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K¥FOP 
Public Administration and Public Service Development Operational Programme 

(Kºzigazgat§s- ®s Kºzszolg§ltat§s-fejleszt®s Operat²v Program) 

KSH Hungarian Central Statistical Office (Kºzponti Statisztikai Hivatal) 

LAG Local Action Group 

LB Lead Beneficiary 

LEADER 
Links between the rural economy and development actions (Liaison Entre Actions de 

D®veloppement de l'£conomie Rurale) 

LIFE L'Instrument Financier pour l'Environnement 

LLC Limited Liability Company 

MA Managing Authority  

MC Monitoring Committee  

MIRRI Ministry for Investments, Informatization and Regional Development 

NA National Authority  

NGO Non-Governmental Organization 

NIF Hungarian National Infrastructure Development Corporation 1 

NUTS Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics 

OKF¥ National Directorate General for Hospitals (Orsz§gos K·rh§zi Fŗigazgat·s§g) 

OP Operational programme  

OP QE Operational Programme Quality of Environment (Kvalita Ĥivotn®ho prostredia) 

OP RI 
Operational Programme Research and Innovation (OperaĽnĩ program Vĩskum a 

inov§cie) 

OPHR Operational Programme Human Resources (OperaĽnĩ program Ŏudsk® zdroje) 

OPII 
Operational Programme Integrated Infrastructure (OperaĽnĩ program  

Integrovan§ infraĢtrukt¼ra) 

PA Priority Axis 

PIT Plan int®gr® transfrontalier 

PITEM Integrated Thematic Plan (Plan int®gr® th®matique) 

PITER Integrated Territorial Plan (Plan int®gr® territorial) 

                                                 
1  The legal successor is the Ministry of Construction and Transport as of 01 January 2023 
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Abbreviations  Meaning  

VEKOP 
Competitive Central Hungary Operational Programme (Versenyk®pes Kºz®p-

Magyarorsz§g Operat²v Program) 

VP Rural Development Programme (Vid®kfejleszt®si Program) 

WETA Small Project Fund for Western Programming Area 
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1 OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION 

1.1 Introduction to  the evaluation document  

Context of the evaluation  

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Hungary as Managing Authority (MA) scheduled the so-

called Second Phase evaluation of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia-Hungary Cooperation Programme 

(hereinafter: SKHU) for 2022/2023. 

The Second Phase evaluation of the programme has been carried out by the Central European Service 

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

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

along the Hungarian borders in particular . 

Although the original evaluation plan of the programme shows some differences in the timing of the 

evaluation documents, it was necessary to revise the original plan due to the delays in the 

implementation of the programme  caused by several reasons (especially the delay in the approval of 

the EU-level regulations and the COVID-19 pandemic). In accordance with the revised evaluation plan, 

the three aspects (effectiveness, efficiency and impact) have been assessed in this document together , 

in a combined way. 

Table 1: Timetable of the planned and revised evaluation plan (SKHU) 

 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

Origina

l Plan 
  

1st Phase of 

effectiveness, 

efficiency 

evaluation 

 

2nd Phase of 

effectiveness, 

efficiency 

evaluation 

 
1st Phase of impact 

evaluation 

Revise

d Plan 
  

1st Phase of a 

combined 

evaluation 

   
2nd Phase of a 

combined evaluation 

 

The evaluation procedure has been designed based on the evaluation plan of the programme and 

further previous evaluations as models. The main aspects of the evaluation were defined in the Inception 

report as approved at the 12th Monitoring Committee Meeting. As the document was drafted, some 

changes were made in line with the findings of the evaluation in order to produce a more easily usable 

document. Despite the restructuring of the evaluation, all pre -defined aspects were analysed. 

Structure of the document  

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

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

of the Programme's implementation  and present the main findings and answers to the guiding 
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questions. The second section of the evaluation details the analysis. These first two main parts are 

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

factual information and list s supporting the evaluation process. 

Scope of the evaluation  

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

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

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

these terms are understood as follows:  

¶ Performance  shows the progress made against the planned implementation. 

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

of evaluation. 

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

internal cohesion of the 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 use of financial/administrative resources in relation to outputs and 

results. Successful here means õoptimalõ and õresource-efficientõ. 

