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1 Executive summary  

1.1 The context  

2018 is the year of First Phase (earlier: mid-term) evaluation of the cooperation 

programmes. In February, the Managing Authority of the InterregðIPA Cross-border 

Cooperation Programme HungaryðSerbia (operating that time in the Prime Ministerõs 

Office of Hungary), with the agreement of the Serbian National Authority, invited the 

Central European Service for Cross-Border Initiatives (CESCI) to carry out the evaluation of 

the present programme. 

In line with the evaluation plan of the programme, the present do cument focuses on  

¶ programme management and implementation  

¶ project application, selection procedures  

¶ Communication Strategy. 

 

Within the framework of the current evaluation assignment (in compliance with the 

evaluation plan and the Inception Report), the effectiveness, the efficiency and the impact 

of the cross-border programme were assessed, according to the above three aspects. 

 

Figure I: The internal logic of the assessment factors 

 

Effectiveness  refers to the progress that the programme has made in comparison with 

the planned implementation ð represented by the (performance) indicators.  

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

the internal cohesion of the pro gramming area and the level of cross-border cooperation. 



 

First Phase Evaluation of the InterregðIPA Cross-border Cooperation 
Programme HungaryðSerbia / Corrected version [v04] 

 

5 

While effectiveness measures the internal success of the programme, the impact rather 

identifies its external success.  

Efficiency  refers to the successful use of financial and human resources of the 

programme. Successful here means õoptimalõ and õresource-efficientõ. 

 

Ultimately, among the above three factors, impact is the most important one since it 

shows the real results that the programme achieved within the target region. At the same 

time, as the evaluation was made at an early stage of the programme implementation, 

the real impacts of the present programme could not be detected yet. However, based on 

the information gained on the implemented projects, some predictions still could be 

made and some conclusions on the cross-border impact of the programme could be 

drawn. This impact can be identified through the analysis of two major factors: the degree 

to which the programme enhances cross-border territorial, economic and social cohesion; 

and the quality of cross-border cooperation facilitated by the programme. These two 

questions are of utmost significance when evaluating the achievements and the 

performance of a cross-border programme: the stronger is the impact of the programme 

on the above two factors, the better-tuned is the CP itself. 

The present evaluation has been performed in line with the Inception Report approved by 

the MA at the end of April 2018 including the following methods: statistical analysis of 

the regional data and the data of the  CP available in the IMIS (the electronic system of 

the programme), interviews with key stakeholders and an on-line survey among the 

(selected and not selected for funding) applicants. The cut-off date of the data analysis 

was 30th September while the institutional and administrative developments have been 

examined until the end of November 2018. It means that the evaluation was carried-out 

at a very early stage of the programme, when the two first calls were closed1, 48 projects 

were approved with a total EU allocation of EUR 48,2 M. These projects envisaged 647 

project activities from among which 48 were reported and approved as completed, by the 

end of September 2018.  

 

                                              

1 The 1st (strategic) Call was launched in March 2016 while the 2nd Call was published in October 2016. 
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Figure II: Status of the project activities of the approved projects (as for 30th September 2018) 

 

Thanks to the strategic projects selected first, the allocation rate of the CP was high. 

However the absorption rate was that time at a lower level (4,12%). 

Table I: Status of financial delivery of the CP (as for 30th September 2018) 

Priority 

Axis 

Target Value 

(2023)  

Target Value 

(2018)  

Allocated 

Sum 

Spent And 

Approved Eu 

Contribution  

Allocation 

Rate 

(2018)  

Allocation 

Rate 

(2023)  

Absorption 

Rate 

1 26 470 589 1 917 101 17 849 704 199 364 931,08% 67,43% 10,40% 

2 17 058 824 1 235 465 13 492 092 383 1092,07% 79,09% 0,03% 

3 12 700 000 1 082 097 7 759 943 6 162 717,12% 61,10% 0,57% 

4 10 484 236 759 308 2 714 815 0 357,54% 25,89% 0,00% 

Total  66 713 649  4 993 971  41 816 553  205 909 837,34% 62,68% 4,12% 

 

Due to the shortages of information stemming from the early status, the evaluators 

conducted interviews with 10 representatives of different programme management 

bodies, carried out an on-line survey (with 53 responses) and studied the programme 

related documents and publications. 
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Figure III: Timing of the evaluation 

 

 

1.2 The key findings of the evaluation  

(1)  Negative impacts of the external border on the level of cross -border integration  

The InterregðIPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme HungaryðSerbia targets a 

borderland located along the external border of t he European Union and this fact by itself 

has effects on the programme implementation. In addition, the migration crisis of 2015 

resulted in further consequences to the border area that should not be disregarded.  

Regarding the general impacts, it has to be underlined that external borders always 

weaken the level of integration of the borderland. Due to the physical, legal, 

administrative and mental barriers, the level of cross-border (territorial, economic and 

social) cohesion as well as the quality of cross-border cooperation meet lower standards 

than along internal EU borders where a vast majority of these obstacles have already 

been eliminated. The fact that Serbia is outside the EU at the moment, complicates the 

maintenance of the relationships, the flow of goods and cross-border integration of 

services with EU member states. Compared to INTERREG CBC programmes, the 

conditions for territorial integration and high -quality cross-border cooperation are more 

unfavourable. Thus, it is not surprising that the projects selected so far barely meet the 

highest criteria set against integrated cross-border developments. 
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Figure IV: Classification of the selected projects according to the level of integration and materialisation 

 

According to the figure above, more than two thirds of the projects selected within the 

first 2 calls have weak cross-border character and only 3 of them can be classified as 

genuine CBC project. (For clarification, please refer to M 3.2 subchapter: Analysis of cross-

border relevance.) 

Migration crisis in 2015 aggrevated further the situation. On the one hand, as a direct 

impact, the dynamic increase of cross-border flow of people and goods remarkably 

slowed down in 2015 (see the two figures below). 
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Figure V: Changes in the volume of cross-border traffic at the Hungary-Serbia border between 2012 and 2017 

 

Figure VI: Cross-border flow of goods at the Hungary-Serbia border between 2014 and 2018 
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On the other hand, the Hungarian government has built up a double barbed-wire fence 

against illegal migration  flow which weakens the cohesion effects of integrated 

interventions and has long-term impacts on the border peop leõs mental maps (even if the 

pace of cross-border flows is again increasing). 

Due to the above reasons, the integration level of the Hungarian-Serbian border area 

stayed at a lower level and the CP can contribute to the development of a more 

integrated bo rderland but with limitations. Obviously, there is a big difference between 

the INTERREG and the INTERREG IPA programmes ð taking into account the relatively 

closed status of the border and the shorter history of cooperation  in the latter case. 

However, the final goal of INTERREG IPA programmes does not differentiate from the 

goals of the INTERREG programmes: both target a higher level of cross-border 

integration.  Accordingly, the evaluators assessed the present CP from this òideal typicaló 

point of view. At the same time, the modest results do not mean a negative evalution of 

the performance of the whole programme, these are just about presenting the current 

status while aheading toward stronger integration.   

(2)  Increasing significance of the CP in terms of cr oss-border integration  

According to several interviewees, the quality and the cross-border character of the 

projects are remarkably improved (compared to the previous programming periods). On 

the one hand, there are now experienced applicants and partnerships which submit well-

designed proposals with stronger cross-border character. (E.g. within PA3, the previously 

defined allocation for the 1st CfP had to be enlarged by the MC due to the unexpectedly 

higher number of quality projects.) On the other hand, t hanks to the achievements at EU 

level (e.g. the criteria of joint projects or the Lead Beneficiary principle), the applicants are 

both encouraged and ăobligedó to develop more integrated project proposals. 

Furthermore, stronger integrating effect is provid ed by the strategic projects which are 

applied first in the history of the Hungarian -Serbian cross-border programmes. More 

than 30% of the total programme budget will be allocated for the realisation of 5 

strategic projects. Each of them has a wider scope of influence: two envisages to improve 

the permeability of the border (transport infrastructure), further two address joint water 

management including larger infrasructural developments and the fifth is dedicated to 

cross-border cultural cooperation (again : with infrastructural investments). Still, the cross-

border character of the strategic projects is not homogeneously strong. However, the 

methodology behind them (in some cases, indirectly) enhances cross-border integration. 

(For more details, please refer to M 3.3 subchapter: Relevance of the applied mechanisms 

and tools.) 
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Let us mention one more aspect where the CP is playing (and could more effectively play) 

an important role: it is the re -creation of a historic polycentric urban network around 

Szeged and Subotica. These two border cities form part of a larger network of medium -

sized towns including TimiĹoara, Arad and H·dmezŗv§s§rhely. From among these cities, it 

was Subotica which (during the last century) became a ăloseró of the historic changes and 

the re-setting of the borders.  

While Arad and TimiĹoara successfully exploited the potentials of the changing reality and 

also Szeged has grown significantly, Subotica has lost the dynamics which had 

characterised the city hundred years ago. One of the main challenges of the next decades 

is to renovate the territorial potential of Subotica through the strengthening of cross -

border ties of this polycentric urban network. It requires the revitalisation of the transport 

infrastructure and the development of mul tilevel partnerships between the institutions 

and the business spheres of the four cities. 

Figure VII: Population changes of the four border towns of the triborder area between 1910 and 2011 

 

(3)  The territorial coverage of the programme is to be improved  

The majority of the projects of the two first calls will be implemented along the Subotica -

Szeged axis what supports the achievement of a stronger cohesion between the two 

cities. At the same time, larger eligible areas are not very much involved in the 

programme, and it is true even in the case of some sub-regions located very close to the 

border (e.g. in B§cs-Kiskun county and Western BaĽka region). 
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Figure VIII: Territorial coverage of the selected projects 

 

Another factor weakening the representation of the programme in certain regions is the 

high rate of repeating partnerships. Due to the success of these experienced (and steady) 

partnerships (representing more than one third of the partners), new ones (lacking 

experiences in CBC) can more hardly be involved. This phenomenon is reflected in the 

territorial coverage of the projects. There is a clear need to broaden the geographic scope 

of the programme and involve fur ther stakeholders in its implementation. (See 

Recommendation 2.3.) 
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(4)  The selection of priorities is not assessed necessarily pos itive  

The interviewees considered the selected thematic priorites differently. Some of them 

told all the four priorities well -based and justified. Others criticized some or all priorities ð 

or the calls reflecting the priorities.  

In general terms, the selected priorities do not differentiate very much from those of the 

previous period what underlines the relevance of the selection. By intiating strategic 

projects, some accent has been given to particular topics within the priorities. 

At the same time, in some intervieweesõ opinion, the current EU level thematic priorities 

rather reflect to the  needs of well-developed (ăScandinavianó) border regions. The 

Hungarian-Serbian border area lacks basic infrastructure, faces serious social challenges 

(e.g. dramatic depopulation or the challenges of integration of Roma people) and it 

would require the renovation of educational institutions. In othersõ view, the programme 

should put stronger accent on education, youth and sport activities (e.g. within PA3) in 

order to enlarge the scope of potential beneficiaries. Further popular topics would be: IT 

development and innovation.  

Another aspect mentioned by some interviewees was the thematic scope of the priorities. 

Under PA1, the topic of water management was given a higher significance (see the 

indicators). The cross-border character of water bodies and catchment areas as well as 

floods and other water related environmental risks and the exposure of the region to 

climate change justify the selection of the PA. At the same time, the final scope is rather 

favourable to larger water management institutions while excludes the NGOs involved in 

nature or environmental protection activities. Similarly, intelligent energy projects have 

been excluded. Consequently, PA1 should have opened a larger scope for nature-

oriented interventions.  

PA2 is considered as an important priority since the permeability of the border is weak. 

Furthermore, cross-border public transport should also be developed taking into account 

the increasing (labour) mobility. However, it is again a topic addressing larger institutions. 

PA4 is the most criticized topic of the CP where ăit is hard to find good projectsó. Some 

state that the INTERREG IPA CBC programme is not an appropriate tool to support SMEs 

since indirect support is not effective while direct support is hardly manageable because 

it would need additional complex set of financial  and consultancy services to which 

Serbian SMEs have a limited access (e.g. the application of financial instruments is 

excluded in the case of Serbia). To sum up, it is worth considering the eligibility of the 

SMEs or leaving out this priority from the next programme. 
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(5)  The programme implementation has been slowed down by the problems with IMIS and the 

institutional changes  

Regardless of that the CP was approved by the EC quite early and was launched on 7 

October 2016, its implementation was delayed by the belated start of the IMIS 2014-2020 

and the institutional changes.  

Concerning the IMIS, the beneficiaries and the representatives of the programme bodies 

enumerated several problems. E.g. due to the lack of the TA module, the costs of the NA 

could not be r eimbursed until the summer of 2018. The Manuals of the programme 

implementation could not be completed since they would have needed to contain the 

IMIS, too. The contracting procedure of the 2nd call lasted 2 years. The selected 

beneficiaires could not upload their reports for 1 to 1,5 years, consequently they could 

not be reimbursed either (advance payments were also blocked) what caused further 

problems in financing their activities. (The FLC managed to start checking the project 

reports at the end of 2017.) When the system was launched, many reports arrived in 

parallel creating overload in work management. Further delay stemmed from the fact that 

for a while, the different teams of programme management were not trained on the use 

of the IMIS and finally, the training was organised by the IMIS office instead of the 

developers (as it was the case in the Bulgaria-Serbia INTERREG IPA CBC programme). 

Institutional changes meant another reason of delay. First, there were changes at 

ministerial level in the Republic of Serbia, while in 2018, the Managing Authority was 

moved from the Hungarian Prime Ministerõs Office to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade. The latter change further prolonged certain procedures (in parallel with the period 

of the opening of th e IMIS 2014-2020) when the contracts could not be signed and 

certain project related decisions could not be finalized. 

The 3rd call could not be published in planned time because there was a need for 

approval of the modification of the Programme on behalf of the Commission 

(reallocation between priorities). 

All in all, the above factors do not endanger the timely completion of the programme 

thanks to the high allocation rate of the 1 st CfP (strategic projects) and to the skilled and 

committed staff at each of the programme bodies (e.g. the early approval of the internal 

rules, the joint efforts made in order to start the application of the IMIS, etc.) . At the same 

time, the indicators of the performance framework planned for 2018 could not be 

reached and the delay resulted in unbalanced workload. As an administrative 

consequence, it is expected that the EC will issue warnings.  
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(6)  The cooperation between the programme manag ement bodies and with the beneficiaries is 

examplary  

One of the major reasons why the above mentioned delays are manageable is the good 

cooperation between the different managing bodies and the beneficiaries. Each 

interviewee confirmed that the cooperation  is excellent, the procedures are well-arranged 

and the parties are always open for communication. What is more, the Hungarian 

institutions used to gather for facultative extra meetings when necessary. 

The applicants and beneficiaries were asked about their experiences with the programme 

management via the online survey. According to the answers, the beneficiaries are 

satisfied with the assistance provided by the programme (nearly two thirds evaluated it 

excellent). These factors can guarantee the smooth and timely realisation of the 

programme. 

Figure IX: Assessment of the assistance provided by the programme bodies 
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1.3 Summary of the recommendations  

The table below contains the recommendations drafted regarding the  present status of 

the CP with references to the detailed analysis where the issues are elaborated more 

deeply. 

 

Recommendations References to the detailed analysis 

1. Designing of the next programme 

1.1 Strategic frames of programming 

R_1.1 Clearer and unambiguous rules and 
timely delivered regulation are necessary at 
EU level 

M 1.3 Scheduling 
3.4.1 Major risks the programme is facing 

1.2 Structural factors of programming 

R_1.2 Involve the selected beneficiaries in the 
designing of the next programme 

M 6.7 Assessment of ownership 

R_1.3 Avoid delays in implementing the 
electronic application system 

M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the 
programme 
M 6.4 Assessment of the procedures 
M 6.5 Assessment of technical assistance 
3.4.1. Major risks the programme is facing 

R_1.4 Consider the application of 
continuously open calls 

M 1.1 Quantification of the results 

1.3 Programme priorities and tools 

R_1.5 Pay more attention to the small 
applicants when defining the priorities  

M 3.3 Relevance of the applied mechanisms 
and tools 

R_1.6 Apply small projects  M 3.3 Relevance of the applied mechanisms 
and tools 

R_1.7 Re-consider the inclusion of the 
activities targeting the SME sector  

M_3.1 Analysis of regional needs 

R_1.8 Select more relevant indicators M 6.7 Assessment of ownership 

R_1.9 Improve the cross-border character of 
the projects 

M 3.2 Analysis of cross-border relevance 

2. Programme management 

2.1 Communication 

R_2.1 Keep and enhance the good practices of 
communication 

M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the 
programme 
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Recommendations References to the detailed analysis 

R_2.2 Support the beneficiaries to better 
understand the logic, the rules and the 
mission of the programme 

M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the 
programme 

R_2.3 Enlarge the territorial scope of the 
programme 

M 4.1 Mapping of the territorial coverage 

wψнΦп LƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ 
communication capacities 

M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the 
programme 
M 2.3 Evaluation of the communication of the 
projects 

R_2.5 Promote the best practice examples M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the 
programme 

2.2 Management procedures 

R_2.6 Compensate the currently lacking 
human capacities as soon as possible 

M 6.2 Capacity assessment 

R_2.7 Survey the implementation of the 
strategic projects with special attention 

M 3.3 Relevance of the applied mechanisms 
and tools 
3.4.1 Major risks the programme is facing 

R_2.8 Simplify further the mechanisms and 
make them more user-friendly 

M 6.6 Simplification test 

R_2.9 Broaden the scope of simplified cost 
options 

M 6.6 Simplification test 

R_2.10 Make the IMIS more user-friendly M 6.4 Assessment of the procedures 
M 6.6 Simplification test 
3.4.1 Major risks the programme is facing 

R_2.11 Follow-up the level of contribution to 
EU2020 targets 

M 3.4 Analysis of the ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ 
contribution to European goals 

R_2.12 Follow-up the level of contribution to 
EUSDR and EUSAIR 

a оΦп !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ 
contribution to European goals 

3. Project implementation 

R_3.1 Encourage the beneficiaries to design 
their contribution to horizontal principles 
more seriously 

a оΦп !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ 
contribution to European goals 

R_3.2 Enhance the sustainability of cross-
border partnerships and project results 

 

M 5.1 Sustainability analysis ς project results 
M 5.2 Sustainability analysis ς project 
partnership 
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2 Recommendations  

The recommendations below address three fields. Some of the conclusions of the 

evaluation can be useful during the new programming  starting soon. Others can make 

the implementation of the current programme  better. Finally, some of them target 

project implementation . 

2.1 Designing of the next programme  

2.1.1 Strategic frames of programming  

R_1.1 Clearer and unambiguous rules and timely delivered regulation are necessary at EU 
level 

The delays of approving of the EU Regulations (November 2013) ensuring the frameworks 

for programming generated many difficulties to the programme management since the 

programme implementation should have started one month after the adoption of the 

regulations. Next regulations should be drafted earlier facilitating more accurate 

programming and launching of the programme in due time.  

