of the City of KeĤmarok (Vysok® Tatry, SK) 

¶ B5: NGO Agency for sustainable development of the Carpathian region òFORZAó (Uzhhorod, UA) 

Beside the institutional reorganisation, the pandemic and the war also crucially influenced the pace of 

implementation. For instance, due to the COVID-19, the soft activities and personal meetings could not 

be held, and as a result of the war, difficulties arose with communication and procurement of 

construction materials. The modification of the partnership and the other external impacts made it 

necessary to extend the contracted duration of the project by one year. Consequently, the 

implementation of the activities covered 4 years, from December 2019 to December 2023. 

In order to render the forests of Carpathians resilient and adaptive to the impacts of climate change, 

three main objectives  were drafted. These aspects, from different approaches and addressing different 

problems, contributed to a common, ultimate goal.  

1. The first objective covered the main infrastructural developments. As the accessibility of 

deteriorated forest sections was not decent, the recovery efforts and the rapid intervention could 

not be managed well. To improve the accessibility of forest areas, construction of forest roads 

and fire-safety access roads was carried out. These activities were handled by B1, B2, B3 and B4 

and resulted in 18 km (re)constructed and 45 maintained roads. To reduce the flow velocity and 

prevent landslides and wildfires, Vyhoda forestry built 11 wooden cascades, completed riverbank 

protection and constructed a new firefighting water reservoir  (0.6 hectares). Meanwhile, the LB 

established forest nursery with greenhouse, administrative and household buildings. 

Furthermore, by converting an attic, it was possible to create a space for forestry education in 

SpiĢsk§ Bel§. 

2. The second objective concentrated on the regeneration of damaged forests by fencing of young 

forests (more than 1.7 km), coating young trees (on 28.5 hectares), tending and cleaning the 

forest stands (on 654 hectares), cutting weeds (on more than 250 hectares) and planting (nearly 

240 000) seedlings. These activities were carried out mostly by B1, B3 and B4. 

3. The third objective included mostly the soft activities (e.g. know-how exchange, personal 

meeting, field training, practical training and exchange stay) carried out by B5. These activities 

enhanced the professional capacity of foresters and raised the public awareness. Moreover, the 

Demonstration and Education Centre òForest and Climateó was established. 
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The importance of the project  is manifold. The protection and sustainable usage of forest stands are 

not possible without decent roads to the site,  therefore the accessibility of forest should be ensured in 

the long run . The forestry has a significant role in the local economy, which determines the well-being 

of people living in the rural areas. Owing to the project, the number of forest fires decreased and the 

negative effects of floods moderated. In addition, the const ruction of road infrastructure  also had a 

positive impact on tourism in the border region , as the accessibility of recreational destinations (forests) 

improved. 

SAFETISZA (HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/003) 

The goal of the LIP  was to strengthen the cross-border safety by joint measures aimed at flood and 

inland water prevention in the interfluves of Tisza and Tur rivers. The investment belonged to 

Priority  8.1, which facilitated the joint activities for the prevention of natural and man -made disasters. 

The beneficiaries contracted more than EUR 3.71 million  EU funds to attain the assigned goals, and 

almost 99% of them were used. The remaining amount of EU contribution was nearly EUR 38 000. 

The partnership  of the LIP was composed of three public non-profit companies (dealing with water 

management), one non-governmental organisation and one local government body. The list of the five 

beneficiaries is given below: 

¶ LB: Tisza River Basin Water Resources Directorate (Uzhhorod, UA) 

¶ B1: Non-Governmental Organization EKOSFERA (Uzhhorod, UA) 

¶ B2: Upper-Tisza Regional Water Directorate (Ny²regyh§za, HU) 

¶ B3: Vynohradiv Interrayon Department of Water Management (Vynogradovo, UA) 

¶ B4: Berehovo Rayon State Administration (Berehovo, UA) 

Over the years, the water management bodies have developed close and firm cooperation which based 

on previous joint activities and projects. The participation of state administration represented Berehovo 

rayon was particularly important, as it was in charge of drawing up local development plans and 

disseminating the information related to the project. The Ukrainian NGO of EKOSFERA already had 

experience in the implementation of cross-border projects, even at the start of the current project.  

Within the LIP, the NGO was responsible for organising environmental and educational activities 

involving teachers and students. 

In the framework of the project , the flood protection system of the river Tisza was strengthened, 

resulted higher safety of local communities (approximately 33 000 inhabitants and 19 settlements) 

against high floods. In the Ukrainian side, the constructions included refurbishment of the dike (at length 

of 9.56 km) along the left side of the Tisza, bank consolidation (910 m) and creation of maintenance 

road at the dike (9.47 km). Owing to the 9.5 km reconstructed dike between Tekove and Hetinya (on 

the left bank of the Tisza), the whole (32 km long) flood protection line of the Tisza was completed. 