The evaluation will assess all of these aspects regarding the priority axes and the programme in general 

through the following chapters:  

Table 2: Aspects that will be assessed in the in-depth evaluation 

Aspects Relevant chapters of the evaluation  

Performance 

2.1.1 Quantification of the performance 

2.1.2 Assessment of the projects' budget framework 

2.1.3 Programme management 

2.1.4 Influence factors of the implementation 

Effectiveness 

2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs 

2.2.2 Analysis of the impacted target groups 

2.2.3 Communication of the Programme and the projects 

2.2.4 Analysis of cross-border relevance 

Impact 

2.3.1 Analysis of the result indicators 

2.3.2 Mapping of the territorial coverage 

2.3.3 The Programmeõs borderscape impact 

2.3.4 Synergies with relevant programmes and strategies 

2.3.5 Horizontal principles 

2.3.6 Influence of further funds 

Efficiency 2.4.1 Cost-efficiency of the projects 
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Aspects Relevant chapters of the evaluation  

2.4.2 Cost-efficiency of the programme management (PA5) 

Applied mechanisms 

and tools 

2.5.1 Involvement of SMEs 

2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for Employment (TAPE) 

2.5.3 Small Project Fund 

 

The evaluation will also feed into the  next AIR of 2023. During the preparation of the Inception report, 

together with JS, the AIR topics to which the evaluation document should contribute were selected.  The 

following table shows for each pre-selected AIR's topic the cross-references to the relevant chapters of 

the evaluation. 

Table 3: The evaluationõs relevant chapters for the AIRõs preselected topics 

AIRõs preselected topics Relevant chapters of the evaluation  

1.1. Information in Part A and achieving the 

objectives of the programme  

1.3 Answers to the guiding questions 

2.3.1 Analysis of the result indicators 

2.2.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs 

3.1 Overview of the PAsõ implementation 

1.2. Specific actions taken to promote equality 

between men and women and to promote non -

discrimination, in particular accessibility for 

persons with disabilities, and the arrangements 

implemented to ensure the integration of the 

gender perspective in the cooperation 

programme and operations  

2.3.5 Horizontal principles 

1.3. Sustainable development 

2.3.5 Horizontal principles 

2.3.4 Synergies with relevant programmes and 

strategies > Figure 102: Contribution of SKHU projects 

to SDGs 

1.5. Role of partners in the implementation of the 

cooperation programme  

2.1.3.6 Involvement of the relevant partners, 

assessment of ownership 

2.2.4 Analysis of cross-border relevance 

3.1. Progress in implementation of the integrated 

approach to territorial development, including 

sustainable urban development, and 

community -led local development under the 

cooperation programme  

2.2.4 Analysis of cross-border relevance 

3.3. Contribution to macro -regional and sea basin 

strategies (where appropriate) 

2.3.4 Synergies with relevant programmes and 

strategies > Figure 104: Contribution of SKHU projects 

to EUSDR priorities 

3.4. Progress in the implementation of actions in the 

field of social innovation  

1.3 Answers to the guiding questions 

3.6 Actions implemented in the field of social 

innovation 

5. SMART, SUSTAINABLE AND INCLUSIVE 

GROWTH ð EU2020 

2.3.4 Synergies with relevant programmes and 

strategies > Figure 103: Contribution of SKHU projects 

to EU2020 targets 
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Applied methods  

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

traditional and innovative ones as well. 

The official documents of the Cooperation Programme  serve as fundamental sources of the 

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

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

Interviews  based on the guiding questions defined jointly by the Programme Bodies and CESCI were 

conducted with several relevant stakeholders including the Programme Bodies, beneficiaries of strategic 

projects and sectorial experts from the thematical fields of every PA. Several in-depth interviews were 

done mostly via online platforms such as Zoom. Some other interviews were done similarly to a written 

list of questions to which the partners could re spond in a written form at. The types of interviewees were 

as follows: 

¶ Programme Bodies:  Joint Secretariat, Managing Authority, National Authority , members of the 

Monitoring Committee, First Level Control Bodies from Slovakia and Hungary. 

¶ Management organi sations of the Small Project Fund: R§ba-Duna-V§g EGTC, Via Carpatia 

EGTC. 

¶ Beneficiaries:  Based on several criteria, 10% of the beneficiaries have been selected for 

interviews. In order to represent a wide sectorial scope and to include the testimonies of the 

well-experienced beneficiaries, especially the following criteria were applied: the call(s) 

concerned by the beneficiary's project(s); the role of the beneficiary; the amount of ERDF 

support. For the territorial balance, a similar sample was defined on both sides of the border. 