In the case of INTERREG IPA CBC programmes, further difficulty results from the 

exaggerated complexity of the system. On the one hand, regardless of the modest 

financial frames, the implementation of the IPA programmes is ruled by 9 different rules 

instead of one integrating regulation. It is very hard to find the relevant information. On 

the other hand, due to the limited budget, the IPA CBC programmes are designed in a 

very cautious way in order to avoid amendments: the indicator values are underestimated 

which used to result in outperformance which then necessitates justification towards the 

EC. 

Besides, it was a basic experience during the programming that the legal frames were not 

self-evident. It was a permanent challenge to request unambiguous interpretation from 

the EU institutions. The desk officers of the different cross-border pro grammes 

interpreted the same rules differently what caused uncertainties and failed interventions. 

Therefore, the rules should be more evident and interpreted in the same way. For this 

purpose longer preparatory time is necessary. 

Ā M 1.3 Scheduling 

3.4.1 Major risks the programme is facing 
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2.1.2 Structural factors of programming  

R_1.2 Involve the selected beneficiaries in the designing of the next programme 

In general terms, the ownership of the porgramme has been improved compared to the 

previous periods: based on the suggestions taken by the NUTS III municipalities, NGOs 

and Chambers take part in the work of the JMC with observer status. According to the 

experiences so far, their contribution used to be beneficial. However, further steps can be 

taken in this field. 

Within the framework of the analysis CESCI carried-out an online survey with a sample of 

53 questionnaires sent back. 42 of these questionnaires were filled-in by beneficiaries 

selected for funding which represents 88% (!) of the total number of the selected projects.  

From among the respondents one was a member of the JMC, another used to participate 

in its meetings with an observer status, further three beneficiaries were involved in the 

programming,  but not in the work of the JMC (12% in total). It means that 88% of the 

respondents whose projects were selected for funding had not been involved in the 

programming regardless of that they should be considered as the direct target group of 

the programme. (More than one third of them are permanent applicants!)  

Consequently, it is recommended to involve the selected beneficiaries in the designing 

process of the next CP since they have real-life experiences on the difficulties, obstacles 

and practices of cross-border project implementation. This way, also the level of 

ownership of the programme can be improved and the partnership principle can be 

better fulfilled.  

Ā M 6.7 Assessment of ownership 

R_1.3 Avoid delays in implementing the electronic application system 

The realisation of the programme would be much more advanced if the electronic 

application system had earlier been ready to use. Both the interviewees and the 

beneficiaries mentioned the most frequently the problems with the belated starting of 

the IMIS system. In order to facilitate the smooth implementation of the next programme, 

the electronic platform should be developed earlier.  

Ā 
M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the programme  

M 6.4 Assessment of the procedures 

M 6.5 Assessment of technical assistance 

3.4.1. Major risks the programme is facing 
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R_1.4 Consider the application of continuously open calls 

Continuously open calls have several advantages. First, the application of the continuous 

model makes the workload more balanced at management level since the JMC can 

decide on the projects with the knowledge of later opportunities achievable for the 

applicants. It means that if there are quality problems with some of the projects, the 

applicants can be requested to submit it again with a better quality. In addition, the 

solution enables the JS to plan its activities in a more balanced, more forecastable way. 

Another advantage of the model is that th e management bodies are exempt of creating 

new and new calls during the implementation of the programme. However, slight 

modifications can be necessary. Finally, the applicants are less stressed in designing their 

activities since there are further opportunities to apply later on, with more or less same 

conditions. This fact enables them to design their proposals on a more strategic and 

more elaborate way. 

Ā M 1.1 Quantification of the results  

2.1.3 Programme priorities and tools  

R_1.5 Pay more attention to the small applicants when defining the priorities 

The current programme rather prioritizes larger institutions. Under PA1 and PA2 smaller 

organisations have no real chance to participate. PA3 is the genuine territory of smaller 

cross-border actions. However, due to the high allocation rate dedicated to strategic 

projects, the number of potential projects is lower. PA4 has a specific focus which again 

limits the opportunities of the smaller municipalities and NGOs to be inolved in the 

implementation of the progr amme. 

Strategic projects are undoubtedly significant when speaking about the integrated cross -

border developments and the cohesion factor of the CP. At the same time, the next 

programme should ensure a more balanced set of interventions in order to enable 

smaller project partners to actively take part in the programme. This can be ensured by 

defining the priorities so. E.g. the thematic scope of PA1 has been stipulated too strictly 

excluding many activities which could be realised by small stakeholders (such as 

environment protection or energy efficiency).  

Ā M 3.3 Relevance of the applied mechanisms and tools 
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R_1.6 Apply small projects  

Regarding the previous recommendation, the application of small project s facilitating 

many small activities would be very beneficial. It is worth considering to include the 

opportunity in the next programme and to support larger number of small -scale activities 

improving the level of mutual trust within the border area. In har mony with a previous 

position paper of the Association of European Border Regions (AEBR) and the draft ETC 

Regulation, small projects have a significant impact on the quality of cross-border 

cooperation since they create the possibility of getting experien ces on the neighbours for 

many local citizens. These projects of 10-50 thousand euros do not require serious 

financial efforts neither from the programme õs nor from the beneficiariesõ side while they 

can have direct impact on many stakeholders. The tool can be considered as a kind of 

ăcompensationó addressing the NGOs, small municipalities and institutions with modest 

financial autonomy / capacities.  

Once applied, small project call should not contain thematic limitations and it should be 

implemented with remarkably simplified administration  (!). Otherwise, it will not mean 

anything but further administrative burdens to the JS. The implementation of many small 

projects is an adequate way to promote the programme itself since it results in a high 

quantity of  local events, actions and initiatives attracting many citizens under the 

programmeõs title.  

Ā M 3.3 Relevance of the applied mechanisms and tools 

R_1.7 Re-consider the inclusion of the activities targeting the SME sector 

The indirect support of the SMEs is the most disputed component of the CP. Some 

interviewees do not consider this topic relevant in the case of INTERREG IPA programmes. 

Others underlined the significance of economic cooperation akcnowledging that the 

indirect support was not very effecti ve. Taking into account the limited access of the 

Serbian SMEs to EU funding opportunities, it is worth re-considering the inclusion of 

(indirect) SME support in the next programme. Instead, investments targeting the 

economic cohesion and integration of th e borderland seem to be more relevant 

interventions. 

Ā M_3.1 Analysis of regional needs 
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R_1.8 Select more relevant indicators 

The selection of relevant indicators is a big challenge. According to one intervieweeõs 

opinion, the set of the indicators is now  better than during the previous programme since 

there are less indicators than before. This fact facilitates the concentration of resources 

and ensures stronger focus for the programme. However, the applicants face real 

difficulties when selecting the relevant indicator, they have to ătruncateó their project 

proposal in order to meet the indicators.  

This problem roots in a deeper theoretical conflict between the bottom -up and top -down 

approaches. While at European level, the cumulated values of the indicators have crucial 

significance in order to measure the progress of the Single Market (or the fulfilment of smart, 

sustainable and inclusive growth), the local stakeholders have different objectives of these EU 

level objectives (it is mainly true along the external borders). The conflict can be resolved by 

selecting indicators reflecting to the intensity of cross-border flows and integration. 

Ā M 6.7 Assessment of ownership 

R_1.9 Improve the cross-border character of the projects 

INTERREG IPA CBC programmes are dedicated to weaken the separating effects of the 

borders and to contribute to the development of a more integrated cross -border region ð in 

compliance with the EUõs Cohesion Policy and its three main pillars (economic, social and 

territorial cohesion). This integration factor should be more seriously taken into account. The 

exemplary cross-border projects are those contributing to stronger cohesion and more 

intensive cross-border cooperation. According to the main conclusions of the analysis, the 

cross-border character of the programme (i.e. the selected projects) is relatively weak. From 

this perspective, the CP has a pedagogical mission: through its instruments and calls it has 

the opportunity to educate the applicants and encourage them to start developing cross-

border ties. From this perspective, strategic projects have a positive impact on the practices 

followed by the beneficiaries: by their complexity and larger scope, these projects can have a 

stronger cross-border character. However, this character could and should be strengthened 

through the calls and the selection criteria. (See the chapter M_3.2 Analysis of cross-border 

relevance) 

Furthermore, the beneficiaries should be provided with more information on best 

practices and genuine cross-border developments through LB trainings, dissemination of 

best practice examples or even organizing study tours. Doing so, the (cross-border) 

quality of the projects would improve.  
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Ā M 3.2 Analysis of cross-border relevance 

2.2 Programme  management  

2.2.1 Communication  

R_2.1 Keep and enhance the good practices of communication  

The CP has improved visibility and communication (see the chapters M 2.2, M 2.3, M 6.5). 

The good practices should be kept and further enhanced. The decision on a full-time 

programme communication manager proved to be perfect. What is more, the person 

selected to the position has deeper knowledge on the programme. Similarly, the JS 

Antenna in Subotica brings the programme closer to the local actors which has positive 

impacts on the effectiveness of communication. Beside the communication strategy, the 

JS compiles a communication plan on a yearly basis. The communication activities of the 

FLC are acknowledged and welcomed by the applicants (the workshops informing t he 

selected beneficiaries on the contracting, the eligible expenses, the monitoring 

procedures and procurement rules; as well as the face-to-face consultation opportunities).  

The programme website is updated almost on a daily basis, the presence of the CP in 

social media and in different types of events has remarkably improved. The JS is informed 

about project events which are published and reported through the online platforms of 

the programme. The strategic projects have a positive effect in these terms, too: the 

attention attracted by them is always greater what means a good communication 

opportunity for the programme bodies. Similarly, also the new tool called õPartner Searchõ 

should not exceptionally considered as a project development platform: in parallel, it can 

reach a larger audience with the messages of the CP. The tool is widely promoted by the 

JS. The photo contest was a good initiative, too, attracting many applicants who not 

necessarily had knowledge on the programme earlier.  

The results of the online survey present high level of satisfaction with the communication 

of the programme, since more than half of the respondents said that they found the 

procedures to be transparent and the information on the evaluation criteria and the 

selection procedures provided to be correct and available. One third of the respondents 

were a bit more critical and stated that the procedures are not transparent enough, but 

the information is provided in due time (as forecasted) and the lack of transparency did 

not harm the fair process. 



 

First Phase Evaluation of the InterregðIPA Cross-border Cooperation 
Programme HungaryðSerbia / Corrected version [v04] 

 

24 

To sum up, these communication activities should be maintained as good practices with 

good experiences. 

Ā M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the progr amme 

R_2.2 Support the beneficiaries to better understand the logic, the rules and the mission of 
the programme 

According to the experiences of the management bodies, the partners who have a history 

of implementing cross-border projects are well aware of the logic, the rules and the 

mission of the programme. However, the new beneficiaries meet difficulties when trying 

to identify the tasks, the indicators and the deliveries. Some questions raised at LB 

seminars justify the shortages of understanding even of those pieces of information 

published in the documents of the call. In parallel, some beneficiaries stated in the online 

questionnaire that the documents to study had been too heavy; simpler and shorter 

guides would be needed. From this point of view the  flyers of the CP are very useful but 

these are not detailed enough: the golden principle of balance should somehow be 

found. 

Further channels are the Info Days and face-to-face communication opportunities whose 

frequency could be increased. The respondents of the questionnaire also suggested to 

organise seminars for the beneficiaries, and to make the relevant documents available 

before the start of the project implementation phase. One of the respondents suggested 

that the results of the quality evaluation s should be published (without sensitive data) 

providing so information about the weaknesses of the applications in order to avoid them 

later and draft stronger applications.  

Ā M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the programme  

R_2.3 Enlarge the territorial scope of the programme 

As it can be seen from the selected projects, the territorial scope of the planned activities 

is limited: some programme regions are not involved. The programme bodies can enlarge 

the geographic expansion of the CP if they concentrate their communication activities on 

the ămissing regionsó. It is recommended to organise the Info Days in these regions and 

contact and encourage more stakeholders therein. 

Ā M 4.1 Mapping of the territorial coverage  
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R_2.4 Improve the beneficiariesΩ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎ  

While the programme is quite well known by the applicants and potential beneficiaries, 

the general public and national media have no deep knowledge on the achievements or 

even the existence of the CP ð regardless of the efforts made by the JS. Since the ones 

who actually carry out the majority of measurable communication activities are the 

beneficiaries themselves, their capacities should be developed with a view to better 

communicate with the media and the press, as well as to use more adequate and 

effective communication tools.  

In order to improve the effectiveness of the beneficiariesõ communication activities, it is 

recommended to organise communication trainings with the involvement of 

communication experts. It is very important that the trainings should not focus on 

theoretical but practical issues. 

Ā M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the programme  

M 2.3 Evaluation of the communication of the projects  

R_2.5 Promote the best practice examples  

The general quality and the cross-border aspects of the projects can be improved by 

sharing the experiences of best projects (i.e. those having the strongest cross-border 

character). For this purpose, delivery of a regular publication (similar to the professional 

materials published both on -line and printed by the LEADER programme, e.g. guides, fact 

sheets, compilation of best practices), with explanations on both languages; more field 

trips and local presence; and project fairs can be applied. The main aim is to better 

communicate the most successful (i.e. successfully completed) cross-border projects 

(from and outside the present programme) with a view to transferring the knowledge to 

as wide public as possible. This way, more elaborate and more cross-border proposals 

can be expected in the future.  

Ā M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the programme  

2.2.2 Management procedures  

R_2.6 Compensate the currently lacking human capacities as soon as possible 

According to the results of the interviews, the programme faces shortages in terms of 

human capacities. Both at the MA and the Serbian FLC, employment of further 5-5 

persons would be necessary for smooth operation. In the former case, legal expert, 

monitoring and evaluator positions should be filled , while in the latter one, people 
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responsible for engineering, on-site checks and IT support should be hired. The lack of 

these human capacities slows down the administration and implementation of the CP. 

Ā M 6.2 Capacity assessment 

R_2.7 Survey the implementation of the strategic projects with special attention 

Stategic projects represent a new instrument in the history of Hungary-Serbia cross-

border programmes. Compared to the average size of ordinary IPA projects, these 

strategic ones amount to several million euros and usually contain larger infrastructural 

developments what is not common in the case of (INTERREG) IPA programmes. The lack 

of previous experiences with strategic projects and the risks that their failure can mean 

for the whole programme justify and require more attention to be paid to them. It is true 

that strategic projects facilitate the absorption of programme funds and reaching of the 

indicators with less bureaucracy. At the same time, they represent higher risk, too. If one 

of the larger projects collapses, the loss at programme level both in financial and 

professional terms is much larger. 

From this perspective, the rules of the Hungarian monitoring procedures (see the 

126/2016. Government decree) provides appropriate response to this challenge when it 

stipulates the frequency of auditing of larger projects (above EUR 1 M) at every reporting 

period. Further checks can be performed when necessary. In addition (taking the 

professional content of these projects into account), involvement of external experts may 

be unavoidable.  

Ā M 3.3 Relevance of the applied mechanisms and tools 

3.4.1 Major risks the programme is facing 

R_2.8 Simplify further the mechanisms and make them more user-friendly 

The programme bodies consider the publication of the single tender packages on three  

languages (English, Serbian, Hungarian) a big achievement. Earlier, the potential service 

suppliers avoided to take part in IPA tenders because of the complexity of the 

documentation and the lack of language competencies. However, there are still issues 

(e.g. travels) where further simplification would be necessary in this field . 

Similarly, the electronic application system remarkably simplifies the procedures: to 

evaluate the projects, to draft the reports, to perform modifications, etc. are much easier 

than in the case of paper-based systems. At the same time, the IMIS still contains 

solutions which complicate further the project administration (e.g. only the costs occurred 

during the given trimester can be reported for re -imbursement, therefore those personal 
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costs transferred after the record date of the given trimester but belonging thereto 

cannot be reported). 

According to the respondents of the online survey, the number and scope of supporting 

documents and annexes should be decreased as much as possible. Some of the 

recommendations drafted in the Final Evaluation Report of Hungary ð Serbia IPA Cross-

border Cooperation Programme 2007-2013 targeted the decrease of the number of 

supporting documents and the shortening of the programme level administration which  

can be facilitated by the shortening of the list of annexes. 

Finally, also the shortages in human capacities could be tackled by decreasing the 

number of on -the-spot checks (as it is a practice in other European CBC programmes): at 

the moment, FLC staff has to visit every project at least ones, however, ad-hoc sample-

based checks would be satisfactory. 

Ā M 6.6 Simplification test 

R_2.9 Broaden the scope of simplified cost options 

The projects have to be implemented in a transparent way ð also in financial terms. At the 

same time, it should not mean overcomplicated budgeting. Simplified costs should be 

applied e.g. in the case of staff costs (similarly to the INTERREG IPA CBC Bulgaria-Serbia 

programme). It may decrease the workload both of the beneficiaries and the monitoring 

team (they would not need to check the project staff membersõ work contracts). The rate 

of staff costs could be stipulated as 20% of the total indirect costs. (Travel and 

accomodation costs should be considered as indirect costs.) 

Concerning the visibility activities, the event organisation costs cannot be precisely 

forecasted. The flat rate solution applied by many European programmes would mean a 

good model.  

Ā M 6.6 Simplification test 

R_2.10 Make the IMIS more user-friendly 

As a general opinion, the IMIS means a major problem for the CP. Not only the system 

itself has been launched with serious delay but also the quality of the services is often 

insufficient.  The shortages of the system related to reporting should  be treated (e.g. the 

timely eligibility of the expenses m entioned at Recommendation R_2.8; the login system 

connected to projects and not to beneficiaries; the mandatory uploading of attachments 

to the invoice folder in case of salaries and travel costs; double-uploading, etc.). In 
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addition, there are problems occurring in programme administration. E.g. when creating 

the AIR or generating statistics (e.g. for the purpose of the current evaluation), it is (was) 

troublesome to find the right place of informa tion, and it is impossible to download 

generalised reports on different issues. Every piece of information has to be compiled one 

by one. It is recommended to develop the platform further in order to facilitate the 

compilation of statistics and general dat a, too. 

Further difficulties arise from the internal complaint procedures related to the system (the 

development needs of the programme bodies are responded slowly, sometimes not at 

all), the shortages in the field of administration of the pre -payments or the corrections of 

DOVEs, etc. All these examples highlight the need for improving the functioning of the 

IMIS. 

Ā 
M 6.4 Assessment of the procedures 

M 6.6 Simplification test 

3.4.1 Major risks the programme is facing 

R_2.11 Follow-up the level of contribution to EU2020 targets 

Each programme funded by EU money has to contribute to the EU2020 targets. However, 

it is not too easy to detect the real impacts that a programme achieved in this field, 

especially in the case of those low-budget programmes such as the present one.  

The evaluators have developed a matrix by which the programme bodies can assess these 

achievements by substituting the relevant values of indicators in the relevant cells. It is 

advised to carry out this assessment regularly in order to interact if there are remarkable 

shortages observed. 