Furthermore, a Flood Protection Centre was built in Tysabyken, equipped with modern security system 

and solar panels. This building became the hub of emergency coordination to ensure quick response in 

the case of flood threats. On the top of the constructions, a new minibus was also purchased. The 

construction elements on the Hungarian side of the border incorporated the reconstruction of 

reclamation canals (6.7 km) and culvert, building of maintenance road (5.6 km) along the river Tur, 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the Hungary -Slovakia -Romania -Ukraine ENI Cross-border Cooperation Programme 2014-2020 

114 

refurbishment of Sonk§d Flood Protection Communication Tower and construction of 4 new hydraulic 

structures. 

Besides constructions, procurement of maintenance and laboratory equipment was also carried out, 

enhancing the technical capacities of water management bodies. The project also had soft elements, 

such as organising information and education programmes  (eco-trainings) for students and teachers in 

order to raising environmental awareness. 

The sustainability  of the results is based on two main factors. Firstly, the equipment ð purchased during 

the implementation of the project ð ensure the functionality of the constructed infrastructure in the 

long run. Secondly, the partners are planning to submit a new project proposal in the next programme 

period to further improve the flood protection system and water management system along the river 

Tisza (especially in the Batar system). Unfortunately, the impact of the climate change is going to 

intensify, inducing devastating floods and severe droughts. 

Due to the external impacts, the partnership had to tackle with unprecedented challenges . During the 

time of the pandemic, holding event and communication programmes as well as carrying out public 

procurements were hindered the most, while since the outbreak of the war the lack of labour force, the 

shortages of equipment and materials and the significant increase in prices for construction materials 

have caused the biggest difficulties. The moratorium on cross-border foreign currency payments ð 

introduced b y the Board of the National Bank of Ukraine on the first day of the Russian invasion ð 

interrupted the pace of implementation. As a result of the moratorium, swapping the role of lead 

beneficiary was also came into consideration. As the national bankõs decision was revoked after a short 

period of time, the surrender of the lead role was no longer necessary. Notwithstanding, the 

modification of the partnership was inevitable, as Ukraine underwent a process of decentralisation which 

caused administrative changes. 

Due to these challenges, the projectõs implementation could not be carried out within the previously 

defined time period. In order to attain the goals, 15 extra months were required. In the end, the project 

(including modifications) took more than four yea rs (51 months) from August 2019 to November 2023. 

The significance of the project  was not just the fact that the developed flood protection system 

defends both side of the border, but it provides solution for irrigation, keeps stronger link among 

organisations of flood management and has a positive effect on the economy. The communities can 

undertake economic activities with greater confidence, as the critical infrastructure are now in a good 

condition. Moreover, the new roads and the dikes can boost the tourism, attracting new visitors 

(especially those seeking active recreation) to the area. Overall, the project has a long-term impact on 

the future of the border area, as flood protection, irrigation (handling the drought), reliable monitoring 

and forecasting of hydrological conditions have a significant i mpact on the security and well-being of 

the inhabitants. However, there is still room for further improvement, as the ultimate purpose  is to 

achieve the full modernisation of the common, cross-border Batar water management system. 

Zero Waste (HUSKROUA/1701/LIP/006) 

The project intended to create a unique and exemplary waste management system, which meets the 

requirements of sustainability and environmentally friendly approach. The project took place within 

Priority  6.1 with EUR 5 million  EU contribution. As the administrative closure of this LIP has not 
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occurred until the cut -off date, the absorption rate cannot be estimated. Initially, the project budget 

was designed for EUR 7.67 million EU support, which was reduced ð according to the JMC decision ð to 

EUR 5 million  in 2018. In spite of the reduced budget, the beneficiaries undertook the implementation, 

but prolongation was needed to recalculate and redesign the activities. As a result, although the project 

proposal was submitted in 2017, the project could only be contracted at the end of 2022 and the 

implementation could only start in early 2023. As the Programme closed at the end of 2023, the 

partnership had only 12 months to accomplish the commitments included in the project description.  

The partnership  had not got antecedent projects, as the Tisza EGTC was formed in 2015, just before 

the submission of the application. As the available budget has decreased (and the inflation has 

increased), the partnership and its scope of activities has narrowed. Eventually, one EGTC and two public 

bodies formed the partnership:  

¶ LB: Tisza European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation Limited Liability (Kisv§rda, HU) 

¶ B1: Communal enterprise òAgency of Regional Development and Cross-Border Cooperation 

òTranscarpathiaó of Zakarpattya Oblast Counciló (Uzhhorod, UA) 

¶ B2: Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg County Regional Development and Environmental Management 

Agency Nonprofit Ltd (Ny²regyh§za, HU) 

Two potential partners quitted the partnership, both of them were local municipalities. One of them was 

Khust (UA), where a local landfill would have been recultivated, and the second one was Kisv§rda (HU), 

where the construction of biogas plant would have been taken place.  

The main aim  was to construct a modern landfill and its administrative buildings in Yanoshi (UA), 

equipped with the latest technology and infrastructure (such as sewage reservoirs, workshops and 

equipment washing facilities). The creation of these facilities was the task of the lead beneficiary, while 

the two agencies implemented mostly the soft activities (e.g. seminars, educational tours and awareness 

campaigns). As regards the Ukrainian beneficiary, it established 27 collection points in Zakarpatska 

region with 81 containers for collecting solid household waste. On the top of that, a Waste Management 

Association was also launched, assembling the local government bodies of the Berehove district to 

provide organisational support for the waste management compl ex. 