Around 10% of the invited interviewees declined to answer, but the conducted interviews 

provided valuable information about the projects' implementation. In addition, all the TAPE 

infrastructural investment locations have been visited, and all TAPE CCP lead beneficiaries have 

been interviewed. 

In addition to the application forms , the INTERREG+ database was used containing detailed 

information on all projects regardless their status (e.g. closed, contracted, under modification). The 

extracted data were an important source to g ain relevant information on multiple aspects.  In some 

cases, the INTERREG+ database had to be harmonised with the data provided by the JS. As the SPF 

projects do not have a common monitoring system, the raw data provided by the EGTCs had to be 

processed and incorporated into the database used for the analysis. 

To collect the normal callsõ applicants and beneficiariesõ opinion, an online survey  was created. A total 

number of 112 questionnaires were filled out, of which 108 proved to be useful, while the rest had to 

be disregarded (due to duplication  or referring to projects which were not relevant ). The number of the 

filled questionnaires in every PA is correlating with the number of project applications ( Figure 1). The 

largest number of answers was received under PA4 (32). A total of 28 questionnaires were filled out by 

PA1, 22 by PA3 and 5 by PA2 applicants, respectively. Most of the answers either belonged to already 

completed (42) or still ongoing projects (34), however, it is very important that withdrawn and not -
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selected projects were also represented in the sample which were also included in the evaluation due 

to their specific point of view.  

Figure 1: Distribution of respondents per PA (Online survey) 

 

Figure 2: Distribution of respondents by type of organisation they represent (Online survey) 

 

The scope of respondents of the normal projectsõ survey shows a varied picture as all in all 12 types of 

organisations were represented in the sample (Figure 2). Local municipalities (18 respondents, 21 
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responses2) and non-governmental organisations (17 respondents, 21 responses) were slightly 

overrepresented, but a relatively high number of  enterprises and public institutions also filled out the 

survey. The distribution between the two countries is fairly balanced (43 Hungarian respondents and 40 

Slovakian respondents), only the public institutions on the Hungarian side and regional municipalities 

on the Slovakian one are overrepresented. 

Via Carpatia EGTC conducted an online survey among ETA's applicants and beneficiaries beyond this 

evaluation exercise. To complete this sample, with the assistance of the RDV EGTC3, CESCI invited the 

WETA's applicants and beneficiaries to respond to a more or less identical questionnaire. The data 

harmonisation between the results of the two surveys was carried out by CESCI. The joint SPF-survey 

database contains answers from 160 SP applicants and beneficiaries in total (Figure 3). The following 

figures show the territorial and organisational distribution of the respondents.  

As it can be seen from the figure below, the respondents of WETAõs applicants were more numerous 

(110) while ETAõs applicants represented less than one third of the sample (50). In terms of geographical 

distribution, somewhat more answers arrived from Hungary (93) than Slovakia (67).  

Stemming also from the nature of WETA and ETA, by far the most answers arrived from municipalities 

and cities (77), but non-profit organisations (37) and non-governmental organisations (25) were also 

satisfactorily represented (Figure 4).  

Figure 3: Distribution of respondents by location (Online SPF-survey) 

 

                                                 
2  An organisation could complete several questionnaires for its projects. 

3  R§ba-Duna-V§g EGTC. 
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Figure 4: Distribution of respondents by type of organisation they represent (Online SPF-survey) 

 

GIS-based territorial analysis  was applied in order to illustrate the regional needs of the programme 

and the territorial coverage of the projects . Various maps help understanding and evaluating the 

impacts achieved within each PA. The evaluation process included data collection, database building 

and processing phases.  

Finally, through a  content analysis of policies and related planning documents many different 

concepts, strategies, action plans and policy priorities were taken into account with regard to the CP. 

As part of the analysis, the contribution of the projects to the Priority Areas of the EU Strategy for the 

Danube Region (EUSDR), the headline targets of the EU2020 Strategy and the Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs) of the United Nations were analysed. During the analysis, two features of the projects were 

evaluated: 

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

2. direct/indirect nature of the impact .  

Besides, the expert team also analysed which plans and strategies responded to the regional needs, 

challenges and goals of the PA, as well as how they were implemented and which subtopics were 

addressed. Furthermore, the influence effects of various programmes on the PAs, such as INTERREG, 

national, operational, and other programmes were also analysed. This method facilitated to answer to 

what extent the Programme contributed to cross-border regional development and how it 

complemented and enhanced the effect of other related policies or strategies . 

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

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

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

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

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

borderscape changes which are usually not assessed, due to the methodological difficulties. The term 
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ôborderscapeõ refers to the way how the everyday citizens perceive, experience, dissolve and (re-)create 

the state border.  