Ā M 3.4 Analysis of the programmeõs contribution to European goals 

R_2.12 Follow-up the level of contribution to EUSDR and EUSAIR 

Similarly to EU2020 targets, the CP has to contribute to the achievement of the macro-

regional objectives. In our case, these are the European Union Strategy for Danube 

Region (the EUSDR: the entire programming area) and the European Union Strategy for 

the Adriatic-Ionian Region (EUSAIR: the Serbian part of the programming region). The CP 

awards the contribution to these macro-regional strategies with 1 score. According to 

some interviewees, strategic projects have higher macro-regional value added than the 

smaller projects. 

The evaluators adapted the above matrix to the needs of assessment of macro-regional 

relevance in the same way as it has been done in the previous case.  
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Ā M 3.4 Analysis of the programmeõs contribution to European goals 

2.3 Project impleme ntation  

R_3.1 Encourage the beneficiaries to design their contribution to horizontal principles more 
seriously 

Most of the projects regarded the inclusion of horizontal issues as a forced requirement, 

a box that had to be ticked, and this results in many cases in ômaterials without contentõ as 

one of the interviewed persons claimed. Consequently, the measures very often just have 

no real impact. Most of the interviewees emphasised that it is a positive idea to include 

the horizontal principles in the appli cation materials and in some cases ð where they 

organically fit with the nature of the project ð it is definitely a good requirement; 

however, it should not be a strict requirement, only a suggestion. 

Obviously, cross-border programmes are not the genuine fields where gender equality or 

antidiscrimination can easily be realised. However, these aspects are not insignificant. The 

applicants should be encouraged to think through these aspects more deeply, e.g. by 

describing in details, how they intend to overc ome the obstacles when disabled people 

are participating in an event, etc. Even more, in these cases, the invitation letters should 

include the information, how these people can attend the event, etc. The JS should 

publish a guidance on horizontal principl es elaborated together with an NGO or an 

expert of the given issues. 

Ā M 3.4 Analysis of the programmeõs contribution to European goals 

R_3.2 Enhance the sustainability of cross-border partnerships and project results 

Unlike the traditional, call-based cross-border cooperation, the programme should 

encourage the partners to start long -standing, strategic cooperation and use the calls as 

tools for achieving their long -term strategic goals. Previous empirical experiences prove 

that if a partnership is formed  on an ad-hoc basis, in a hurried way, and is lacking a 

proper foundation, then it will have an adverse effect on its sustainability.  

Based on the on-line survey, the majority (58%) of the partnerships are younger than 2,5 

years and the stronger network relationships are really rare. Similarly (as it has been 

presented in relationship with the cross-border character of the projects), the partners 

barely create joint cross-border services. Instead, stand-alone (soft) activities characterise 

the programme. 



 

First Phase Evaluation of the InterregðIPA Cross-border Cooperation 
Programme HungaryðSerbia / Corrected version [v04] 

 

30 

In order to ensure stronger programme impacts on the border region, the projects should 

have longer perspectives both in terms of results and partnerships. The assessment 

criteria should include factors by which these longer perspectives can be awarded, e.g. 

the prehistory of the partnership (its length, previous joint projects, events, activities 

implemented together); future joint plans (regarding the concrete project results and 

further development of the project; cooperation in other projects, initiatives ); tools, 

activities ensuring the sustainability, further development of the projects and synergies 

with other initiatives.  

Ā M 5.1 Sustainability analysis ð project results 

M 5.2 Sustainability analysis ð project partnership  
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3 Introduction  to the detailed  assessment 

3.1 Background of the evaluation  

3.1.1 Identification of the deliverable  

Table 1: General data of the programme 

The operational programme 

concerned  
INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia 

Programming period  2014-2020 

Reporting year  2018 

Cut-off date of data processing  30 September 2018 

Type of the evaluation  
Operational evaluation- Evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness 

of the programme  

 

Figure 1: Programming area 

(Source: http://www.interreg -ipa-husrb.com/en/file/310/ ) 

 

http://www.interreg-ipa-husrb.com/en/file/310/
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3.1.2 Context  

2018 is the year of First Phase evaluation of the cooperation programmes. In February, 

the Managing Authority of the progra mme (operated that time in the Prime Ministerõs 

Office) with the agreement of the Serbian National Authority  invited the Central European 

Service for Cross-Border Initiatives (CESCI) to carry out the evaluation of the present 

programme. CESCI is a Budapest-based association established according to Hungarian 

private law aiming to ease cross-border cooperation along the Hungarian borders and in 

Central Europe. That time, the organisation was one of the strategic partners of the Prime 

Ministerõs Office, which offered financial support to the CESCI on a yearly basis. Based on 

this strategic partnership, CESCI was committed to perform the evaluation of the 

InterregðIPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme HungaryðSerbia (the Programme). 

During the evaluation the M anaging Authority was moved into the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade. 

The evaluation procedure has been designed in compliance with the evaluation plan of 

the programme and previous evaluations as models. The objective of the evaluation is to 

provide the programme management bodies with appropriate information on the results 

achieved, the potential risks identified and the potenti al interventions needed for the 

successful completion of the programme. 

3.1.3 The scope of the assessment 

Within the framework of the current evaluation assignment, the effectiveness, the 

efficiency and the impact of the cross-border programme were  assessed. While 

effectiveness and efficiency are rather formal criteria of evaluation, impact is much more a 

matter of content.  

Effectiveness  means the level of the objectives that the programme has achieved to date 

of the evaluation. It refers to the progress made against the planned implementation.  

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

the internal cohesion of the programming 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 successful use of the financial and human resources of the 

programme. Successful here means õoptimalõ and õresource-efficientõ. 
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In terms of the impact , two things with major significance should be stipulated: 

¶ Impact is the most important aspect of the evaluation since it refers to the tangible 

and intangible results created by the programme ð in line with its strategic 

objectives. Effectiveness and efficiency should be assessed in relation to the 

achieved impacts. The programme is effective if the achieved impacts comply with 

the targets set in the CP. The programme implementation is efficient if the 

resources are exploited so that the targets set are achieved in an optimal way. 

Impacts can be identified and assessed in a long term perspective. Taking into account 

that a little time has passed since the first two calls were published and the project 

partners could make small progress so far, at the moment , relevant information  on real 

impacts is missing. Consequently, the impact of the programme was assessed to the 

extent to which relevant data were available at the time of evaluation. Since not many 

data on project implementation were available , the impact assessment was performed in 

relation to data associated with CfPs and application processes, such as relevance, 

sustainability and territorial aspects of the Programme.  

¶ These impacts will be measurable in a later phase of the programme 

implementation with a much higher effectiveness. 

Efficiency of the programme will be analysed in relation to the effectiveness and impact 

of the programme. It means that the evaluators analyse the effectiveness first (i.e. to what 

extent the Programme implementation has progressed so far); then the impact (i.e. in 

which level the programme made a measurable effect on the programming region); and 

finally, the efficiency (i.e. how efficiently did the programme manage to achieve the 

identified level of int ernal and external effects). 

Figure 2: The internal logic of the evaluation 
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The application of this approach aims to avoid very common shortcomings of many 

programme evaluation documents i.e. the purely formal assessment of the achievements, 

based on the quantification of the results and their comparison with the performance 

framework: the formal and topical aspects should have the same significance. 

Accordingly, all three aspects in this document are assessed with the limitations regarding 

the data availability concerning the impact. 

In line with the evaluation plan of the programme, the present document focuses on  the 

¶ programme management and implementation,  

¶ Call for Proposals, project application and selection procedures, 

¶ Communication Strategy of the programme.  

3.1.4 Performance of the evaluation  

The evaluation was carried out along with the following steps and milestones: 

Ɓ 22nd February, 2018 ð Kick-off meeting  

Ɓ 22nd March ð Delivery of the first draft of the Inception Report  

Ɓ 20th April ð Meeting on the draft Inception Report  

Ɓ 27th April ð Delivery of the final Inception Report  

Ɓ 16th May ð Delivery of the online questionnaire, targeting the programme 

beneficiaries 

Ɓ 22nd May ð Information on sharing the link of the online questionnaire  

Ɓ 28th May ð Identification of the list of interviewees  

Ɓ 3rd July ð Interview with Mr Tam§s Moln§r 

Ɓ 4th July ð Interview with Ms Zsuzsanna Tºrŗ 

Ɓ 19th July ð Delivery of the online questionnaire t ranslated to Hungarian and 

Serbian 

Ɓ 25th July ð Group interview with the JS team 

Ɓ 26th July ð Interview with Ms Anik· Pribojszkin® K§sa 

Ɓ 30th July ð Interview with Ms Katarina GiniĻ and Sladjana JankoviĻ 

Ɓ 30th September ð cut-off date of the data analysis 

Ɓ 1st October ð submission of the 1st draft  

Ɓ 27th November ð comments of the JS 

Ɓ 26th February, 2019 ð comments of the NA (SRB) 

Ɓ 4th April ð comments of the MA  
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Figure 3: Milestones of the evaluation 

 

In line with the measures set by the Inception Report, a coordination mechanism has 

been created with a view to ensure permanent communication.  

Figure 4: The coordination mechanism of the evaluation process 

 

Besides, CESCI provided the representatives of the programme with a monthly progress 

report accompanied with a quality assessment sheet, which enabled the programme 

coordinator to add comments and requests.  

In addition, CESCI has developed a wixsite dedicated to the evaluation containing the 

following information:  

Ɓ Evaluation document: it is a Google Drive Word document, where the elaboration 

of the evaluation text could be followed; 

Ɓ Background analyses: results of the online survey; (checked) summaries of the 

interviews; regional analysis; 

Ɓ Administration: inception report, monthly progress reports, templates applied.  

Concerning the timing, there were significant delays in task delivery. The delays resulted 

partly from work organisation problems, partly from delays in information provision. For 
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instance, the evaluators planned to study the IMIS 2014-2020 system from the beginning 

of April , but they got the access to it in May. The evaluatorsõ original intention was to 

make general overview interviews first and detailed interviews later, but all these 

interviews were conducted in parallel from June to the beginning of September due to 

capacity shortages during the summer . The online survey should have been sent out at 

the end of April , but the link  had been shared on 28th May. In the mean time, there was a 

technical failure on the online questionnaire site, which caused a reduced number of 

questionnaires; thus the problem  had to be corrected and the beneficiaries informed 

thereon. 

Due to programme management duties and capacity shortages, the last comments of the 

management bodies arrived at the beginning of April, 2019. 

3.2 Introduction  to the Interreg ðIPA Cross-border Cooperation 

Programme Hungary ðSerbia 

The Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia programmeõs main objective is the harmonised 

development of the border region with intensified economic cooperation through the 

sustainable use of natural and cultural resources. The Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia 

programme launched in 2014, covers the following reg ions in Serbia: 

Ɓ West BaĽka (ZapadnobaĽki upravni okrug) 

Ɓ North BaĽka (SevernobaĽki upravni okrug) 

Ɓ North Banat (Severnobanatski upravni okrug) 

Ɓ South BaĽka (JuĤnobaĽki upravni okrug) 

Ɓ Central Banat (Srednjobanatski upravni okrug) 

Ɓ South Banat (JuĤnobanatski upravni okrug) 

Ɓ Srem (Sremski upravni okrug) 

in Hungary: 

Ɓ Csongr§d county 

Ɓ B§cs-Kiskun county. 
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3.2.1 Priority areas 

The Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia programme defined four main interventions with 

their own set of tools and indicators. These interventions ð which are in line with the 

priority axes of Europe 2020 ð are the following:  

¶ Improving cross-border water management and risk prevention systems ð Priority 

axis 1; 

¶ Decreasing the bottlenecks of cross-border traffic ð Priority axis 2; 

¶ Encouraging tourism and cultural heritage cooperation ð Priority axis 3; 

¶ Enhancing SMEsõ economic competitiveness through innovation driven 

development ð Priority axis 4. 

The priority axis 5, which is the technical assistance, is analysed separately in subchapter 

6.5. 

PA1: Improving cross -border water management and risk prevention systems  

The specific objective of the first priority axis is ôdecreasing the environmental risks (e.g. 

drought, flood, hail) and preventing negative effects on quality of water bodies and 

nature protected areasõ. As an expected result, the harmonised, sustainable water 

management system will provide better quality and safer environment for the inhabitants , 

and it will  establish advantageous conditions for different types of economic activities on 

both sides of the border.  

The indicators of this priority axis are the following:  

Table 2: The indicators of PA1 

ID Indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Baseline 

value  

Baseline 

year 

Target 

value 

(2023)  

Source of 

data  

Frequency 

of 

reporting  

RI/1.1 

Water quality (good 

ecological status) of 

cross-border surface 

water bodies (rivers 

and water flows) in 

the eligible area 

Weighted 

average 

ecological 

status of 

cross-border 

surface water 

bodies 

2,91 2014 2,70 

General 

Directorate of 

Water 

Management 

in HU; 

The Agency 

for Env. Prot. 

of SRB; 

Information  

services 

2019, 2021 

and 

2023 

OI/1.1 

Population 

benefiting from flood 

protection  measures 

persons n/a n/a 100 000 beneficiaries yearly 
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ID Indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Baseline 

value  

Baseline 

year 

Target 

value 

(2023)  

Source of 

data  

Frequency 

of 

reporting  

OI/1.2 

Length of new or 

improved water 

management system 

metres n/a n/a 6 000 beneficiaries yearly 

OI/1.3 

Surface area of 

habitats supported in  

order to attain a 

better conservation 

status 

hectares n/a n/a 500 beneficiaries yearly 

PA2: Decreasing the bottlenecks of cross -border traffic  

The specific objective of the second priority axis is ôincreasing the capacities of border 

crossing and the connected transport lines through promoting  the development of road 

transport and the use of sustainable transport modes (public transport, bicycle, water 

transport)õ. 

The indicators of this priority axis are the following:  

Table 3: The indicators of PA2 

ID Indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Baseline 

value  

Baseline 

year 

Target 

value 

(2023)  

Source of 

data  

Frequency 

of 

reporting  

RI/2.1 

Share of border- 

crossing traffic at 

smaller border-

crossing points 

within  all border-

crossing traffic 

% of persons 

crossing the 

border at smaller 

border-crossing 

points within the  

total number of 

persons crossing 

the border  

35,4% 2014 40% HCSO 
2019, 2021 

and 2023 

OI/2.1 

Number of  

improved or 

newly built 

border crossing 

points 

border crossing 

points 
n/a n/a 3 beneficiaries yearly 

OI/2.2 
Total length of 

newly built roads 
km n/a n/a 3 beneficiaries yearly 

OI/2.3 

Total length of 

reconstructed or 

upgraded roads 

km n/a n/a 2 beneficiaries yearly 
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ID Indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Baseline 

value  

Baseline 

year 

Target 

value 

(2023)  

Source of 

data  

Frequency 

of 

reporting  

OI/2.4 

Total length of 

newly built 

bicycle paths 

km n/a n/a 5 beneficiaries yearly 

OI/2.5 

Total length of 

the railway line 

directly affected 

by development 

plans 

km n/a n/a 50 beneficiaries yearly 

OI/2.6 

Number of 

improved public 

transport services 

services n/a n/a 3 beneficiaries yearly 

 

PA3: Encouraging tourism and cultural heritage cooperation  

The specific objectives of PA3 are the ôCreation of commonly coordinated cross-border 

tourism destinations based on the complementary local assets, in order to ensure 

sustainable development of tourism potentialsõ and ôPromoting cooperation activities in 

the field of culture, leisure, sport, and nature protection.õ 

The indicators of this priority axis are the following:  

Table 4: The indicators of PA3 

ID Indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Baseline 

value  

Baseline 

year 

Target 

value 

(2023)  

Source of 

data  

Frequency 

of 

reporting  

RI/3.1 
Number of overnight 

stays 
overnight stays 1 835 757 2013 1 964000 

SORS 

and 

HCSO 

2019, 

2021, 2023 

RI/3.2 

Level of cross-border 

cooperation intensity 

of the public and 

non-profit 

organisations 

dealing with cultural, 

leisure sport and 

nature protection 

issues 

rating 3,24 2015 3,73 survey 
2019, 

2021, 2023 

OI/3.1 

Expected number of 

visits to supported 

sites of cultural and 

natural heritage and 

attractions 

visits / year n/a n/a 30 000 beneficiaries yearly 
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ID Indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Baseline 

value  

Baseline 

year 

Target 

value 

(2023)  

Source of 

data  

Frequency 

of 

reporting  

OI/3.2 

Number of joint 

cultural, recreational 

and other types of 

community events 

and actions 

organised 

events n/a n/a 200 beneficiaries yearly 

OI/3.3 

Average monthly 

user entries to the 

developed online 

communication tools  

user entries n/a n/a 5 000 beneficiaries yearly 

PA4: Enhancing SMEsõ economic competitiveness through innovation driven 

development  

The specific objective of this priority axis is ôEnhancing SMEsõ economic competitiveness 

through innovation driven developmentõ. 

The indicators of this priority axis are the following:  

Table 5: The indicators of PA4 

ID Indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Baseline 

value  

Baseline 

year 

Target 

value 

(2023)  

Source of 

data  

Frequency of 

reporting  

RI/4.1 

Rate of 

innovative 

SMEs in the 

CBR 

% 32,94 
 

2014 
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Official survey 

carried out by 

the national 

statistical 

offices 

2019, 2021, 

2023 

OI/4.1 

Number of 

enterprises 

cooperating 

with research 

institutions  

enterprise n/a n/a 35 beneficiaries yearly 

OI/4.2 

Number of 

organisations 

actively 

participating 

in the work of 

òknowledge 

platformsó 

organisations n/a n/a 60 beneficiaries yearly 
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ID Indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Baseline 

value  

Baseline 

year 

Target 

value 

(2023)  

Source of 

data  

Frequency of 

reporting  

OI/4.3 

Number of 

months spent 

in the 

institutions 

and 

companies on 

the other side 

of the border 

through  

scholarships 

months n/a n/a 200 beneficiaries yearly 

OI/4.4 

Rate of 

persons from 

vulnerable 

groups 

involved in 

supported 

actions 

% n/a n/a 50 beneficiaries yearly 
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4 The methodology  of the evaluation  

4.1 Factors of the analysis  

For the purposes of the analysis, the following factors have been selected: 

Table 6: The factors included in the analysis 

Factors Explication  Assessment topics  Components  

Effectiveness 

When assessing the effectiveness 

of the programme, the evaluators 

focus on the achievements and 

the progress that the programme 

has made so far. The evaluation 

should show, where the 

Programme implementation is 

now, and where it was planned to 

be in 2018 at the time of the 

approval of the programme.  

The actual progress 

of the programme  

Quantification of the results  

Indicator value analysis 

Scheduling 

Financial progress analysis 

Effectiveness of the 

communication  

Evaluation of the 

communication plan  

Evaluation of the 

communication of the 

programme 

Evaluation of the 

communication of the 

projects 

Impact 

Impact assessment measures 

how the programme was 

successful in terms of cross-

border cooperation and 

cohesion; in other words, 

whether the programme can be 

reasonably justified in its 

existence. 

Relevance 

Analysis of regional needs 

Analysis of cross-border 

relevance 

Relevance of the applied 

mechanisms and tools 

Analysis of the programmeõs 

contribution to European 

goals 

Territorial impact 

Mapping of the territorial 

coverage 

Assessment of strategic 

approach 

Permanency 
Sustainability analysis ð 

project results 
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Factors Explication  Assessment topics  Components  

Sustainability analysis ð 

project partnership  

Assessment of the integrated 

approach 

Efficiency 

This evaluation aspect measures 

how, with what efficiency the 

human and financial capacities 

and resources have been utilised. 