The late start date of the project indicates that the implementation of this LIP faced many obstacles . 

Firstly, the budget decrease (to EUR 5 million) ð followed by the significant inflation and negative 

exchange rate ð interrupted the preparation, and only after the series of unsuccessful public 

procurement procedures made it necessary to alter the projectõs structure. The winning third bid 

(EUR 7.06 million) was higher than the available fund, therefore the activities related to Kisv§rda and 

Khust were eliminated and the lead beneficiary was needed to find other (national) sources to 

complement the projectõs budget. In the end, the additional fund was provided by the Hungarian 

government. In order to ensure the payment to the contractor responsible for the construction , some 

of the soft activities were deleted and the construction of access road to the waste management 

complex was guaranteed by the Transcarpathian County Council. 

The partnership also took a considerable amount of time to overcome administrative obstacles. The 

received planning documentation was not comprehensive, therefore additional experts were hired to 

complete the existing documentation. In addition, the specialised translation had to be done from 

internal sources (own knowledge), which required extra worktime. Obtaining of certificate of occupancy 
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was also a difficult process, which was further complicated by the distinction of national laws and the 

frequent rule changes due to war. The impact of the military conflict  also made it difficult to find male 

labour for construction , which made it problematic to complete the construction in such a short time.  

As the result of the project was unique within Ukraine, it has attracted considerable media attention, 

which will hopefully act as a catalyst for similar developments in other parts of the country. The 

sustainability  of the LIP is guaranteed by the new project proposals developed by the Tisza EGTC. For 

instance, the application dealing with the recultivation of landfill in Berehove has already been selected, 

but introducing similar projects in the districts of Khust a nd Tiachiv are also among the plans. 

The relevance of the project  is enormous, as it was a pioneer project in Ukraine which tried to provide 

solution for disposal solid household waste in an environmentally friendly way. It was an exemplary 

investment to provide better sanitary condition in the border area. Although the  infrastructural 

development happened in the Ukrainian side of the border, it leads to a spillover effect on the Hungarian 

side as well. The amount of waste carried by the river Tisza is expected to decrease, which will also have 

a positive impact on the quality of surface waters in Hungary. The newly built landfill and waste sorting 

complexõs capacity is around 30 thousand tons per year, and will be able to handle around 200 thousand 

peopleõs solid household waste. 

2.1.3 Influence factors of the implementation  

This subchapter deals with external and internal factors affected the implementation of the Programme. 

The main sources of information derive from the AIRs, the online survey (conducted among the 

beneficiaries and applicants) and the online and written interviews with the Programme Bodies and with 

the selected beneficiaries (mostly members of LIP partnerships). The evaluators also used desk research 

information to provide profound insight into the global and regional processes.  

Owing to the online survey , the beneficiaries and the applicants could point out to those obstacles 

they had faced during the application and implementation of their projects. Altogether 60 respondents 

filled out this section of the survey.32 As it was an open question, one respondent could mention more 

than one difficulty at the same time. Later on, the given brief descriptions were categorised by the 

evaluators (Figure 32). 

 
32 Presumably, the other 45 non-respondents did not encounter any difficulties at either the application or the 

implementation phase of the project cycle.  
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Figure 32: Difficulties the beneficiaries faced during the project cycle 

 

The biggest challenge was the effect and restrictions (especially the travel restriction and the ban on 

mass events) of the COVID-19 pandemic and the Russia-Ukraine military conflict. Administrative 

procedures and bureaucracy also caused inconvenience for some respondents. The most frequently 

mentioned problems arose during the reporting and application process. As regards the financial 

matters, the lack of pre-financing and resources, the time-consuming refunding and the unfavourable 

and rapidly varying exchange rates caused troubles for the project partners. Nevertheless, albeit to a 

lesser extent, the respondents also faced difficulties in relation to the partnership, the information 

sharing, the online monitoring system, the communication and the public procurement procedures. 

An influence matrix  (Table 13) is provided below, which summarises these factors in a textual way, 

giving a short description of the factors themselves and defining their type. The following table 

summarises the most important external and internal influence factors. 

Table 13: The most important external and internal influence factors on the implementation of the Programme 

Short name of the 

influence factor  
Short description of the influence factor  Type 

COVID-19 pandemic 

The COVID-19 pandemic and its effects on the border regime  

Based on the fatalities per capita, Hungary (504.76 deaths per 100 000 

people) was the 2nd most affected country within the European Union by the 

COVID-19 pandemic. In contrast, Slovakia (387.05) was the 5th and Romania 

(352.1) was the 7th most stricken Member States, while Ukraine (272.75) 

survived minor losses during the pandemic.33 Based on the territorial impacts 

external 

 
33 John Hopkins University. Mortality analyses: https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/data/mortality   

https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/data/mortality







































































































































































