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

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

based on the classification of Henk van Houtum4: 

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

services and the business activities in the borderland; 

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

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

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

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

territoriality generated and defined by the administrative border.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

favourable atmosphere for building mutual trust.  

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

Journal of Borderlands Studies, 15:1, pp. 57ð83. 
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The relevant chapter contains a matrix 

presenting the estimated impacts of the 

CP on the different borderscape factors 

and a summary of the findings related to 

the borderscape aspect. 

The applied impact vector has two axes: 

¶ Direction of the impact 

(negative ð positive); 

¶ Strength of the impact 

produced by the Programme 

(weak ð strong). 

Through this innovative approach the 

experts intend to make the impacts of 

the programme on the programming 

region more in telligible.  

Figure 5: Impact vectors 

 

 

Limitations of the evaluation  

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

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

Firstly, the cut -off date of the evaluation was set to be 30 September 2022 , which led to a few 

restrictions. One of the most serious one being that out of the 421 projects, only 179 (merely 43%) were 

closed with an approved final report  (Figure 6). Obviously, it was difficult to take the exact results of 

the 242 ongoing projects into account, so the conclusions may not accurately reflect the final status of 

the CP. Accordingly, the impacts were estimated on the basis of information available by the cut -off 

date. For financial analysis, the experts applied òexpected budgetó calculations, based on the verified 

amount of the completed projects, and the planned costs of those projects without  an approved final 

report (being in implementation) . In the case of SPF umbrella projects, allocations for small projects 

were not included in these figures. 
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Figure 6: The status of the projects at the cut-off date 

 

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

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

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

the exported data with the JS database. 

The evaluation of SPF results required further  time-consuming data harmonisation processes. During 

the evaluation process, it was necessary to build a joint database for the SP projects. This was due to 

the fact that SP projects are not included in the INTERREG+ monitoring system and the two EGTCs have 

not yet harmoni sed the monitoring procedures of these projects. Despite the fact that the evaluators 

used different automatised solutions for data processing, the harmonisation of the data provided by 

the EGTCs and the creation of the joint database took months to complete. 

There were difficulties in other phases of the SPF evaluation as well. Originally, only the Via Carpatia 

EGTC conducted an online survey  among its beneficiaries. For the Western programme area, the survey 

had to be carried out as part of the current evaluation process. In order to make the responses of the 

two areas comparable, the questions of the current questionnaire have been adapted to the questions 

of the previous ETA questionnaire. This also meant that the questionnaire could only include the 

questions of the evaluators to a limited extent . 

The success of involving beneficiaries  in the evaluation process varied widely. Some beneficiaries 

actively participated, while others did not complete the questionnaire and declined the invitation  to be 

interviewed. In addition to the beneficiaries, the willingness of MC members to participate  also varied, 

with some members refusing to answer the evaluators' questions either verbally or in a written form.  
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Furthermore, in some cases, the inadequate data sources  posed a severe limitation. The lack of relevant 

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

true for the sections on òBorderscapeó where the analysis of the different factors ð such as cross-border 

flows, cross-border cooperation and people  ð would have required the existence of such a broad-scale 

dataset that is far beyond of the scope of the present analysis. 

1.2 General features and performance  of the Programme  

Regarding the territorial scope of the Interreg V-A Slovakia-Hungary Cooperation Programme (also 

referred to in this document as CP, Cooperation Programme or Programme), the same target area was 

delineated as in the frames of the previous Cooperation programme (2007-2013). In the context of 

Hungary and Slovakia this is the fourth generation of cross-border cooperation programmes following 

the Phare CBC programmes (between 1996 and 2004), the Hungary-Slovakia-Ukraine (HUSKUA) 

Programme (2004-2006) and the Hungary-Slovakia Cross-border Co-operation Programme (2007-2013). 

Figure 7: Map of the programme area 

 

The programme area  covers altogether 61 496 km2 (similar size to Latvia) with more than 

8.83 million  inhabitants5 (similar size to Austria) which is divided by a 679 km long, land-locked border 

(the 5th longest internal land border of the EU). The programme area consists of a total of 

                                                 
5  Population on 1 January 2021, source: Eurostat [DEMO_R_PJANGRP3] 
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13 administrative territorial units (NUTS3) out of which the Slovak side covers 5 NUTS3 regions (so 

called ôkrajõ) with more than 3.36 million  inhabitants: 

¶ SK010 ð Bratislavskĩ kraj 

¶ SK021 ð Trnavskĩ kraj 

¶ SK023 ð Nitriansky kraj 

¶ SK032 ð Banskobystrickĩ kraj 

¶ SK042 ð KoĢickĩ kraj. 