Performance 

management 

Institution assessment 

Capacity assessment 

Lead time assessment 

Assessment of the 

procedures 

Assessment of the assistance 

provided  

Simplification test 

Assessment of ownership 

Costs of operation Cost efficiency assessment 

4.2 Applied  methods  

During the implementation of the evaluation project, the following methods were 

applied: 

Table 7: The methods applied during the evaluation 

Identification of 

the method  
Explanation  Remarks 
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Identification of 

the method  
Explanation  Remarks 

Document review 

and analysis 

Analysis of the programme documents 

(cooperation programme document, ex -ante 

evaluation report, strategic environment 

assessment, communication strategy, final 

evaluation report of the previous programme, 

Annual Implementation Reports, minutes of 

the JMC meetings and their background 

documents); the documents related to the 

programme implementation (documents of 

calls for proposals, background documents of 

the special tools implemented, rules of 

procedures, internal rules of the programme 

bodies, job descriptions); and the relevant EU 

documents (EU2020 Strategy, the Cohesion 

Policy Regulations of 2014-2020, the basic 

documents of the EUSDR; guides and 

background documents of evaluation). 

The document analysis aimed at getting an 

overall picture on the frameworks of the 

programme and the achievements reached. 

Consequently, the documents analysed 

within a desk research were targeted by 

textual analysis. Based on the collection, 

the team created a large information basis. 

Structured in-

depth interviews 

The interviews addressed the representatives 

of the programme implementation bodies 

(MA: 2, NA: 2, JS: 3, FLC: 3; total: 10 persons). 

The objective of the interviews was to get 

deeper knowledge on how the programme is 

functioning  and on the achievements made. 

Originally, face-to-face and phone call 

interviews were planned, but finally face-

to-face interviews were made, 

exceptionally. It was one of the reasons of 

the delay in performing the evaluation.  

Group interviews were made with the 

representatives of the NA, the JS and the 

Serbian FLC, which proved to be very 

useful, since the participants could 

complement each otherõs views and 

knowledge. 

Online survey 

The aim of the survey was to gather 

information and experiences from the lead 

beneficiaries of both selected and rejected 

proposals. The lead beneficiaries of the 

projects (both selected and rejected) were 

requested to answer the questionnaire 

covering many small details of project 

development and implementation.  

53 questionnaires were filled-in by the 

beneficiaries. 5 of them were filled-in 

partly. The share of selected and not-

selected proposals was 42/12. The selected 

42 projects represented 88% of the total 

number of selected projects (48 projects in 

total, including the strategic pr ojects), 

which is a remarkably high ratio. For a 

request, in July, CESCI translated the 

questionnaire to Hungarian and Serbian, 

which resulted in an increase of further 15 

answered sheets in total, added to the 39 

filled-in earlier. 

At the same time, it needs to be 

highlighted that the heterogeneity of the 

set of answers and the language problems 

of the beneficiaries limited the usability of  

the survey. 
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Identification of 

the method  
Explanation  Remarks 

Collection and 

analysis of data 

and information 

on the 

programme 

The primary information source on the 

progress of the programme was the IMIS 

2014-2020 system. The available information 

was analysed with different quantitative and 

qualitative methods including indices, scaling, 

benchmark, word cloud method, contextual 

analysis, etc.  

It has to be highlighted  that the scope of 

the information collected from the IMIS 

2014-2020 and processed with different 

methods was limited, due to the late start 

of its implementation. Therefore, the 

results of the analyses should be 

considered cautiously since the evaluators 

were able to assess only those pieces of 

information that were available through the 

IMIS 2014-2020 system. 

In this perspective, document analysis and 

interviews provided very important 

contribution with a view to completing the 

information available in the IMIS 2014-

2020. 

GIS based 

territorial analysis 

The evaluation team gathered and processed 

statistical data in order to assess the relevance 

of the programme priorities in  terms of the 

changing territorial needs. In order to 

measure the relevance of the current 

performance framework and the intervention 

logic of the programmes and to identify the 

necessary modifications of (financial, common 

and programme specific) indicators, the 

starting and the current socio-economic 

situations of the programming region were 

benchmarked. 

 

 

4.3 Limitations  

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

the current evaluation has some limitations that need to be taken into account when 

interpreting its results. Firstly, the cut -off date of data processing was the 30 th  of 

September 2018 . While certain institutional changes that occurred between this cut -off 

date and the 1st of December 2018 were included where it was necessary and possible (in 

each case marked), the vast majority of the conclusions  refers to the situation as it was at 

the date indicated above. This means that the statements included in this report are only 

valid as long as they are considered within the context in which they were formulated .  

Secondly, the methodology itself has certain limitations concerning the comparability of 

temporal, spatial and thematic issues. In some cases, in order to shed more lig ht on 

certain topics, the evaluators benchmarked the programme information with other 
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resources such as the previous programme, similar INTERREG programmes ;  and the 

cross-border character of other programmes. However, these examples are chacarterised 

by separate environment what limits their comparability.  

Thirdly, inadequate data sources  mean another risk.  Some calculations proved to be 

impossible because of the lack of relevant data (for example, the staff cost/budget ratios 

for the previous programmi ng period). Furthermore, not only the lack of statistics and 

other numeric data caused problems, but also one of the data collection method s (i.e. the 

online questionnaire) was not inherently flawless. Consequently, its results also have to be 

interpreted with concerns as, to some degree, they can be infected by self-selection and 

response bias. Since the respondents participated in the survey on a voluntary basis and 

they were aware of that the questionnaire does not influence their current and future 

projects in any way, it is possible that in some cases they took less care to properly 

answer the questions. Even if they did attempt it, mistakes could happen (for example in 

the case of the question related to the prehistory of the partnership). 
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5 Results of the evaluation  

5.1 Effectiveness  

5.1.1 Actual progress  

The actual progress of the programme was measured through: 

¶ the quantification of the achievements made  

¶ the analysis of the indicators 

¶ the analysis of the time schedule; and 

¶ the analysis of the financial progress. 

M1.1 Quantification of the results  

The implementation of the Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia programme was launched 

through two calls.  

ǒ 1st (Strategic) Call for Proposals (HUSRB/1601) : the Strategic Call for Proposals 

was open for the PA1, PA2, PA3 from March 29, 2016 to September 30, 2016. The 

amount of funding available for this Strategic Call for Proposals was 24 800 000 

EUR. The amount was distributed between five projects, including two water 

development, two transportation and one cultural cooperation and tourism  

project. 

ǒ 2nd Call for Proposals (HUSRB/1602) : the second Call for Proposal was published 

in October 2016 targeting all four priority ax es (PA1, PA2, PA3, PA4) of the 

programme. The financial envelope of the call was 21 500 000 EUR. Until the 

closing of the call (January 31, 2017), 259 applications were recorded in the IMIS 

2014-2020. 67 projects were selected for funding . 
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The chart below shows the number of selected projects by priority  and call as registered 

in the IMIS 2014-2020 before the 30th of September 2018.  

Figure 5: Number of selected projects per call per priority axis (Source: IMIS 2014-2020) 

 

Based on the decisions made by the JMC, the programme allocated the IPA resources 

between the PAs, as it follows: 

¶ PA1: 22 500 000 EUR 

¶ PA2: 14 500 000 EUR 

¶ PA3: 12 700 000 EUR 

¶ PA4: 8 911 600 EUR. 

 

Compared to the above values, the following figure represents the resource allocation 

that the selected and contracted projects possess. Significant part of the budgetary 

framework of the PA2 and the PA1 has been committed; in the former case more than 

90% of the available amount, in the latter case, almost 80%. In the case of PA3, 40%, while 

under PA4 70% of the budget is still available for further calls. 
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Figure 6: Financial allocation of the contracted projects (Source: IMIS 2014-2020) 

 

 

The ratio of the reported and approved amounts is quite low in the case of all four 

priorities. The reason behind is that a significant part of the projects was started in 2018. 

The starting and expiring dates of the projects are presented on the next figure.  

Figure 7: Starting and ending month of the contracted projects (Source: IMIS 2014-2020) 
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Due to the timing of the calls, the peak periods occur at the time of project startings and 

closings. With a more balanced call-timing  or continuously open calls these peak periods 

would be more manageable. 

The low rate of absorbed EU contribution is also explained by the small number of 

approved reports. 

Figure 8: Status of the reports (Source: IMIS 2014-2020) 

 

Based on the data available in the IMIS 2014-2020, 48 projects connected to the two calls, 

identified the aim to implement a total number of 647 activities, out of which, only 48 

were reported and approved as completed, by the end of September 2018. Due to the 

small number of available reports, more than 85% of the activities are in a ônot startedõ 

status. 
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Figure 9: The status of the project activities (Source: IMIS 2014-2020) 

 

Based on the project information available in the IMIS 2014-2020, in respect of the 

indicators below, the following progress can be identified:  

Table 8: The identified progress based on the indicators 

Programme output 

indicators  

Measurement 

Unit  

CP 

Target 

value  

Projects  

Target value 

[forecast provided 

by beneficiaries]  

Projects  

Actual value  

[actual 

achievement]  

Rate of persons from 

vulnerable groups involved in 

supported actions 

% 50,00 301,00 0 

Number of months spent in 

the institutions and companies 

on the other side of the 

border through scholarships 

months 200,00 2,00 0 

Number of organisations 

actively participating in the 

work of òknowledge 

platformsó 

organisations 60,00 78,00 0 

Number of enterprises 

cooperating with research 

institutions  

enterprises 35,00 90,00 0 

Average monthly user entries 

to developed online 

communication tools  

user entries 5000,00 23990,00 0 
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Programme output 

indicators  

Measurement 

Unit  

CP 

Target 

value  

Projects  

Target value 

[forecast provided 

by beneficiaries]  

Projects  

Actual value  

[actual 

achievement]  

Number of joint cultural, 

recreational and other types of 

community events and actions 

organised 

events 200,00 405,00 3 

Number of visits to supported 

sites of cultural and natural 

heritage and attractions 

visits/year 30000,00 31138,00 300 

Number of improved public 

transport services 
services 3,00 0,00 0 

Total length of the railway line 

directly affected by 

development plans 

kilometres 50,00 58,00 0 

Total length of newly built 

bicycle paths 
kilometres 5,00 28,18 0 

Total length of reconstructed 

or upgraded roads 
kilometres 2,00 14,00 0 

Total length of newly built 

roads 
kilometres 3,00 4,52 0 

Number of improved or newly 

built border crossing points  

border crossing 

points 
3,00 0,00 0 

Surface area of habitats 

supported in order to attain a 

better conservation status 

hectares 500,00 17408,00 0 

Length of new or improved 

water management system 
metres 6000,00 180608,00 0 

Population benefiting from 

flood protection measures  
persons 100000,00 949123,00 0 

M 1.2 Indicator value analysis 

The main purpose of the indicator value analysis is to benchmark the indicators of the 

priorities planned  during the programming , and those fulfilled during the 

implementation  (the absolute values and the reasons of differences). For this analysis the 

programme documents, the data available in the IMIS 2014-2020 and data of the 

National Statistical Offices, plus ð for the needs of justification ð the relevant parts of the 

conducted interviews were used. 
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Table 9: Indicator values of the Programme 

Priority 

axis 
Indicator  

CP target 

value  

Projects 

target 

value  

Projects 

actual 

value  

Actual 

project 

rate  

Actual  

CP rate 

1 

Surface area of habitats 

supported in order to attain a 

better conservation status 

500 17 408 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Length of new or improved 

water management system 
6 000 180 608 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Population benefiting from 

flood protection measures  
100 000 949 123 0 0,00% 0,00% 

2 

Total length of the railway line 

directly affected by 

development plans 

50 58 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Total length of newly built 

bicycle paths 
5 28 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Total length of reconstructed or 

upgraded roads 
2 14 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Total length of newly built 

roads 
3 5 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Number of improved or newly 

built border crossing points  
3 0 0  0,00% 

3 

Average monthly user entries to 

developed online 

communication tools  

5 000 23 990 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Number of joint cultural, 

recreational and other types of 

community events and actions 

organised 

200 405 3 0,74% 1,50% 

Number of visits to supported 

sites of cultural and natural 

heritage and attractions 

30 000 31 138 300 0,96% 1,00% 

4 

Rate of persons from vulnerable 

groups involved in supported 

actions 

50 301 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Number of months spent in the 

institutions and companies on 

the other side of the border 

through scholarships 

200 2 0 0,00% 0,00% 

Number of organisations 

actively participating in the 

work of òknowledge platformsó 

60 78 0 0,00% 0,00% 
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Priority 

axis 
Indicator  

CP target 

value  

Projects 

target 

value  

Projects 

actual 

value  

Actual 

project 

rate  

Actual  

CP rate 

Number of enterprises 

cooperating with research 

institutions  

35 90 0 0,00% 0,00% 

 

In terms of the indicators fulfilled , PA1, PA2 and PA4 are equally at zero level. PA3 is 

characterised also with very low values, but at least some events and visits have already 

been realised there.  

It is a general opinion among the interview ees that the completion of the programme is 

not in danger; although there are some delays compared to the planned progress (the 

performance framework cannot be followed), these all might be tackled without serious 

problems. At the same time, the CP has to be modified. Based on the Decision No. 

53/2018 (31.07) of the JMC, the modification process started.  

The delay is caused partly by the belated starting of the IMIS 2014-2020, partly by the 

MAõs decision on the separation of the assessment procedures of PA1 and PA2 from PA3 

and PA4 projects of the 2nd call. This resulted in delayed starting of the latter projects. It is 

instructive, that by the respondents the deficient structure and functioning of the IMIS 

2014-2020 is one of the main hindering factors concerning timely performance . Technical 

burdens deriving from the IMIS 2014-2020 are significant, they consider it as the main 

risk of implementation. Furthermore, structural changes of the Managing Authority also 

caused delays. (For more details, please, refer to the assessment chapter.) 

M 1.3 Scheduling 

The main purpose of the analysis of scheduling is to benchmark the indicators of different 

priorities planned during the programming and those met during the implemen tation  ð 

from a temporal perspective. The analysis identifies the prominent risks related to timely 

implementation. For this analysis, the programme documents and the data available in 

the IMIS 2014-2020 were used. 

Table 10: Schedule of indicator values 

Priority 

axis 
Indicator  

Target value 

(2018)  

Actual 

value  
Difference  

1 

Surface area of habitats supported in order to 

attain a better conservation status 
 0  

Length of new or improved water management 

system 
0 0  
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Priority 

axis 
Indicator  

Target value 

(2018)  

Actual 

value  
Difference  

Population benefiting from flood protection 

measures 
 0  

2 

Total length of the railway line directly affected by 

development plans 
 0  

Total length of newly built bicycle paths   0  

Total length of reconstructed or upgraded roads  0 0  

Total length of newly built roads 0 0  

Number of improved or newly built border crossing 

points 
 0  

3 

Average monthly user entries to online 

communication tools developed  
 0  

Number of joint cultural, recreational and other 

types of community events and actions organised 
20 3 -17 

Number of visits to supported sites of cultural and 

natural heritage and attractions 
 300  

4 

Rate of persons from vulnerable groups involved in 

supported actions 
 0  

Number of months spent in the institutions and 

companies on the other side of the border through 

scholarships 

 0  

Number of organisations actively participating in 

the work of òknowledge platformsó 
 0  

Number of enterprises cooperating with research 

institutions  
10 0 -10 

 

In terms of PA1, PA2 and PA4 no progress has been made yet, but this only means delay 

in PA4, because it was the only PA, where targeted value for 2018 has been identified in 

the programme (namely: Number of enterprises cooperating with research institutions). In 

PA3, there is moderate progress with a targeted indicator and with another indicator not 

targeted to 2018 either. However, the majority of the indicators have no target value for 

2018. 

The reasons behind the delays in timing are the same as the ones that were behind the 

unreached indicator values (see under chapter M 1.2).  
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M 1.4 Financial progress analysis 

In parallel with the indicator analysis, the current financial progress of the programme 

against the planned one was assessed. The progress is described by two indices:  

¶ allocation rate : the ratio of the aggregated allocated sum (the contracted amount 

per each selected project) and the planned financial frame by priority, expressed in 

percentage; 

¶ absorption rate : the ratio of th e amount expended by the contracted beneficiaries 

and the planned financial frame by priority . 

For the sake of evaluation, programme documents and the data available in the IMIS 

2014-2020 were used, and the relevant parts of the interviews. 

In the next table weõve summarised the target values (target for 2023 and 2018), the 

allocated and approved amounts, allocation rate (2023 and 2018) and absorption rates, 

by priority axis as well as in total.  

As a conclusion, it can be stated that the performance of the CP for 2018 was planned in 

a too optimistic way; the absorption rate is far from the target values. In every PA, the 

absorption is significantly delayed compared to the targets of 2018. Especially PA4 

performs weak: in this priority area, absorption has not been reported until the cut -off 

date of the evaluation . In PA2 and PA3, the absorption has just started, while PA1 has 

reached the rate of 10%. 

In total, the major part of the amounts is allocated, while the absorption is in a significant 

delay. The start of the IMIS 2014-2020 system, will accelerate the realisation of the 

programme. 

Table 11: Allocation and absorption rates of the Programme 

Priority 

Axis 

Target Val ue 

(2023)  

Target Value 

(2018)  

Allocated 

Sum 

Spent And 

Approved Eu 

Contribution  

Allocation 

Rate 

(2018)  

Allocation 

Rate 

(2023)  

Absorption 

Rate 

1 26 470 589 1 917 101 17 849 704 199 364 931,08% 67,43% 10,40% 

2 17 058 824 1 235 465 13 492 092 383 1092,07% 79,09% 0,03% 

3 12 700 000 1 082 097 7 759 943 6 162 717,12% 61,10% 0,57% 

4 10 484 236 759 308 2 714 815 0 357,54% 25,89% 0,00% 

Total  66 713 649  4 993 971  41 816 553  205 909 837,34% 62,68% 4,12% 

 

The reasons behind the delays in allocation and absorption are the same as the ones that 

were behind the unreached indicator values (see under chapter 1.2).  

Referring to the interviews, the delays of absorption do not mean unmanageable risks. 
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5.1.2 Effectiveness of communication  

M 2.1 Evaluation of the Communication Strategy 

By this evaluation, an overall picture on the communication activities of the programme  

designed in the Communication Strategy is offered (not taking into account the realised 

activities). 

Objectives 

In this subchapter the Communication Strategy (Updated version - April 2017 Approved 

by the Joint Monitoring Committee on 18 May 2017) will be analysed.  

The Overall Communication Objective of the Programme is to facilitate the 

implementation of the Programme and the projects within its frame , by drawing attention 

toward the Programme, supporting its implementation, and promoting its long -lasting 

positive impacts on the Hungary-Serbia border region. 

Communication Strategy outlines the General Communication Objectives, and several 

Specific Communication Objectives, which complement the general objectives. Each 

objective has a corresponding Key Message. 

General Objective 1: Generating interest in the Programme and facilitating the application 

process. 

¶ Specific objective 1.1: Raising general awareness of the Programme 

Message 1.1: Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia enables economic collaboration of 

organisations from the two countries, nurtures the common identity and cultural 

and historical heritage of the border region, and contributes to its environmental 

sustainability and safety. 

¶ Specific objective 1.2: Promoting the funding opportunities and facilitating the 

application process by providing timely and accurate information about the 

Programme, Calls for Proposals and the application process. 

Message 1.2: Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia funds cooperation projects of 

organisations based in the Programme-eligible area. It offers support and 

guidance for developing high -quality applications. 

General objective 2: Facilitating projectsõ implementation and raising awareness of their 

positive impact on the border region.  

¶ Specific objective 2.1: Providing information and guidance on requirements 

needed for the implementation of the projects.  
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Message 2.1: Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia provides guidance and support in 

the project implementation in order to develop tangible results for the border 

region. 

¶ Specific objective 2.2: Promoting the projects and the priority , which they address 

via Programme channels. 

Message 2.2: Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia supports projects addressing the 

specific objectives relevant for the development of the Hungary -Serbia border 

region. 

General objective 3: Ensuring transparency of the whole Programme implementation 

process. 

¶ Specific objective 3.1: Ensuring transparent communication among the Programme 

management structures. 

Message 3.1: The Programme operates on the basis of òshared management 

system" of the participating countries ð Hungary and Serbia and ensures equal 

involvement of the partner countries and clear and transparent flow of information 

among them. 

¶ Specific objective 3.2: Providing all stakeholders with information about the usage 

of funds and regular updates on the Programme implementation stages. 

Messages 3.2: The Programme provides clear, regular, and timely information 

about its development stages and usage of funds in a transparent way. 

General objective 4: Increasing awareness about Interreg and generating a positive image 

of the EU. 

¶ Specific objective 4.1: Providing information about Interreg and EU funding  

¶ Specific objective 4.2: Applying new (Interreg) visual identity 

Message 4: The Programme belongs to Interreg, also known as the European 

Territorial Cooperation, the EU policy encouraging the EU regions to work together 

and learn from one another through joint programmes, projects and networks 

aimed at reducing disparities between regions and supporting optimal economic 

development by addressing issues of daily life. 

Target audiences 

Target audiences are defined by the communication objectives, and the key messages are 

tailored to the specific audience's needs, interests and the ways they can be involved in 

the Programme. The strategy determines the following target audiences: 

Ɓ Programme Management Structures: European Commission (EC), Joint Monitoring 

Committee (JMC), Managing Authority (MA), National Authority (NA), Certifying 
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Authority (CA), Audit Authority (AA), Control Bodies (CB), Joint Secretariat (JS), 

Joint Secretariat Antenna (JS Antenna); 

Ɓ Assessors 

Ɓ EU bodies: European Commission, European Parliament, Committee of the Regions 

Ɓ Beneficiaries: this is one of the key target groups of the programme. The Lead 

Beneficiaries of the contracted projects are in regular contact with the JS and the 

JS Antenna and are reporting to the JS on regular basis. 

Ɓ Potential Beneficiaries/Applicants: another key target group. It is of utmost 

importance for the Programme to provide information and guidance to Potential 

Beneficiaries and Beneficiaries of the Programme. 

Ɓ General Audience: citizens from the Programme area, citizens of Hungary and 

Serbia and citizens of the EU. Communication activities mostly focus on raising 

awareness about the importance of the Programme and the EU funding dedicated 

to the border region. The main objective of communication with this target group 

is to achieve and maintain a positive public image and perception of the 

Programme, the INTERREG in general and the EU. 

Ɓ Key decision makers and social actors: national, regional and local level policy-

makers, high-ranked civil servants at national, regional and local level; influent 

actors of the civil society. 

Ɓ Media: to maintain media relations is one of the key mission of the Programme 

communication  activities, heavily influencing the success of the programme . Media 

are considered both as target audience and as a communication channel. 

 Traditional media: printed (daily, weekly and bi-weekly newspapers, and 

monthly or periodical magazines), electronic (TV and radio), online/digital 

media (online portals, websites of the print ed and electronic media outlets) 

 Mass-media from Hungary and Serbia at regional and national levels; 

 European media in general ð particularly those media covering EU 

affairs. 

 Non-traditional media:  

 Social media networks; 

 Blogs covering EU-related topics or topics relevant to the 

Programme area, or the Programmeõs priorities, may also be targeted 

as audience. 

Ɓ Other Interreg programmes. 

Communication channels and tools  

Channels include: 

¶ Programme website; 
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¶ Social media pages; 

¶ Electronic Newsletter; 

¶ Events: Opening Event, Info Days, Lead Beneficiary Workshops, European 

Cooperation Day, Closing Conference; 

¶ Media. 

Tools are as follows: 

Ɓ The key tools applied are: the website, Newsletter articles and social media posts; 

Ɓ Media-related tools: press releases, interviews, news articles, advertisements; 

Ɓ Promotional materials: branded promotional merchandi se, info-materials; 

Ɓ Visual tools. 

Evaluation 

The evaluation of the strategy is based on various (result and output) communication 

indicators.  

Prior to preparation of the AIR 2016, JS proposed a revision of the Evaluation sectionof 

the Communication Strategy, namely the inclusion of the output and result indictaors and 

their targets to be achieved by the end of the Programme (2022/2023). The reason for 

this change was to establish a more effective and measurable method of evaluation of 

the Communication Strategy. 

Table 12: Evaluation of the Communication Strategy 

(Source: Communication Strategy, page 25-26.) 

Communication 

Objective  
Activities  

Output 

Indicator (OI)  

OI Target 

Value 

Result 

Indicator  

RI Target 

Value 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value ð 

Year 

Programme body 

responsible for the 

implementation  

Reports and the 

reporting year  

1. Generating 

interest in the 

Programme and 

facilitating the 

application process 

Announcements of 

calls for proposals 

via: website articles, 

press releases, 

media ads, social 

media posts, and 

Newsletter 

Total number of 

announcements 
30 

Number of 

attendees at 

Info Days 

600 2016 

2023 JS 
Annual Reports 

2016 - 2023 

Organising Info Day 

seminars for 

Applicants 

Number of 

organised events 
8 2022 JS and JS Antenna 

Annual Reports 

2016 - 2023 

Promoting the 

website and its 

features via all 

Programme 

channels 

Including link to 

the website in all 

calls for 

proposals-

announcements 

30 

Number of 

website 

visitors 

100,000 2016 2023 JS 
Annual Reports 

2016 - 2023 

Promoting the 

online tool Partner 

Search via Call for 

Proposal 

announcements 

Total number of 

announcements 
30 

Number of 

registered 

organisation

s 

100 2016 2022 JS 
Annual Reports 

2016 - 2023 
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Communication 

Objective  
Activities  

Output 

Indicator (OI)  

OI Target 

Value 

Result 

Indicator  

RI Target 

Value 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value ð 

Year 

Programme body 

responsible for the 

implementation  

Reports and the 

reporting year  

2. Facilitating 

project 

implementation 

and raising 

awareness of the 

projectsõ positive 

impact on the 

border region  

Organising the 

LBseminars 

Number of 

organised events 
4 

Minimum 

number of 

attendees 

Number of 

contracted 

projects x 1 

2017 2022 JS ð Annual Reports 

Annual Reports 

2017 - 2023 

Publishing articles 

about Projects on 

the Programmeõs 

website 

Total number of 

articles 

Number of 

implement -

ted projects x 

1 Raised 

awareness of 

the Projects 

Votes: 3 or 

aboveð O- 

going 

evaluative: 

Mark: 1 - 5 

2017 2022 Programme website 

Publishing posts 

about Projects on 

the Programme ôs 

social media pages 

Number of posts 

Number of 

implemented 

projects x 1 

2017 2022 
Programme Social 

media pages 

3. Ensuring 

transparency of the 

whole programme 

implementation 

process 

Promoting all key 

Programme 

announcements via 

Newsletter (also 

available on the 

website) 

Number of 

distributed 

Newsletter 

issues 

20 

Number of 

opened 

Newsletters 

Average of 

20% opened 

per issue 

2017 2022 JS ð Annual Reports 
Annual Reports 

2016 - 2023 

Regular 

communication with 

Programme Bodies 

Publishing all 

material 

intended for the 

Programme 

Bodies on the 

Back Office 

Number of all 

Written 

Procedures x 1 

Positive On- 

going 

evaluation of 

internal 

communicati

on (mark 1- 

5) 

The votes: 3 

and above 
2016 2023 

JS;On-going 

Evaluation Report 

At the end of 

Programme 

Organising internal 

Programme events 

Number of JMC 

meetings 
8 

Positive On- 

going 

evaluation of 

internal 

communicati

on (mark 1- 

5) 

The votes: 3 

and above 
2016 2023 

JS; JS Antenna; On-

going Evaluation 

Report 

At the end of 

Programme 

4. Increasing 

awareness about 

Interreg and 

generating a 

positive image of 

the EU 

Organising 

Programmeõs 

visibility events 

Annual EC Day 

events and/or 

press 

conferences 

7 

Total number 

of 

attendees/pa

rticipants 

3,000 2016 2023 

JS (with contribution 

of other Programme 

bodies) 

2016 ð 2023 

Applying the 

Programme Visual 

Identity  

Minimum 

number of all 

promotional 

items produced 

5,000 

Minimum 

number of 

promotional 

items 

distributed  

3,000 2016 2023 JS 2016 - 2023 

Securing the 

Programmeõs 

presence in the 

media (online, 

print ed and 

electronic) 

Number of 

distributed press 

releases 

10 

Minimum 

number of 

pieces of 

media 

coverage 

70 2016 2023 JS, JS Antenna 2016 - 2022 

Securing the 

Programmeõs and 

projectsõ presence in 

the media (online, 

print ed and 

electronic) 

Minimum one of 

media-related 

activity per 

project (e.g. 

visibility events, 

press releases, 

interviews, etc.) 

Number of 

impleme nted 

projects x 1 

Number of 

pieces of 

media 

coverage 

Number of 

implemente 

d projects x1 

2017 2023 

Contracted projects; 

Project Progress 

Reports; Annual 

Communication 

Reports 

2017 ð 2023 
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Communication 

Objective  
Activities  

Output 

Indicator (OI)  

OI Target 

Value 

Result 

Indicator  

RI Target 

Value 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value ð 

Year 

Programme body 

responsible for the 

implementation  

Reports and the 

reporting year  

Projectsõ visibility 

events 

Minimum 

number of 

organised events 

Number of 

impleme nted 

projects x 1 

Minimum 

number of 

attendees 

Number of 

implemente 

d projects 

x20 

2017 2023 Contracted projects; 

Project Progress 

Reports; Annual 

Communication 

Reports 2017 -

2023 

Producing a 

summary of 

implemented 

projects, the 

problems they 

tackled and their 

positive impact on 

the region - print ed 

and electronic 

version 

Minimum 

number of 

publications 

1 

Minimum 

number of 

distributed 

copies 

500 2017 2023 

JS (with contribution 

of other Programme 

bodies) 

2023 

 

M 2.2 Evaluation of the communication of the programme  

The communication tools applied; the frequency of communication on the programme; 

the fulfilled indicators related to communication activities; and the estimated impact on 

public awareness on the programme will be analysed below. For evaluation, the following 

methods were applied: desk research with document analysis, interviews with the 

representatives of the programme bodies, online survey. 

First of all, it has to be clarified that the communication activities are carried out 

according to the relevant rules and regulations allowing little room for manoeuvring for 

the programme management . 

The programme is implemented according to the communication strategy and the 

visibility manual. The programme guarantees that all projects have their own 

communication component s such as billboards, plaques, promotional events, etc. in 

accordance with the prescriptions of the visibility guide. Hiring of an individual 

communication manager, who has significant professional experience and knowledge in 

this field, has helped a lot in creating a more efficient communication.   

The transparency and visibility is outstanding in the case of the strategic projects. In 

terms of visibility , the website plays an important role. The number of visitors of the web 

page can be considered a good value based on the opinion of the interviewees 

(according to the communication manager , there was a total of 72,042 visits of the 



 

First Phase Evaluation of the InterregðIPA Cross-border Cooperation 
Programme HungaryðSerbia / Corrected version [v04] 

 

63 

Programmeõs website, and 27,036 users up to 8 October 2018). European Commission 

identified the Programmeõs website as one of the top 10 INTERREG websites2.  

Facebook is frequently used by the JS, there are posts almost every day. The total number 

of organic posts is 442, while the number of organic followers is 844 up to 8 October 

2018, which makes it the leader among INTERREG programmes coordinated from 

Hungary (for comparison, the value is 391 regarding the Hungary-Croatia Programme 

and 618 considering Slovakia-Hungary Programme). This means that an outstanding 

number of users follow the Facebook page. Based on Google Analytics 49.2% of the users 

are from Serbia and 32.4% are from Hungary. 24.5% of the visitors are returning visitors. 

The total number of likes of the profile is high, 823 (in comparison such value is 376 in 

the case of Hungary-Croatia Programme and 643 ate Slovakia-Hungary Programme). The 

programmeõs communication is based on multiple social media platforms since along 

with Facebook, a LinkedIn page (total of 181 organic posts, and 240 organic followers) 

and a YouTube channel (the total of 61 featured video clips, and 13 subscribers, and 791 

views,) has been created and maintained. However, the most important pieces of news 

are shared also on the official website of the programme.  

The appearance and frequent use of social media are major reasons behind the fact that 

the communication of the programme in the current programming and budgetary period 

is notably better than during the previous period.  

The Programme Newsletter (the total of 9 issues, and 331 organic subscribers up to the 

beginning of October 2018 ) is also an important  communication tool used by the JS. 

There are information days, as well as information campaigns as long as the given call is 

open and the JS intends to send the information on  the calls to as many e-mail addresses 

as possible. The calls are sent via e-mail to everyone, who has applied for it before, and to 

the potential beneficiaries. 

One of the biggest communication challenges is to reach the people who are not aware 

of the existence of the programme (especially in Serbia). In order to respond the 

challenge, the Programme has developed an online tool called ôPartner Search3õ, offering 

the opportunity to interested organisations/potential beneficiaries to register their 

organisations, as well as to seek for partners. This tool is frequently promoted (e.g. via 

social media pages, press releases, and the Newsletter), especially during Calls for 

                                              

2 See the Interreg Annual Event, held on 6 June 2016 in Bruges, Belgium. 

3 Partner Search is an online tool through which any organisation with an interest to operate in HUSRB CB 

region can register, provide contact details and indicate in which priority axis they are interested in. This 

tool enables potential applicants/beneficiaries to get in contact and based on their common interest 

establish partnerships and develop a project idea into a project proposal. 
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Proposals are open. Additionally, acquiring new beneficiaries is not simply a matter of 

Programmeõs communication, but it also depends on the Programmeõs eligibility rules. 

However, once new applicants and beneficiaries are reached, it is difficult and lengthy to 

train them, it is hard to give them all the information they need for successful application. 

Those organisations already participated in the (previous) programme(s) and various 

cultural events attracting local citizens have a great effect on publicity. Public awareness 

can also be raised by media tools, especially by newspaper articles or TV news, but the 

internet has similar popularity. These tools are extensively by the Programme.  

Another challenge is to ensure the appropriate project management knowledge at the 

beneficiaries. Some topics mentioned by some beneficiaries at LB seminars should be 

already known. According to the programme management, i n the current programming 

period there are significantly more applications and project partners who need 

professional support than previously. 

The current analysis also includes the assessment of the annual communication activities 

ð based on the following  Programme phases: Preparation (2014-2015), Implementation 

(2016-2021) and Closing (2022-2023).  

Preparation phase communication ð 2014-2015 

This phase represented a transition between the two programming periods. The activities 

related to the current Programme were characterised by programme-level 

communication, which was entirely internal (between the Programme bodies). The key 

channels for external communication included: 

¶ the visual identity of the Programme; the website;  

¶ the Programmeõs communication-related documents, including the 

Communication Strategy, the Guidelines for Implementation of Information and 

Publicity Measures for Projects and the Reporting forms for projectsõ 

communication activities. 

For the purpose of communication channels the Programme developed the Back Office 

within the Programmeõs website with two directories for: 1. the Programme Bodies; 2. the 

projects, intended for the Lead Beneficiaries to deposit the communication-related 

reports and the related material .  

Implementation Phase communic ation ð 2016 

The implementation phase began with the European Commissionõs approval of the CP on 

15 December 2015, and it will last until  2021.  
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The official kick-off event of the Programme took place on 7 October 2016 in Novi Sad, 

Serbia. This event secured strong media coverage about the Programme in the local and 

the national media in Hungary and Serbia, promoting the Programme  and its funding 

opportunities.  

The Joint Secretariat posted regular updates and important announcements at the 

programme website, social media channels, and media (via press releases and newspaper 

ads), and provided regular and direct (email, phone and in-person) consultation 

opportunitie s connected to the Call for Proposals for the Applicants/Potential 

Beneficiaries.  

With respect to the Second Call for Proposals, the JS and the JS Antenna organised Info 

Days, four full-day seminars on both sides of the border targeting Potential Beneficiaries. 

Info Days generated strong TV coverage ð both national and local.  

In 2016, the following programmeõs communication channels were triggered : 

¶ the Programmeõs official website; 

¶ Facebook page; 

¶ LinkedIn page;  

¶ YouTube channel;  

¶ Programme Newsletter. 

Implementation Phase communication ð 2017 

In 2017, the Programmeõs website remained the main communication channel of the 

Programme towards the general public, the interested potential applicants, the 

Beneficiaries and other Programmeõs stakeholders. Facebook and LinkedIn were used as 

efficient means of disseminating information. The Programmeõs social media pages also 

featured the series Programme Managersõ Tips, which started in 2016. Relying on the vast 

experience of the Programme Managers of JS, these tips aimed to provide an added-

value advice to Applicants ð for successfully preparing and submitting their applications, 

and to the Beneficiaries ð for smooth and effective project implementation.  

The Programmeõs annual event in 2017 was held connected to the European Cooperation 

Day, traditional ly celebrated in September. In this occasion, the JS organised a photo 

contest and a photo exhibition.  The initiative resulted in over 50 pieces of organic (free of 

charge) media coverage in Hungarian and Serbian media, including radio and TV reports, 

increased number of followers by 67% of the Facebook page and a social media reach 

exceeding 50,500 people.  
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In 2017, the Programme produced the branded merchandise products. These items were 

designed for promotional purposes and have been distributed at Programme -related 

events, and other relevant occasions.  

Additionally, the Programme produced five infographics presenting the key information. 

By the end of 2018, further 5 infographics were intended to be published . 

Implementation Phase communication ð 2018 

Two of the key communication -related activities in 2018 were two Lead Beneficiary 

Seminars, in Serbia and Hungary.  

The European Cooperation Day 2018 was the occasion for the annual visibility event. This 

year, the Programmeõs event was accompanied by 15 project level events. The following 

data vouches for the strong visibility results of this initiative: estimated number of 

attendees of 5,000; 18 media articles mentioning European Cooperation Day, including 

five TV reports and one double spread article in a Serbian weekly magazine in Hungarian 

language. 