On the Hungarian side, the programme area incorporates 8 NUTS3 regions (so called ômegyeõ6 and the 

capital city of Budapest) where more than 5.47 million  people live: 

¶ HU101 ð Budapest 

¶ HU102 ð Pest megye 

¶ HU212 ð Kom§rom-Esztergom megye 

¶ HU221 ð Gyŗr-Moson-Sopron megye 

¶ HU311 ð Borsod-Aba¼j-Zempl®n megye 

¶ HU312 ð Heves megye 

¶ HU313 ð N·gr§d megye 

¶ HU323 ð Szabolcs-Szatm§r-Bereg megye. 

Two of them (Heves megye and Budapest) do not have direct physical connection with the state border, 

but their territorial proximity and the border effect justify their participation in the Programme.  

The Programme was approved by the European Commission by its decision C(2015) 6805 on 

September 30, 2015. The total EU con tribution  to the Interreg V-A Slovakia-Hungary Cooperation 

Programme (ERDF) is EUR 155 808 987 completed with national co-financing, thus amounting to  a total 

of EUR 183 304 695. 

The programme budget was divided among five  Priority Axes , one of which was dedicated to technical 

assistance, and the other four were characterised by thematic focuses. Figure 8 introduces the Priority 

Axes with their specific objectives, result indicators, financial allocation and progress as well as the 

applied calls for proposals and mechanisms. 

Regarding some aspects (share of ERDF allocation, number of applications and beneficiaries, range of 

the applied mechanisms), PA1 has some domination among the PAs. PA3, with its innovative TAPE 

construction, represents around a quarter of the ERDF budget . PA2 and PA3 have a similar share in 

terms of the ERDF allocation, however, due to the different character of the PAsõ objectives, the number 

of projects and involved beneficiaries show a significant difference. 

It is crucial to highlight the innovative character of the Programme. Out of the four thematic Priority 

Axes, three applied at least one special mechanism. Despite the observed difficulties of the 

implementation, the stakeholders of the programme aim to implement a programme between 2021 

and 2027 with similar innovative tools.  

                                                 
6  According to the 11 th amendment of the Constitution of Hungary (19 th July, 2022) and the Article 4 (which 

entered into force in 1 st January, 2023) the term õmegyeõ was replaced by õv§rmegyeõ. 
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Figure 8: Overview of the Programme 

 

 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

28 

Figure 9: Overview of the CPõs modifications 

 

During the programme period, out of the 5 CP modifications , two resulted in budget reallocation 

between the priorities. The first took place in 2018 (3rd version) when the third specific objective of PA2 

(SO222 Improving cross-border logistic services) with its result indicator (R222 Change in the volume of 

cross-border good transport) was cancelled. By that time one project had been approved but due to the 

unfavourable State Aid conditions, the awarded applicant had withdrawn its proposal. In 2018, it became 

obvious that the goals of this intervention, thus the relevant indicators (R222) will not be completed 

within the programm e. So, the MC initiated the modification of the cooperation programme at the 

European Commission, and the remaining funds in PA2 were reallocated to PA1, towards which there 

was a permanent general interest among the beneficiaries. 

The second budget reallocation (5th version) took  place in 2021, as the projects targeting bridge 

construction required extra allocation. This CP modification was enabled by an EU regulation7 to 

compensate the unexpected expenditures stemming from the COVID-19, which proves the flexibility of 

the programme. The modifications regarding the 4 th and 6th versions meant additional pre-financing 

from t he EU Commission to the programme in order to ensure its liquidity in those periods hardened 

by external factors (the COVID-19 pandemic and the war in Ukraine). These modifications also 

contributed to speed up spending at programme level and reach the pre -defined target values (n+3 

target). The reallocations are illustrated by Figure 9. 