By the end of 2018, the Programme will complete the remaining five infographics.  

Table 13: Indicative budget allocated for communication activities per year of the Programme lifecycle 

External expertise and 

services costs for 2016 -2023 
Measure Units  2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total  % 

Info days (one-day-long event for 

potential applicants - 15-50 people 

each) 

event 15 6 700 0 5 000 0 0 0 0 0 11 700 5,78 

Organisation of opening and 

closing conference 
event 2 0   0 0 0 0 0 10 000 10 000 4,94 

EC-day event 7 0 6 000 10 000 5 000 9 700 20 000     50 700 25,05 

Promotional material (including 

publications) 
year 8 0 55 000 5000 0 5 000 5 000 10 000 7 000 87 000 42,98 

Final closing book piece 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 000 0 25 000 12,35 

Web development and 

maintenance 
year 7 0 4 000 2 000 3 000 2 000 3 000 2 000 2 000 18 000 8,89 

LB seminars (one-day-long event 

for 30 LBs each) 
event 8 0 0 2 000 6 000 0 0 0 0 8 000 3,95 

Call for proposals advertisements 

(national and county level 

advertisements) 

year 4  3000 0 5 000 5 000 0 0 0 0 13 000 4,94 

 

The budget allocation targeting the communication services is revised on a yearly basis, 

and these allocations are indicative. Data of the above table are in line with the plans of 

2018. The 1st (strategic) Call was launched in March 2016 while the 2nd Call was 

announced in October 2016. It is obvious that the events follow the lifecycles of each 
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given call. The activities start with the publication of the call followed by info days on 

both sides of the border and , once the selected projects are announced, LB seminars are 

taking place. All these activities are framed by the opening and closing event of the 

Programme. (The opening conference could be financed by the previous budget it is the 

reason why it is not included in the table.) The only continuous activity is the maintenance 

of the web appearance. 

The PR gifts were procured and delivered in the beginning of the (active) Programme for 

the entire programming period. It has to be highlighted that almost 43% of the total 

communication budget is spent on PR materials. 

Indicators f ulfilled  

In this sub-chapter, the indicators identified in the Communication Strategy will be 

analysed based on officially approved data. In order to conduct this part of the evaluation 

the assessment team contacted the Joint Secretariat. In the following, the analysis is 

heavily based on the information provided by the JS, especially, the communication 

manager. The following information presents the results of the information and publicity 

measures implemented up to date, relying on the targets defined in the Evaluation Table 

of the Communication Strategy, which are due in 2022/2023. The information presents 

the contribution of the results to the targets set (in percentages). The results of the 

information and publicity measures implemented so far are presented in the Evaluation 

Table in the columns marked as until 8 October 2018. The sources of information for the 

related data are the following:  

¶ Media coverage reports ð the Programme collates published media articles; 

¶ Project event reports of the ongoing projects that the Lead Beneficiaries deliver 

regularly to the JS via Back Office directory addressed for the information and 

publicity material s of the projects; 

¶ Media coverage reports and files, which are regularly delivered by the Lead 

Beneficiaries to the JS via Back Office directory aimed at projectsõ usage; 

¶ Google analytics report about the Programmeõs website, covering the 

implementation period from the beginning until  8 October;  

¶ Social media pages of the Programme: Facebook, LinkedIn and YouTube. 
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Table 14: Realisation of the output indicators of the Communication Strategy connected to Communication 

Objective 1 

Communication 

Objective  
Activities  

Output 

Indicator (OI)  

OI 

Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Result 

Indicator  

RI 

Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value - 

Year 

Programme 

body 

responsible for 

the 

implementation  

1. Generating 

interest in the 

Programme and 

facilitating the 

application 

process 

Announcements 

of calls for 

proposals via: 

website articles, 

press releases, 

media ads, social 

media posts, and 

Newsletter 

Total number 

of 

announcements 

30 

52 (73% 

more 

than the 

set 

target 

was 

achieved) 
Number of 

attendees at 

Info Days  

600 

449 (74.8% 

of the set 

target was 

achieved) 

2016 

2023 
Joint Secretariat 

- JS 

Organising Info 

Day seminars for 

Applicants 

Number of 

organised 

events 

8 

4 (50% of 

the set 

target 

was 

achieved) 

2022 
JS and JS 

Antenna 

Promoting the 

website and its 

features via all 

Programme 

channels 

Including link 

to the website 

in all calls for 

proposals 

announcements 

30 

40 (33% 

more 

than the 

set 

target 

was 

achieved) 

Number of 

website 

visitors  

100,000 

27,036 

users and 

the total 

72,042 

visits to the 

website 

2016 2023 JS  

Promoting the 

online tool 

Partner Search via 

Call for Proposal 

announcements 

Total number 

of 

announcements 

30 

13 (43% 

of the set 

target 

was 

achieved) 

Number of 

registered 

organisations  

100 

97 (97% of 

the set 

target was 

achieved) 

2016 2022 JS  

 

Regarding Communication Objective 1 (CO 1): Generating interest in the Programme and 

facilitating the application process, all output and result indicators have performed well. 

The performance is outstanding in the case of total number of announcements (including 

the link to the website in all calls for proposals announcements): these output indicators 

have already exceeded the target values. The only indicator among indicators with a 

relatively low value, is the total number of announcements (43% of the target value).  

Table 15: Realisation of the output indicators of the Communication Strategy connected to Communication 

Objective 2 

Communication 

Objective  
Activities  

Output 

Indicator 

(OI)  

OI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Result 

Indicator  

RI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value 

- Year 

Programme 

body 

responsible for 

the 

implementation  

Reports 

and the 

reporting 

year  
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Communication 

Objective  
Activities  

Output 

Indicator 

(OI)  

OI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Result 

Indicator  

RI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value 

- Year 

Programme 

body 

responsible for 

the 

implementation  

Reports 

and the 

reporting 

year  

2. Facilitating 

project 

implementation 

and raising 

awareness of the 

projectsõ positive 

impact on the 

border region  

Organising 

the LB 

seminars 

Number 

of 

organised 

events 

4 

2 (50% of 

the set 

target 

was 

achieved) 

Minimum 

number 

of 

attendees 

Number 

of 

contracted 

projects x 

1 

(72 

selected 

projects) 

132 

(approx. 

83% 

more 

than the 

target 

value) 

2017 2022 
JS ð Annual 

Reports 

Annual 

Reports 

2017 - 

2023 

Publishing 

articles 

about 

Projects on 

the 

Programmeõs 

website 

Total 

number 

of articles 

Number of 

implemented 

projects (51 

contracted 

projects) 

83 

(approx. 

63% 

more 

than the 

set 

minimum 

target 

was 

achieved) Raised 

awareness 

of the 

Projects  

Votes: 3 

or aboveð 

On-going 

evaluative: 

Mark: 1 - 

5   

N/A  2017 2022 
Programme 

website 

Publishing 

posts about 

Projects on 

the 

Programme 

ôs social 

media pages 

Number 

of posts 

Number of 

implemented 

projects x 1 

(72 selected 

projects) 

275 

(approx. 

282% 

more 

than the 

set 

minimum 

target 

was 

achieved) 

N/A  2017 2022 

Programme 

Social media 

pages 

 

Regarding Communication Objective 2 (CO 2): Facilitating project implementation and 

raising awareness of the projectsõ positive impact on the border region, the indicators, 

which are already quantifiable have reached a promising level, especially in the number of 

posts and minimum number of attendees , which surpassed the set targets by far. The 

number of LB seminars performed the worst but it is connected to the progress of the 

programme, and the 50% can be considered a good value.  

Regarding the output indicators , the JS organised two Lead Beneficiary seminars in 2018 

ð in Subotica, Serbia and in Szeged, Hungary. The Programme has been regularly 

reporting via the Programmeõs website on the ongoing projects exceeding the set target 

by 83%. Such posts include project descriptions, news about project kick-offs, events and 

tender publications, as well as success stories. In addition to the website, the Programme 

has been using its social media pages to inform the public about ongoing projects. The 

total number of posts up to date surpassed the minimum target set by approximately 

282%. Result indicators referring to awareness raising about the projects can be 

measured at the end of the Programme. 
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Table 16: Realisation of the output indicators of the Communication Strategy connected to Communication 

Objective 3 

Communi

cation 

Objective  

Activities  

Output 

Indicator 

(OI)  

OI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Result 

Indicator  

RI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value - 

Year 

Program

me body 

responsibl

e for the 

implemen

tation  

Reports 

and the 

reporting 

year  

3. Ensuring 

transparen

cy of the 

whole 

programm

e 

implement

ation 

process 

Promoting 

all key 

Programm

e 

announce

ments via 

Newsletter 

(also 

available 

on the 

website) 

Number of 

distributed 

Newsletter 

issues 

20 

9 (45% of 

the set 

target was 

achieved) 

Number of 

opened 

Newsletter

s 

Average of 

20% of 

opened 

per issue 

55.32% 

opened 

(approx. 

35% more 

than the 

target 

value) 

2017 2022 

JS - 

Annual 

Reports 

Annual 

Reports 

2016 - 

2023 

Regular 

communic

ation with 

Programm

e Bodies 

Publishing 

all material 

intended 

for the 

Programm

e Bodies 

on the 

Back 

Office  

Number of 

all Written 

Procedure

s x 1  

12 - all 

written 

procedure

s issued so 

far were 

published 

on the 

Back 

Office 

Positive 

On-going 

evaluation 

of internal 

communic

ation 

(mark 1- 5)  

The votes: 

3 and 

above 

N/A  2016 2023 

JS;  

On-going 

Evaluation 

Report 

At the end 

of 

Programm

e  

Organising 

internal 

Programm

e events  

Number of 

JMC 

meetings  

8 

4 (50% of 

the set 

target was 

achieved) 

Positive 

On-going 

evaluation 

of internal 

communic

ation 

(mark 1- 5)  

The votes: 

3 and 

above 

N/A  2016 2023 

JS; JS 

Antenna; 

On-going 

Evaluation 

Report 

At the end 

of 

Programm

e 

 

Regarding Communication Objective 3: Ensuring transparency of the whole programme, in 

the implementation process, the indicators have performed well, especially the result 

indicator.  

Considering the output indicators aiming to ensure transparency of the Programme, the 

most important pieces of news of each quarter were published via the Programme 

Newsletter. The number of distributed Newsletter issues made for 45% of the set target 

(as for 2022). Additionally, it is worth mentioning that the Programme has also recorded a 

significant increase (68%) in the number of Newsletter subscribers between the 

publication of the first and the latest issues. All Newsletter subscriptions were organic 

(without  paid advertisement and paid marketing campaign) made through the 

Programmeõs website. All materials produced by Written Procedures up to date were 

published on the Back Office directory addressing the JMC members. All planned JMC 

meetings up to date were held. They made for 50% of the set target. 

Considering the result indicators, on average, 55.32% subscribers opened the newsletters, 

which is approximately by 35% more than the set target (as for 2022). Result indicators 
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referring to positive score of the ongoing evaluation of the internal communication are to 

be measured at the end of the Programme. 

Table 17: Realisation of the output indicators of the Communication Strategy connected to Communication 

Objective 4 

Communi

cation 

Objective  

Activities  

Output 

Indicator 

(OI)  

OI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Result 

Indicator  

RI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value - 

Year 

Program

me body 

responsibl

e for the 

implemen

tation  

Reports 

and the 

reporting 

year  

4. 

Increasing 

awareness 

about 

Interreg 

and 

generating 

a positive 

image of 

the EU 

 

Organising 

Programm

eõs 

visibility 

events  

Annual EC 

Day events 

and/or 

press 

conferenc

es 

7  

3 (42.8% 

of the set 

target was 

achieved) 

Total 

number of 

attendees/

participant

s 

3,000 

5,153 

(approx. 

72% more 

was 

achieved 

than the 

set target) 

2016 2023 

JS (with 

contributio

n of other 

Programm

e bodies) 

2016 ð 

2023 

Applying 

the 

Programm

e Visual 

Identity  

Minimum 

number of 

all 

promotion

al items 

produced 

5,000 

14,088 

(approx. 

182 % 

more than 

the set 

minimum 

target was 

achieved, 

and 82% 

of the 

total 

promo 

merchandi

se 

planned) 

Minimum 

number of 

promotion

al items 

distributed  

3,000 

4,659 (55% 

more was 

achieved 

than the 

set target) 

2016 2023 JS  
2016 - 

2023 

Securing 

the 

Programm

eõs 

presence 

in the 

media 

(online, 

print ed 

and 

electronic) 

Number of 

distributed 

press 

releases  

10  

6 (60% of 

the set 

target was 

achieved) 

Minimum 

number of 

pieces of 

media 

coverage  

70  

89 (27 % 

more was 

achieved 

than the 

set target) 

2016 2023 

JS 

JS 

Antenna 

2016 - 

2022 

Securing 

the 

Programm

eõs and 

projectsõ 

presence 

in the 

media 

(online, 

print ed 

and 

electronic) 

Minimum 

one of 

media-

related 

activity per 

project 

(e.g. 

visibility 

events, 

press 

releases, 

interviews, 

etc.) 

Number of 

implement

ed 

projects x 

1 (47) 

35 (74% of 

the set 

target was 

achieved) 

Number of 

pieces of 

media 

coverage  

Number of 

implement

ed 

projects x 

1 (47) 

275 (485% 

more was 

achieved 

than the 

set target) 

2017 2023 

Contracte

d projects; 

Event 

reports 

and Back 

Office data 

Project 

Communic

ation 

Reports; 

Annual 

Communic

ation 

Reports  

2017 -

2023 
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Communi

cation 

Objective  

Activities  

Output 

Indicator 

(OI)  

OI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Result 

Indicator  

RI Target 

Value 

Until 8 

October 

2018 

Baseline 

Year 

Target 

Value - 

Year 

Program

me body 

responsibl

e for the 

implemen

tation  

Reports 

and the 

reporting 

year  

Projectsõ 

visibility 

events 

Minimum 

number of 

organised 

events  

Number of 

implement

ed 

projects x 

1 

(47) 

122 (159 

% more 

was 

achieved 

than the 

set target) 

Minimum 

estimated 

number of 

attendees  

Number of 

implement

ed 

projects x 

20 

(940) 

25,160 

(2576% 

more was 

achieved 

than the 

set target) 

2017 2023 

Contracte

d projects; 

 

Project 

Communic

ation 

Reports; 

Annual 

Communic

ation 

Reports  

2017 -

2023 

Producing 

a summary 

of 

implement

ed 

projects, 

the 

problems 

they 

tackled 

and their 

positive 

impact on 

the region 

- print ed 

and 

electronic 

version 

Minimum 

number of 

publicatio

ns  

1 N/A  

Minimum 

number of 

distributed 

copies  

500 N/A  2017 2023 

JS  

(with 

contributio

n of other 

Programm

e bodies) 

The end of 

the 

Programm

e 2023 

 

 

Regarding Communication Objective 4 (CO 4): Increasing awareness about Interreg, and 

generating a positive image of the EU excluding Annual EC Day events and/or press 

conferences and Number of distributed press releases, all measured data have already 

exceeded the set targets by 2022/2023. 

Considering the output indicators , all planned annual visibility events/initiatives up to 

date were implemented. They made for 42.8% of the set target (as for 2023). All the 

promotional items to be distributed  (such as informative brochures about the 

Programme) and branded promotional items were produced in 2016 and 2017. Their total 

number exceeded the minimum set target (as for 2023) by 182%. The Programme 

achieved 60% of the minimum set number of press releases (as for 2023). These articles 

were distributed to the local and national media in both countries. Projects implemented 

within the Programme are essential for raising awareness about INTERREG and the EU 

investments in the region. Ongoing p rojects made efforts in order to obtain media 

coverage, reaching 74% of the set minimum target (as for 2023). These projects included 

122 events up to date, which is by 159% more than the set minimum target (by 2023).  
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The general quality and the cross-border aspects of the projects can be improved by 

sharing the experiences of best projects (i.e. those having the strongest cross-border 

character). For this purpose, delivery of a regular publication (similar to the professional 

materials published both on -line and printed by the LEADER programme, e.g. guides, fact 

sheets, compilation of best practices), with explanations on both languages; more field 

trips and local presence; and project fairs can be applied. The main aim is to better 

communicate the most successful (i.e. successfully completed) cross-border projects 

(from and outside the present programme) with a view to transferring the knowledge to 

as wide public as possible. 

Considering the result indicators, a total number of attendees/participants in the annual 

visibility events and/or press conferences exceeded the minimum set target (the set 

target for 2023) by approximately 72%. Number of distributed promotional items 

exceeded the set minimum target (as for 2023) by 55%, number of media coverage pieces 

generated by the Programme surpassed the set minimum target ( as for 2023) by 27%, 

number of media coverage pieces generated by the projects exceeded the set minimum 

target (as for 2023) by 485%. Total number of attendees of the project events exceeded 

the minimum set target of 2023 by not less than 2576%, thanks to the mass events such 

as fairs.  

According to the programme management staff , the indicators set can be fulfilled as the 

programme progresses.  

Results of the online survey 

During the evaluation process, beneficiaries were asked about the communication 

activities, by an online survey. In the following 53 distinctive answers will be analysed in 

relation to the quality programme -level communication. The answers connected to 

communication are grouped aolong by the different questions. 

From where were you informed about the call?  

The majority of the beneficiaries were informed about the call from the internet ( 64%). 

Additional useful platforms included programme events ( 13%), other professional events 

and external experts (8% each). Electronic media and friend were not mentioned  and 

printed press received only a single vote indicating that the internet is by far the most 

effective tool compared to any other communication tools and channels.  
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What is your opinion  on the tools and ways of the communication of the 

programme?  

The communication is well organised, the information is easy to get and the frequency of 

information provision is appropriate, this is shared by not less than 81% of the 

respondents. The remaining 19% experienced only smaller problems in the 

communication. Thus, tools and ways of communication enjoy a general satisfaction. 

In general, the time to answer is short, the JS is accessible both via telephone and email, 

while all the questions were answered at professional events. The JS and the MA are both 

helpful in answering questions. 

If you think, that the communicaton of the programme is  not  well organised, please 

describe why do you think so.  

Two communication fields received some complaints, namely the language of 

communication and the IMIS 2014-2020. On the one hand, some beneficiaries suggested 

Hungarian as the language of communication when the project partner is from Hungary. 

On the other hand, the latter complaint was about th at the IMIS 2014-2020 project 

implementation platform was not available in time and IMIS 2014-2020 is too 

complicated in relation to reporting, in particular. Also , it would be better if the Info Day s 

were organised earlier.  

Do you have any recommendations how the pr ogramme implementation could be 

improved?  

The organisation of more Info Days for the LBs and other partners is recommended, 

because many questions could be cleared better in live, face-to-face communication. 

The respondents also suggested to organise seminars for the beneficiaries, and to make 

the relevant documents available before the start of the project implementation phase.  

M 2.3 Evaluation of th e communication of the projects  

Communication tools used ð based on information from IMIS 2014-2020 

In order to assess the communication tools applied, the project database of the IMIS 

2014-2020 were used accompanied with analysis of the results of the interviews and the 

online survey. In relation to the IMIS 2014-2020 quantitative and qualitative inform ation 

was gained from the so-called òinformation and publicityó submenu on 48 projects (total 

number of contracted projects).  

Due to the lack of data, the total number of communication tools applied (e.g. pieces) 

cannot be provided, it is a general problem of the IMIS 2014-2020 database.  
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Among the mandatory visibility tools posters are the most frequently applied (in 31 

projects with a total number of 270 pieces). Promotional materials4 are also widely 

applied. Leaflets have been printed by 34 projects (43,850 pieces in total), brochures have 

been published by 31 projects (18,550 in total), while accessories have been produced by 

30 projects (mostly pens/pencils, notebooks/notepads and folders); and roll -up banner is 

used by 30 projects (85 in total). 

Figure 10: Number of applied communication tools (Source: IMIS 2014-2020) 

 

Regarding communication events5 the obligatory elements of the project opening and 

project closing events can be found at almost every project according to the IMIS. Other 

important tools are the press conferences (33 projects with 62 conferences) and the 

workshops (17 projects, 72 such events). Press visits (7 projects) and seminars (9 projects) 

are not commonly used. 

Considering media coverage,6 social media tools are used in all projects except for one. 

Facebook is by far the most relevant platform, nearly every project uses Facebook to 

some extent. Twitter is mentioned 3 times just like LinkedIn and YouTube, while 

Instagram is planned to be used in the case of one project. Online and printed media 

articles have almost the same relevance (34 and 35 projects). The media appearances are 

                                              

4 Promotional materials include Accessories, Leaflets, Brochures, Roll-up banners. 

5 Communication events include Project kick-off  event, Project closing event, Press visit, Press conference, Seminar, Workshop. 

6 Media coverage includes radio, TV, article in printed media, article in online media, social media. 
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followed by TV coverage (31), while radio is much less popular (19). Stickers as obligatory 

tools are registered in the case of 33 projects. 

Taking into consideration the recommended tools ,7 project website (at 25 projects) and 

promotional video (22 projects) are frequently used, while all the others (newsletter (7 

projects), blog (3), survey/opinion poll (2) infographics (2)) are almost irrelevant for the 

beneficiaries. Further tools include various books and different kinds of printed materials, 

events, courses etc. 

Results of the online survey 

In the following s, the 53 distinctive recorded answers will be analysed in relation to the 

quality of project -level communication. The answers connected to communication are 

grouped around the relevant questions. 

Please evaluate the effectiveness of your communication activities! (How effective 

was your communication  during the project? Did you manage to reach your target 

groups? What was the reason if not? Were your target groups representing both 

sides of the border?)  

There were some difficulties in answering these questions, since the majority of the 

beneficiaries were just contracted or launched their projects, hence no remarkable 

communication has been carried out up to the date of the evaluation . Due to limited time 

frame (and thus limited experience), many beneficiaries have not reported further details. 

Those who still answered the question, stated that target groups and the previously set 

target values ha dbeen effectively reached. They managed to reach the target groups on 

both sides of the border. In many cases, the level of attendance and expected values even 

exceeded the predictions. Partners seem sure that they can raise the awareness of people 

in the border region.  

Please describe what kind of difficulties you met during the project implementation!  

The most serious difficulties can be summarised as follows: 

¶ Continuous contacts, organisation and personal meetings with the partner on the 

other side of the border were a major challenge; 

¶ Communication rules are complicated but with the help of the communication 

manager and the programme manager all problems become easier to understand; 

¶ Rigorous standards of making promotional materials;  

¶ Problems in communication among project partners, misunderstandings could 

have been avoided. 

                                              

7 Recommended tools include newsletter, blog, survey/opinion poll, infographics, promotional video/PR film, project website.  
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5.2 Impact  

5.2.1 Analysis of the relevance  

M 3.1 Analysis of regional needs 

In this subchapter the analysis aims at unfolding whether the objectives drawn from the 

regional analysis of the programme are still relevant or the socio-economic changes 

would justify some modifications which can have effect on the intervention logic of the 

programme, as well. The regional analysis is built up according to the intervention logic 

of the programme ( i.e. by the thematic priorities). In every case, the original text for 

justification of the selection of the relevant thematic priority was taken into account and 

compared to the current situation of the border area : whether the statements are still 

valid or not. 

For this purpose, information and data were collected mainly using the sources of 

national statistical offices 

Priority axis 1 Improving cross-border water management and risk prevention systems  

The natural and environmental resources are primarily connected to the main rivers of the 

border region, namely the Danube and the Tisa. Owing to the high permanency of such 

natural and hydrological conditions, the justification of selection is still relevant. The water 

bodies still have highly cross-border character; the whole region fomrs part of the 

catchment area of the Danube and its main tributary, the Tisa. This calls for a joint water 

monitor ing system as well as early warning systems for environmental risks (e.g. drought, 

floods, hydrological status, and water pollution).  
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Figure 11: Main rivers and their tributaries in the programme area, 2018 

 

Due to climate change as well as unsustainable land use, both the intensity and the 

quantity of river floods in the border region has been high and will  be expected to 

increase. The number of flood events is significant, thus the region is part of those 

European regions exposed to floods quite frequently , what is especially true for the 

southern part of Vojvodina. The severity class of flood events is also unfavourable; 

extreme events have a share around 50%, at almost every administrative unit (district and 

county) , while in Csongr§d County and North BaĽka the share of such events reaches the 

two third s of the number of all events. 
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Figure 12: River floods in Europe by NUTS3 regions, from 1998 until present 

 

These challenges require joint water management and environmental risk prevention, 

what underlines the importance of this selected priority.  

Priority axis 2 Decreasing the bottlenecks of cross-border traffic  

The borderõs status is deteremined by the fact that it is an external border of the EU. The 

Schengen Agreement clearly defines the rules to be applied by the authorities along the 

external borders what limits the permeability and cross-border mobility in t hese regions. 

The fact that Serbia is outside the EU at the moment, complicates the maintenance of the 

relationships, the flow of goods and cross-border integration of services with EU member 

states. Compared to INTERREG CBC programmes, the conditions for territorial integration 

and high-quality cross-border cooperation are more unfavourable  (see e.g. the customs 

obligations, the border control and the remarkable differences between the national 

legislations which are lightened between EU Member States). 

What is more, the migration crisis in 2015 made the territorial integration process more 

difficult.  

On the one hand, as a direct impact, the dynamic increase of cross-border flow of people 

and goods remarkably slowed down in 2015 (see the two figures below). 
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Figure 13: Changes in the volume of cross-border traffic at the Hungary-Serbia border between 2012 and 2017 

 

Figure 14: Cross-border flow of goods at the Hungary-Serbia border between 2014 and 2018 
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On the other hand, the Hungarian government has built up a double barbed-wire fence 

against illegal migration flow which weakens the cohesion effects of integrated 

interventions and has long-term impacts on the border peopleõs mental maps (even if the 

pace of cross-border flows is again increasing). 

From this point of view, the existing and the planned border crossing points have 

prominent role in maintaining and developing the internal relationships between the 

stakeholders of the borderland. While the internal Schengen borders can be crossed 

anywhere, in our case the border crossings play the unique role of arteries which 

highlights the significance of  PA2 within the programme.  

Since 2012, two new border crossing points have been constructed within the border 

area: the ćsotthalomðBaĽki Vinogradi crossing was inaugurated in May 2013, while the 

B§csszentgyºrgyðRastince was open to the public in April 2018. Still, the number of 

border crossing points and their density is significantly below the western European 

average. There are still bottlenecks in border infrastructure, which weakens the cohesion 

of the border region. Cross-border mobility has never been so lively; the vehicle traffic 

(notwithstanding the slight decrease during the migration crisis) has increased 

significantly. The biggest increase can be detected at the two crossings in Rºszke, at 

ćsotthalom and B§csalm§s-Bajmok. 

 

Table 18: Total vehicle traffic on the Hungary - Serbia border between 2012 and 2017 (vehicles/year) 

Year 
Hercegsz§nt· - 

BaĽki Breg 

B§csalm§s - 

Bajmok  

Tompa - 

Kelebija  

Rºszke - 

HorgoĢ 

Tiszasziget - 

Ňala 
Total  

2012 114 610 29 565 833 660 1 704 185 117 895 2 799 915 

2013 114 245 40 515 843 515 1 799 815 144 905 2 942 995 

2014 126 290 50 370 787 305 1 749 445 173 010 2 886 420 

2015 133 590 54 020 786 940 1 624 250 185 785 2 784 585 

2016 135 780 60 955 770 150 1 894 350 173 010 3 034 245 

2017 162 790 87 600 893 885 2 175 035 219 000 3 538 310 
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Figure 15: Changes of traffic at border crossing points along the Hungarian-Serbian border between 2012 and 2017 

 

In the meanwhile, transport infrastructure and public transport services have not 

developed. Even more, due to the migration crisis and the barbed wire fence built 

subsequently by the Hungarian government, passenger traffic on the Rºszke-Szeged 

railway line has terminated on 10th November 2015. The realisation of the Szeged-

Rºszke-HorgoĢ-Subotica-Csik®ria-B§csalm§s-Baja railway track rehabilitation (a detailed 

feasibility study had been prepared already with the support of the HUSRB programme) 

has not started yet, its planning just started thanks to the present CP. The largest interest 

in cross-border public transport development can be identified in the case of Subotica 

and Szeged where the idea of a tram-train connection occurred during the last years.  

Not much has been taken yet in relation to the creation of a cross-border logistics 

transport zone around Subotica integrating the Hungarian side , but the new Beograde-

Budapest railway line can change the conditions in this respect, too. 

To sum up, this priority can still be justified, the development of the transport 

infrastructure is a well-based need of the programming region.  
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Priority axis 3 Encouraging tourism and cultural and natural heritage  cooperation 

Tourism has developed rapidly, and without exception, all counties of the programme 

area experienced increase in overnight stays per 1000 inhabitants. Tourism can still be 

regarded as a tool to support job creation and employment. The figures show that the 

border region still has a potential for natural and cultural tourism as it was stated in the 

justification of the programme document. The sustainable use of these assets and the 

creation of stronger interconnections through joint products for tourism purposes are still 

relevant for the programme.  

 

Figure 16: Changes of overnight stays in the Hungary-Serbia border region between 2011 and 2016 
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Priority axis 4 Enhancing SMEsõ economic competitiveness through innovation driven 

development 

Competitiveness of the border region can be evaluated, e.g. by using GDP data. 

According to the GDP per capita index of the two countries , during the most recent 

yearsthere has not been a real catching up to the EU average, and the economic 

development of the region was mediocre. Hungary experienced higher increase in 

domestic product , except for 2016, while Serbiaõs performance was not outstanding, even 

more, the rate has worsened, the backwardness of the country has increased. Thus, 

objectives and priorities focusing on economic competitiveness are still relevant. 

 

Table 19: GDP (PPP) per capita in Hungary and Serbia as percentage of the EU 28 average 

Territorial unit  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Hungary  66% 66% 67% 68% 68% 67% 68% 

Serbia 37% 37% 38% 36% 36% 37% 36% 

 

Figure 17: Changes of GDP (PPP) per capita rates in Hungary and Serbia 
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In the last few years, the Hungarian counties were able to reach half of the EU28 average 

but the whole programme area is still much below the EU average, especially the Serbian 

part. Regardless of that Vojvodina is a more developed region compared to most parts of 

Serbia, it was stagnating, and was unable to manage economic recovery what casued 

dramatic labour force out migration generating further economic and social problems. 

SMEs can play a crucial role in animating the economy of the border area and creating 

new jobs, therefore their support is important . Still, it is a question whether the current 

form of support is appropriate. Experiences show that indirect support of SMEs used to 

be not very efficient. At the same time, cross-border cooperation between the actors of 

the business realm can create new impetus in economic development and a better 

climate for investing. 

Figure 18: GDP (PPP) per capita growth in the EU28, in Hungary and Serbia 2006-2017 
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Figure 19: Territorial inequalities in the Hungary-Serbia border region 2012-2015 

 

Trade volumes, both export and import, have remarkably increased. There has been a 

shift from transport of raw materials to more complex products with higher value added. 

The numbers found in the attached table further justifies the relevance of the priority  axis. 

Table 20: The structure of goods in Hungarian-Serbian external trade (M EUR) 

 
HUðSRB trade  SRBðHU trade  Balance 

2011 2017 2011 2017 2011 2017 

Total 1083,2 1599,4 363,9 880,6 719,3 718,7 

Edibles, beverages, tobacco 47,2 102,7 53,5 77,2 -6,4 25,5 

Raw materials 38,8 42,5 26,2 46,0 12,7 -3,5 

Energy sources 439,9 511,2 146,3 271,8 293,6 239,4 

Processed goods 330,7 537,3 104,1 302,3 226,5 235,1 

Machinery 226,6 405,6 33,8 183,4 192,9 222,2 
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Table 21: Value change and distribution of Hungarian-Serbian external trade in 2017 (%) 

 
Index (2011 = 100)  Distribution  

HUðSRB trade  SRBðHU trade  Export  Import  

Total 147,65 242,01 100% 100% 

Edibles, beverages, tobacco 217,80 144,24 6,4% 8,8% 

Raw materials 109,40 175,82 2,7% 5,2% 

Energy sources 116,22 185,78 32,0% 30,9% 

Processed goods 162,49 290,27 33,6% 34,3% 

Machinery 178,97 542,88 25,4% 20,8% 

 

Figure 20: Sectoral share of gross value added in the Hungary-Serbia border region 

 

 

The share of different sectors have changed remarkably; in Vojvodina manufacturing 

achieved greater share, while in Hungary the structure of GVA remained mostly similar to 

the previous period. It means that the similarities mentioned in the justification of the CP 

do not exist anymore in the fields of manufacturing and services. Still, there is plenty of 
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space for business cooperation across the border, based on the complementary 

endowments of the neighbouring regions. At the same time, this cooperation needed  

strategically more deeply based approach. 

In 2012, the programme area was affected by high unemployment rates. By 2016, the 

Hungarian side experienced a major decrease, and the previously unfavourable situation 

in terms of unemployment disappeared. However, a new phenomenon in the form of 

labour shortage has appeared (instead of unemployment experienced previously). The 

Serbian regions have also improved their employment situation but its major reason is 

given by labour mobility. However, this phenomenon (see the Mercedes factory in 

Kecskem®t and its suppliersõ network as a pool of jobs) give new impetus for cross-border 

economic and social integration . 

Figure 21: Regional distribution of unemployment in the Hungary-Serbia border region 2011-2016 
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Figure 22: Changes of average gross salary in the Hungary-Serbia border region between 2014-2017 

 

Both average gross salaries and their growth are much higher in the Hungarian counties 

than in Vojvodina. Accompanied with higher unemploym ent rates in the southern part of 

the programme area it lays the basis for cross-border labour mobility and labour market 

integration. The CP should be considered as one of the main engines of this process. At 

the same time, labour mobility also has its side effects: due to the opening of the EU 

labour market for Serbian workers, the outmigration and the population decrease have 

fastened in Vojvodina. In the recent years the border region has been facing severe 

outmigration, with a special focus on the Serbian communities ð except for South BaĽka 

including Novi Sad, which is a major economic and population centre of Vojvodina. 

Depopulation will cause serious problems in terms of competitiveness, social challenges 

(like ageing), emergence of new peripheries, etc. that the partners should address by the 

following programme . 
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Figure 23: Change in population in the Hungary-Serbia border region, 2006-2011, 2011-2016 

 

Let us mention one more aspect where the CP is playing (and could more effectively play) 

an important role: it is the re -creation of a historic polycentric urban network around 

Szeged and Subotica. These two border cities form part of a larger network of medium-

sized towns including TimiĹoara, Arad and H·dmezŗv§s§rhely. From among these cities, it 

was Subotica which (during the last century) became a ăloseró of the historic changes and 

the re-setting of the borders.  

While Arad and TimiĹoara successfully exploited the potentials of the changing reality and 

also Szeged has grown significantly, Subotica has lost the dynamics which had 

characterised the city hundred years ago: it became a peripheral border town within 

Yugoslavia. One of the main challenges of the next decades is to renovate the territorial 

potential of Subotica throu gh the strengthening of cross-border ties of this polycentric 

urban network. It requires the revitalisation of the transport infrastructure and the 

development of multilevel partnerships between the institutions and the business spheres 

of the four cities. For this purpose, the development of logistics and economic 

infrastructure seems to be more adequate way than the support of the SMEs. 
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Figure 24: Population changes of the four border towns of the triborder area between 1910 and 2011 

 

 

M 3.2 Analysis of cross-border relevance  

The second aspect of relevance targets the cross-border character of the programme. 

This character can be justified by the impacts having on a) cross-border territorial, 

economic and social cohesion and b) the intensity of cross-border cooperation. 

Obviously, these two factors can hardly be assessed: notwithstanding the definition 

problems of cohesion itself, it is not self-evident by which criteria can a programme be 

justified as more cross-border than another. However, cross-border projects can be 

classified by a 3x3 cell (in realtiy: 4x4) matrix along by two vectors: the  level of cooperation 

and materialisation. 

The different levels of cooperation can be characterised by the maturity of the 

relationship: is there any real cross-border component in the project; whether it is about 

ad-hoc events (e.g. exchange of experiences); the creation of the conditions for regular 

and long-standing cooperation (set-up of permanent partnership, development of joint 

action plans, drafting joint educational curricula, establishment of long-standing 

cooperation between institutions); or the partners intend to create integrated cross -

border services, products or joint institutions? It has to be stipulated that even the highly 

developed cross-border institutions started with the first steps of exchanges. Still, the 
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long-term objective of the cross-border programmes should be to support the 

development of partnerships being able to create cross-border institutions and servi ces. 

Figure 25: Level of cooperation and materialisation  

 

Along the vertical axis, the projects can be characterised by their materialisation (see 

tangible results and sustainability). At the ăzero leveló, genuinely soft projects are found 

without constructing permanent infrastructure. Then, there are projects , which contain 

infrastructure development , but without direct cross -border impact. At third level, there 

are mirror-typed projects, when the partners implement activities or  carry out 

construction works in parallel - accompanied with some simple cross-border content and 

the impacts can justify the support  only in long-term perspective. While the most 

advanced, real, integrated cross-border projects are those where the implementation of 

the project -part on one side is impossible or uneffective without the realisation of the 

project-part on the other side  (strongly integrated, long -term developments). 

The projects, which contain the construction of joint cross -border infr astructure and 

create the relevant services or even the institutions as well, can be considered as the 

ămost cross-borderó ones. The cross-border character of the programme can be justified 

by the high number of this type of projects.  
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In this perspective, in the current analysis, the evaluators analysed the information gained 

from the interviews, the questionnaires and (unlike the preliminary plans drafted in the IR) 

also the selected projects, in a qualitative way. 

Results of the interviews 

According to th e interviewees, a clear progress can be identified within the programme 

region. While during the ăPhare periodó many stand-alone projects were implemented, 

nowadays it is very rare. Similarly, the evaluators meet lees and less mirror projects , which 

were very popular during the previous programming period . The lead beneficiary 

principle enhanced further this tendency, towards territorially more cross -border projects. 