 

                                                 
7  REGULATION (EU) 2020/460 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 30 March 2020 

amending Regulations (EU) No 1301/2013, (EU) No 1303/2013 and (EU) No 508/2014 as regards specific 

measures to mobilise investments in the healthcare systems of Member States and in other sectors of their 

economies in response to the COVID-19 outbreak (Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative) 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

29 

The Programme was implemented through 9 Calls for Proposals  out of which 2  were ônormalõ calls 

while the other 7  used special mechanisms, namely: 2 SPF-umbrella calls (the second one was 

restricted), 1 SME call and its predecessor, the unsuccessful B-Light call, as well as 3 TAPE calls (the first 

targeted the action plan concepts while the two others focused on the projects embedded in the 

concept).  As a result of the SPF umbrella calls, two EGTCs (one in the eastern, another in the western 

section of the border area) were selected to manage the calls addressing the local actors in the 

framework of the small project scheme.  

Altogether 1  209 applications were submitted to these calls, out of which 421 have contracted for 

implementation . It means that 34.8% of the applications have been awarded. The success rate was 

different per priority axis,  e.g. under PA3 it was 78% and under PA4 40%. The majority of both the 

applications (52%; 629 applications) and the realised projects (60%; 253 projects) were generated by 

the SPF calls. On PA level, the number of PA4 projects stood out, since more than 200 projects (248 

projects to be precise) were realised in the frameworks of this PA, out of which 193 were small projects. 

The majority of 119 projects under PA1 were also small projects (60 in total). The two other PAs ð where 

the mechanisms of small projects were not used ð represent a bit more than 50 projects in total (PA2: 

7 projects; PA3: 47 projects). 

Figure 10: Number of projects and applications per PA 

 

Considering the status of project implementation at the cut -off date (September 30, 2022) of the 

evaluation, 43% of the projects8 (179 projects) were administratively closed and there were 242 projects 

(57%) without an approved final report.  From this point of view, there is no considerable difference 

between the normal and small projects, as the ratio of closed projects is 42-43%, subsequently. The 

                                                 
8  Merged value of normal projects and small projects. 
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process of administrative closure of the projects was the most advanced under PA1, where 51% of the 

final report s (66 projects) were already approved. On the contrary, under PA3 this value was only 11%. 

Table 4: Overview of the Call for Proposals 

Call ID Tool  Relevant PAs 
Planned ERDF 

allocation  (EUR) 

SKHU/1601 Normal PA1, PA2, PA4 67 475 822 

SKHU/1701 
Small Project Fund 

1st round of the umbrella projects 
PA1, PA4 12 464 7199 

SKHU/1702 B-Light Scheme PA1 10 000 00010 

SKHU/1703 
TAPE 

Territorial action plans 
PA3 34 608 08011 

SKHU/1704 
Small Project Fund 

2nd round of the umbrella projects 
PA1, PA4 12 464 719 

SKHU/1801 SME PA1 10 000 000 

SKHU/1802 
TAPE 

Territorial action plan projects 
PA3 34 608 080 

SKHU/1901 
TAPE 

Territorial action plan projects 
PA3 34 608 080 

SKHU/1902 Normal PA1, PA4 27 500 000 

 

Initially, the total amount of ERDF defined by the CP was EUR 146.46 million. As not the whole financial 

frame of the CfPs was covered by the selected projects (e.g. in the SKHU/1801), and some selected 

projects were withdrawn before or after the contracti ng procedure, as well as many beneficiaries were 

not able to absorb the total ERDF subsidy, the residual funds provided flexibility for the CfPs to reallocate 

the surplus to another CfP. Altogether a total sum of EUR 155.1 million was published by the CfPs, of 

which 8.8% (EUR 13.6 million) was available for small project applicants. Finally, the total contracted 

ERDF amounted to EUR 149.6 million  including the small projectsõ share (EUR 11.3 million, 7.5% of the 

total contracted budget).  

As far as the finan cial progress  of the Programme is concerned, 50% of the contracted ERDF amount 

(almost EUR 75 million) had already been validated and further 47% was before validation (not 

validated) at the cut-off date. The remaining category (those costs that were rejected during the 

controlling or were not spent by the project partners) covered only 3% (almost EUR 4.1 million), but , 

owing to the continuation of the validation process, this value may increase. The ratio of validated 

funding was over 50% under PA1 (60%) and PA4 (55%); in the other cases it was 36% (PA2, PA3). See 

Figure 11. 

                                                 
9  The proposed allocation was the same in the second SPF call. 

10  The budget of B-Light Scheme call was reallocated to the SME call. 

11  All the 3 TAPE calls used the same budget frame (EUR 34 608 080 was divided between the relevant three 

calls). 
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Figure 11: The financial progress of the programme 

  

The following four figures ( Figure 12 ð Figure 15) give an overview about the thematic PAs of the 

Programme. All figures visualise the following features :  

¶ share of the PA within the Programme's ERDF allocation; 

¶ regional challenges justifying the inclusion of the PA in the CP; 

¶ expected results that the Member States seek to achieve; 

¶ the PAõs specific objective(s) and result indicator(s); 

¶ the predefined output indicators;  

¶ overview of the calls launched, the mechanisms used and the actions supported; 

¶ the main features of the PA's implementation pr ogress. 

The short description of the PAs is included in the Annex (3.1 Overview of the PAsõ implementation), 

while the detailed analysis of the PAs is found in the second part of the document (2.1.1 Quantification 

of the performance). 
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Figure 12: Overview of PA1 
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Figure 13: Overview of PA2 

 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

34 

Figure 14: Overview of PA3 

 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

35 

Figure 15: Overview of PA4 
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Table 5 and Table 6 summarise the output and result indicators of the CP  which identified 22 output 

indicators altogether (8 common specific and 14 programme specific indicators), but during the 

implementation of the programme one indicator (O222 New logistic services) was cancelled and 

eventually 21 output indicators  are to be reported annually to the Commission. There are three common 

specific indicators which were selected by more than one PA: CO01 Enterprises receiving support and 

CO02 Enterprises receiving grants are fulfilled under two PAs, and three PAs contain the CO13 Newly 

built roads. The number of result indicators was much less, only 6, out of which one was cancelled (R222 

Change in the volume of cross-border good transport) in accordance with the cancellation of the relevant 

output indicator . Due to the fact that in 2018 there were no  achieved indicator values reported, the 

evaluation had to be limited to the report of 2020 (the report of 2023 was not yet known by the cut -off 

date). 

In this document, in compliance with the European Commissionõs ôBetter regulationõ toolbox12 the 

fulfilment of the indicators has been evaluated along the S.M.A.R.T. criteria: 

¶ Specific:  Indicators should be precise and concrete enough not to be open to varying 

interpretations by different people.  

¶ Measurable:  Indicators should define a desired future state in measurable terms, to 

allow verification of their achievement. Such objectives are either quantified or based on 

a combination of description and scoring scales. 

¶ Achievable:  Indicators should be set at a level which is ambitious and at the same time 

realistically achievable and properly justified. 

¶ Relevant:  Indicators should be directly linked to the problem and its root causes.  

¶ Time-Bound:  Indicators should be related to a fixed date or precise time period to allow 

an evaluation of their achievement. 

In the following tables, the fulfilment of the criteria was analysed and marked with the following 

colours: 

¶ A ð Green: the indicator is in line with the criteria;  

¶ B ð Yellow:  the indicator is only partially in line with the criteria;  

¶ C ð Red: the indicator fails regarding the criteria.  

 

  

                                                 
12  ôBetter regulationõ toolbox (2017): https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/better-regulation -

toolbox.pdf; ôBetter regulationõ toolbox (2021): https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law -making-process/planning-

and-proposing -law/better -regulation -why-and-how/better -regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

37 

Table 5: Overview of the output indicators 

Indicator 

code 
Indicator name  

Measurement 

unit  
Target value  

Current value 

(AIR 2021)  

Potential value  

202313 
S M  A R T 

CO01 
Productive investment: Number 

of enterprises receiving support 
enterprises 40 36 36 A A A A A 

CO02 
Productive investment: Number 

of enterprises receiving grants 
enterprises 40 36 36 A A B A B 

CO09 

Sustainable Tourism: Increase in 

expected number of visits to 

supported sites of cultural and 

natural heritage and attractions 

visits/year 30 000 1 042 367 663 035 B C C A C 

CO13 
Roads: Total length of newly 

built roads 
km 2.80 3.1 5.34 A A B B B 

CO23 

Nature and biodiversity: Surface 

area of habitats supported to 

attain a better conservation 

status 

hectares 115 100 123 045.18 128 677 A A B A B 

O11 
Length of reconstructed and 

newly built ôgreen waysõ 
km 120 751.84 800.07 A A C A B 

CO13 
Roads: Total length of newly 

built roads 
km 3.15 0 3.2 A A B A A 

O221 

Number of new public 

transport services started within 

the framework of the 

programme 

piece 10 5 10 A A A A B 

                                                 
13  Based on AIR 2021: Outputs to be delivered by selected operations (forecast provided by beneficiaries). 
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Indicator 

code 
Indicator name  

Measurement 

unit  
Target value  

Current value 

(AIR 2021)  