At the same time, ad-hoc projects are also known during this programming period, as 

well. This ad-hoc character is present mainly in the case of smaller projects. It can happen 

that on the one side of the border, the beneficiary has a well-developed project idea and 

seeks for an ad-hoc partner when the call is open. This flexibility is lacking from larger 

cross-borer infrastructural projects , where the joint preparation is necessary. It is the 

reason why the strategic projects have stronger cross-border impact. 

Another aspect, which decreases cross-border impact is the repetition of the 

beneficiaries. The more successful a partnership is, the biggest the probability is that they 

will apply again. According to some interviewees, it narrows the wider impact of the 

programme, concentrating the spending territorially.  

To sum it up, the overall view is positive: the cross-border impact has permanently been 

strengthening compared to the period of Phare CBC calls. 

Analysis of the selected projects and the questionnaires 

The analysis of the projects does not thoroughly confirm the optimism of the 

interviewees. The rate of those projects that have a clearly pronounced cross-border 

impact is still quite low. Obviously, there is a big difference between the INTERREG and 

the INTERREG IPA programmes ð taking into account the relatively closed status of the 

border and the shorter period of time of cooperation. However, the final goal of 

INTERREG IPA programmes does not differentiate from the goals of the INTERREG 

programmes: both targets a higher level of cross-border integration.  

Based on the project descriptions (namely the issue of cross-border impact), 3 projects 

are found, where the highest level of integration an d cooperation can be detected. The 

major part of the projects (17 projects in total, 35%) can be classified as ad-hoc activities 

(knowledge exchange, events, trainings, etc.). Further 14 projects (29%) intend to create 

the conditions for longer-term cooperation. The strategic projects can be separated from 
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these groups since their objective is to develop cross-border infrastructure and / or 

integrated services.  

Figure 26: Cohesion and cooperation level of the projects of the CP 

 

Figure 27: Tag cloud on the cooperation level of the projects 
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The contextual analysis of the same AF-chapters of the proposals shows that expressions 

relating to commonality, mutuality and cooperation (ăcommon, jointó) are mentioned 

very often. Nevertheless, in terms of activities, the most popular words are: event (36), 

exchange (25), training (19), network (15). From among the more integrated activities, 

(tourist) destination is the most frequented one (11), while (cross-border) services are not 

mentioned at all. 

In the case of the online survey (containing also the answers of the beneficiaries of 

rejected project proposals), a slightly different approach was applied. Six scales have been 

established, where the first level is represented by lack of or weak explication to cross-

border dimension. In this analysis, the highest level is identical with the launch of cross-

border services.  

Figure 28: Maturity of cross-border cooperation of the beneficiaries 

 

The presence of the two extremities is striking: on the one hand, the majority of the 

proposals have no or very elementary cross-border impacts; on the other hand, there are 

projects, which are highly developed from this perspective (strategic projects mainly); the 

middle is almost completely lacking. The main purpose of the programme should be  to 

strengthen the middle as an intermediate step towards territorially more integrated 

developments. 
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M 3.3 Relevance of the applied mechanisms and tools  

In the current programming period , the programme launched strategic priority projects, 

in order to enh ance cross-border cooperation and cohesion. The tool was assessed in 

terms of its contribution to stronger cohesion and wider citizensõ involvement in cross-

border activities. For the qualitative analysis, the evaluators used the results of the 

interviews, the online survey, background documents related to the use of the tools, 

territorial statistics, technical plans and studies of the priority projects  and the project 

descriptions available in the IMIS. 

During the 1st CfP, in 2016, five priority projects were selected. The original aim was to 

allocate 40% of the whole financial framework to these strategic projects, and it seems 

that 36-38% will be covered by the approved five.  

Brief introduction of the strategic projects  

The K¿bekh§za-Rabe border crossing road 

The project named òDevelopment of a Road Border Crossing at K¿bekh§za (HU) - Rabe 

(SRB) areaó (K¿bekh§za-Rabe; EU contribution: 4 648 409.04 EUR; total costs: 5 468 716.52 

EUR) aims to develop new border crossing opportunity between K¿bekh§za and Rabe 

(R§b®) settlements. On the Hungarian side the nr. 4302 and nr. 43112 national byways; on 

the SRB side the nr. 302 national IIB category road provide a link to the location of the 

planned new crossing. The project consists of the building of new connecting roads and 

the renewal of existing ones as follows: the length of new road in Hungary will be 2309 m 

with 5,5 m width , while the length of upgraded road will be 844 m in Serbia 1365 m with 

6,0 m width new road will be built. The national road through K¿bekh§za is planned to be 

extended to the Romanian border. For the implementation of further project elements 

(border crossing facilities, buildings) the two countries' Interior Ministries will be 

responsible. On the Serbian side, the existing paved road and the continuing dirt road  

designate the trail. The new road will be constructed from the endpoint of the next 

national road junction . On the Hungarian side, a new border crossing station will be 

established, which will be used jointly by the two countries. The main objective of the 

project is to help the economic, social, and cultural cooperation and integration  of Serbia 

and Hungary. 

WASIDCA 

In the project òWater supply and water-infrastructure development in the boundary 

catchment areasó (WASIDCA; EU contribution: 5 933 516.76 EUR, total costs: 6 980 607.96 

EUR, approved EU amount so far: 32 847.47 EUR) partners are improving the water 
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supplies in the region of Domasz®ki main canal. Between the 18+800 - 19+331 km cross-

sections parallel with the Domasz®ki main canal, 531 meters long DN 900 HOBAS 

pressure pipe, while in the 19+331 km cross-section a stilling basin and shutter weir will 

be constructed. Delivering of the water from the pressure pipe will be accomplished 

between 19+331 - 20+580 km sections of Domasz®ki main canal. The sediment dredging 

will be along 1.249 meters long and will reduce the canal bottom by 50 cm. A new 

regulation structure will be built in 20+445 km cross -section of Domasz®ki main canal. 

Between the 20+580 ð 23+996 km cross-sections of the Domasz®ki main canal dual-

purpose channel will be rebuilt. There will be dredging, implementation of canal levee, 

reconstruction of water retention works. Within this section , a new pumping station will 

be built (Iv§nsz®ki pump station 20+580 km). A monitoring system will be also built, to 

prevent droughts and water shortages that will be able to measure the hydrological 

conditions in the area. The local waste management plant will increase its capacities. That 

will be achieved with reconstruction, construction of new facilities and purchase of new, 

efficient equipment. Thus, the population will have  an access to high quality drinking 

water.  

Flood prevention and protection is a complex activity, where the main professional 

techniques and supplies need to be shared between water management authorities for 

better outcomes on both sides of the border. On the Serbian side, a new protection 

technique and relevant training will be implemented among professionals and volunteers 

from both countries. The aim of the present project is to improve technical and personal 

resources for flood prevention on both sides of the border through joint actions  and 

procurement of tube barrier for flood protection. Tube barrier for emergency flood 

protection is a quick, lightweight and highly effective alternative and it is easily 

transferable between countries if needed. 

BABECA 

In the project named òThe complex water management development of the area of the 

Baja-Bezdan Canaló (BABECA; EU contribution: 7 394 607.21 EUR, total costs: 8 699 537.91 

EUR, approved EU amount so far: 45 944.22 EUR) a complex development of the regional 

water management system of the area of the Baja-Bezdan (Ferenc) Canal will be carried 

out. The Canal covers the area of the South Great Plain Region in Hungary and BaĽka and 

Banat Regions in Serbia. It is both water management and technical facility with 

international relevance. The main functions of the Canal are water supply and inland 

water outlet (also used for sport and recreation). Sections and technical premises of the 

Canal form parts of the flood prevention system. The water supply capacity has decreased 

significantly due to non -maintenance, the increased quantity of biomass and mud 

causing water quality problems. The target area comprises the Baja-Bezdan Canal (both 
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HU and SRB sections of the Canal), the Vrbas-Bezdan Canal on the Serbian side and 

Bezdan Lock and ġebeĢfok Lock located on it. The Vrbas-Bezdan Canal is in BaĽka, 

stretching from Bezdan, all the way to Vrbas. Bezdan Lock has been out of use because of 

its condition of construction and hydro -mechanical machinery. It is still a significant 

facility within the Canal Danube-Tisa-Danube (DTD) Hydro-system, which makes its 

functionality essential. ġebeĢfok Lock is located where the Baja-Bezdan Canal flows into 

the Bezdan-Vrbas Canal. The Lock was an industrial facility enabling navigation and the 

only way of transporting goods in the region. The project is aiming at decreasing flood 

and potential flood hazard of the targeted territory, and to restore the water runoff 

capacity of the Canal. Interventions in the project improve cross-border water 

management and risk prevention system. Main activities of the project are: dredging of 

canal sections and building of driftwood removal platforms and boat ramps in HU; 

reconstruction and rehabilitation of Bezdan Lock and ġebeĢfok Lock; procurement of 

special equipments for maintenance in HU and in SRB. The project results will provide 

solid basis for further development (e.g. tourism). 

ColourCoop 

The objective of the project named òColourful Cooperationó (ColourCoop; EU 

contribution:  3 177 510.20, total costs: 3 738 247.30 EUR, approved EU amount so far: 

368.27 EUR) is to develop a comprehensive cultural strategy for the entire Hungarian-

Serbian border region; to launch an online, information and news centre in Hungar y and 

Serbia, to set up Serbian and Hungarian cultural centres in M·rahalom and in PaliĻ, and 

to integrate Novi Sad, a future European Capital of Culture and its surrounding region 

into the cultural and touristic life of the Hungarian -Serbian border region. The great 

number of exhibitions, cultural programmes and creative workshops offered by the newly 

created cultural and tourist centres, or organised in Novi Sad, are intended to help 

members of the different ethnic communities find out about each otherõs cultural values, 

traditions, artistic achievements or artists, and to give impetus to the development of 

cultural cooperation and tourism in the Hungarian -Serbian border region by a well -

aimed, detailed and comprehensive cultural and tourist information and news campaign. 

Dream Railway  

The objective of the project named òElaboration of Technical Documentation of Subotica-

Baja Railway Lineó (Dream Railway; EU contribution: 3 047 264.79 EUR, total costs: 3 585 

017.40 EUR, approved EU amount so far: 382.67 EUR) is to develop the technical 

documentation for the Subotica -B§csalm§s-Baja section (a section formerly not covered 

by design documentations) of the Szeged-Subotica-B§csalm§s-Baja railway line on the 

basis of the existing feasibility study, and with the same technical content as the Szeged-
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Subotica section. Currently, there is no traffic conducted on the Subotica -B§csalm§s 

section, and therefore the urban development plans of the towns and villages affected by 

the railway line shall be created. With the future construction of the railway line , members 

of the partnership shall provide national and European decision makers competent in the 

transportation segment with sufficient information in the form of publications. For a 

number of years, aided by professional support from the railway companies and the 

competent ministries, members of the project partnership have been working together in 

close cooperation on the development of this railway line.  

Assessment of the cross-border relevance of the tool  

The main common characteristics of the strategic projects are  

¶ their compensating aspect of weak cross-border integration ;  

¶ their contribution to the development of the bord er infrastructure  

¶ their necessity of joint preparation and, consequently 

¶ their long -term perspective both in terms of strategic dimensions and 

sustainability of the partnership and the project results . 

At the same time, the direct cohesion impacts of the five projects are different. 

The BABECA project has the strongest cross-border character: thanks to the planned 

activities, a larger subregion of the Danube catchment area will be involved in joint cross-

border infrastructure and service development. The applied integrated approach includes 

water management and flood protection activities promoting further tourism 

development needs. The Baja-Bezdan Canal connects small and medium sized urban 

municipalities from both sides of the border, the infrastructural investments will be 

realised in a balanced way. Thanks to the project, a new, water-based tourist corridor will 

be opened. In parallel, the wetland area will be re-habilitated as a nature revitalisation 

activity. The strong cross-border (integrating) character of the project cannot be 

questioned. This character is partly weakened by the external border regime which limits 

the cross-border flow of tourists.  

Comparing BABECA and WASIDCA, we have to point out that the integrating impact of 

the latter one is much weaker. In this case, the larger infrastructural developments will be 

realised on the Hungarian side: here, the real cross-border aspect similar to the BABECA 

project is missing. The Serbian contribution to the project goals is much weaker and it 

rather consists of soft components. It is not deniable that the planned water management 

investments on the Hungarian side have effects on the Serbian side but from the point of 

view of integrated cross-border developments the joint character of the WASIDCA project 

is given by soft activities of a small project. 
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The two transport infrastructure projects have different dimensions. The K¿bekh§za-Rabe 

cross-border road should be considered as an important pre-condition of strengthening 

cohesion in the affected border section. Its territorial cohesive aspect is obvious, thanks 

to its contribution to the resolution of a missing link problem. The territorial impact of the 

project is local or micro-regional, because the neighbouring crossings are not so far (15 

and 71 km) and the capacities of the new crossing will be limited, but the magnitude in 

this micro-region is high (e.g. from K¿bekh§za to Rabe, the distance will be 3 km, instead 

of 50). Furthermore, by facilitating cross-border mobility through the hoped new bor der 

crossing between K¿bekh§za and Beba Veche, all the three border regions will be opened 

toward each other. This improvement of local accessibility enables the neighbouring 

settlements in the micro-region to develop their social and economic relations in  a 

substantive way (e.g. within the frames of the planned tri-border industrial park). 

The Dream Railway project should have even stronger impacts on cross-border mobility ð 

especially once Serbia joined the EU. Furthermore, the planned new infrastructure 

effectively could facilitate the catching -up process of Subotica (mentioned in the previous 

chapter). The new railway line would render a central position to the city and strengthen 

Suboticaõs role of a transport hub. 

The project itself prepares these developments by providing the technical plans for future 

realisation. However, its cross-border integrating power depends on the hoped 

continuation: the real cross-border project will be the re -construction of the once existing 

railway connection ð which is, at the same time, impossible without the present joint 

planning project.  

Finally, the ColourCoop project will contribute to a key factor of mutual trust building. 

During the recent years and after a long pre-history of mutual suspect and threat 

characterised by many historic injuries, Serbia and Hungary started building up a strategic 

partnership ð at high-political level. In order to deliver this message to the local 

stakeholders and every-day people, the ColourCoop project will ensure the infrastructural 

and organisational background. The two cultural centres will be constructed in two 

municipalities frequented by the other countryõs citizens (M·rahalom and PaliĻ) 

accompanied by several dozens of cultural events facilitating cultural understanding and 

network building of the two nations. The project has a strong cross-border character 

which would be even stronger if the cultural centres were opened in two larger cities (e.g. 

in Szeged and Subotica). 

Beyond the concrete relevance of the selected projects, the tool of strategic projects has 

an additional role from the point of view of integrated cross -border developments since 

it brings a new approach into the programme creating the larger perspective of territorial 



 

First Phase Evaluation of the InterregðIPA Cross-border Cooperation 
Programme HungaryðSerbia / Corrected version [v04] 

 

101 

cooperation and integration. This new approach enlarges the timely and spatial horizon 

of the cross-border projects creating a favourable climate to more integrated project 

developments during the next programming period.  

At the same time, these larger projects have a negative counter-effect to the realisation 

of smaller initiatives. On the one hand, strategic projects will absorb more than one third 

of the total programme budget. On the other hand, PA1 and PA2 include activities which 

favours for larger institutions while PA4 has a limited scope concentrating on SME 

support. Therefore, smaller municipalities, NGOs and other stakeholders have to compete 

for the resources of PA3 which represents less than 20% of the total budget decreased 

further by the amount dedicated to strategic projects.  

When speaking about the real cross-border character of a programme, we have to 

concentrate on the factors strengthening internal cohesion across the border and the 

quality of cross-border cooperation, i.e. the involvement of the citizens in cross-border 

activities. By absorbing remarkable ratio of available resources, the strategic projects 

reduce the room for larger citizensõ involvement. Therefore, it is worth considering ð if the 

strategic project tool will be kept in the next Hungary -Serbia programme ð to apply small 

projects, as well. Small projects enable the border people to realise many small activities 

involving many local actors and creating many ties between the two societies. 

M 3.4 Analysis of the programmeõs contribution to European goals 

In this chapter the Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia programmeõs contribution to the 

European goals is analysed. The programme should contribute to the achievement of the 

EU2020 targets, it should serve a stronger cohesion at macro-regional level and it should 

take measures towards realising the EU horizontal principles. Subsequqntly, the synergies 

with the EU Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR) and with the EU Strategy for the 

Adriatic-Ionian Region (EUSAIR) are identified. Then the macro-regional relevance of the 

programme is analysed in detail and finally, the horizontal principlesõ contribution to the 

European goals is presented. The evaluators will shed light on how the achieved 

indicators met, can contribute to the pan -European goals, and how the project 

beneficiaries identified the relevance of their project  with regard to the horizontal 

principles.  

The main methodology of this chapter is benchmarking and document analysis. The 

indicators were analysed in relation with the different European goals, and after that, the 

projectõs application documents have also been assessed. Furthermore, this source of 

information was supplemented by the interviews conducted with the representatives of 

the programme bodies.  
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EU2020 

The EUROPE 2020: A strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth (hereinafter 

referred to as EU2020) is the EU's agenda for growth and jobs for the period of 2010-

2020. The EU2020 strategy is used as a reference framework for activities at EU and at 

national and regional levels. The main objective of the strategy is to turn the EU into a 

smart, sustainable and inclusive economy with high level of employment, productivity and 

social cohesion based on the following indicators 8: 

Table 22: EU2020 headline indicators (EU-28, HU) 

EU/Member State  EU-28 Hungary  

Employment rate 
Increasing the employment rate of the population 

aged 20-64 to at least 75% 
75% 

Gross domestic expenditure 

on research and 

development  

Increasing combined public and private investment 

in R&D to 3% of GDP 
1.8% 

Greenhouse gas emissions 
Reducing greenhouse gas emissions by at least 20% 

compared to 1990 levels 
10% 

Share of renewable energy 
Increasing the share of renewable energy in final 

energy consumption to 20% 
13% 

Energy efficiency 

Moving towards a 20% increase in energy efficiency 

(equalling a reduction to 1 483 Mtoe of primary 

energy consumption) 

24.1% 

Early leavers from education 

and training  

Reducing school drop-out rates to less than 10% (of 

the population aged 18 to 24) 
10% 

Tertiary educational 

attainment  

Increasing the share of the population aged 30-34 

having completed tertiary education to at least 40%  
34% 

Poverty and social exclusion 
Lifting at least 20 million people out of the risk of 

poverty and social exclusion (compared to 2008)* 
- 450 000 persons 

 

As we can see, the EU2020 only concerns Hungary (since Serbia is not an EU member 

state yet) and the targets are more moderate than the targets on the EU level, though 

there are no massive differences between them.  

For the assessment of the programmeõs contribution to achieving the EU2020 targets its 

indicators are analysed in relation to the EU2020 topics. In the next table the ò+ó signs 

                                              

8https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/4411192/4411431/Europe_2020_Targets.pdf 


















































































































