Potential value  

202313 
S M  A R T 

O222 

Number of new logistic services 

started within the framework of 

the programme  

piece 0 n.a. n.a. B A C A C 

CO01 
Productive investment: Number 

of enterprises receiving support 
enterprises 10 40 41 A A C A B 

CO02 
Productive investment: Number 

of enterprises receiving grants 
enterprises 10 40 41 A A C A B 

CO08 

Productive investment: 

Employment increase in 

supported enterprises 

full time 

equivalents 
20 41.34 86 A A C A B 

CO13 
Roads: Total length of newly 

built roads 
km 11 1.93 7.25 A A C B B 

CO39 

Urban Development: Public or 

commercial buildings built or 

renovated in urban areas 

square meters 3 000 7 923.72 20 305.33 A A C A B 

CO44 

Labour Market and Training: 

Number of participants in joint 

local employment initiatives 

and joint training  

persons 100 312 1 533 A A C A B 

O311 
Number of (integrated 

territorial) action plans  
number 10 0 9 A A C B B 

O312 

Number of women in joint local 

employment initiatives and 

joint trainings (participants of 

employment initiatives from 

above CO44) 

persons 50 105 178 A A C A B 
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Indicator 

code 
Indicator name  

Measurement 

unit  
Target value  

Current value 

(AIR 2021)  

Potential value  

202313 
S M  A R T 

O313 

Number of participants from 

groups at risk of discrimination, 

including Roma in joint local 

employment initiatives and 

joint trainings (participants of 

employment initiatives from 

above CO44) 

persons 25 27 30 A A B A B 

O314 

Number of new business 

services promoting 

employment and consultancy 

services 

number 15 4 33 A A A A A 

O411 

Number of cross-border 

products and services 

developed 

number 20 159 168 A A C A B 

O412 

Number of documents 

published or elaborated 

outside of the  framework of 

SPF 

number 40 140 166 A A C B B 

O413 Number of cross border events number 400 746 1 079 A A C A B 

O414 

Number of documents 

published or elaborated in the 

framework of SPF 

number 200 183 259 A A A B A 

O415 
Number of people participated 

in cooperation  
number 10 000 50 471 53 125 B A C B B 

O416 
Number of women participated 

in cooperation  
number 4 000 27 624 22 064 B A C B B 
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Indicator 

code 
Indicator name  

Measurement 

unit  
Target value  

Current value 

(AIR 2021)  

Potential value  

202313 
S M  A R T 

O417 

Number of participants from 

socially marginalized groups, 

including Roma 

number 300 5 295 3 285 B A C B B 

 

 

Table 6: Overview of the result indicators 

Priority 

Axis 

Indicator 

code 
Indicator name  

Measurement 

unit  
Target value  

Achieved value 

in 2020  (AIR 

2020) 

S M A R T 

PA1 R110 Total number of visitors in the region  number/year 7 800 000 12 011 536 A B C C B 

PA2 

R210 
Average distance between border 

crossing points 
km 18.35 18.35 A A A A A 

R221 
Change in the volume of cross-border 

public transport  
persons 450 000 8 725 A C B A B 

R222 
Change in the volume of cross-border 

good transport  
EUR 0 n.a. C B C A C 

PA3 R310 Increase in the employment rate % 65.2 70.2 A B A B A 

PA4 R410 Level of cross-border cooperation  score 4.1 3.4 C C A B A 
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In most cases, the specificity, measurability and relevance of the output indicators  are suitable. 

However, there are some exceptions that are difficult to measure. For instance, the number of future 

visits is impossible to measure during the implementation period ( CO09 Expected visits to supported 

sites). Further problems stemmed from the ambiguous definition of the indicators. For example, the 

CO02 Enterprises receiving grants and CO01 Enterprises receiving support overlap, as the latter category 

involves the former one. The most well-marked shortcomings are detectable in terms of the achievability 

and time bounding of the indicators, as most of the indicators have fulfilled the target values ahead of 

2023. Striking difference is observed under CO09 Expected visits to supported sites (3 375 percentage 

point 14 (pp) surplus compared to the programmeõs goal), O411 Cross-border products and services 

(+695pp) and O417 Participants from socially marginalized groups (+1 665pp). Further relevant 

information is available in the Performance chapter (2.1.1 Quantification of the performance). 

The assessment of the result indicators  is even more problematic: two of them ( R221 Change in the 

volume of cross-border public transport; R410 Level of cross-border cooperation) have not fulfilled the 

target value yet. Some of the indicators (R110 Total number of visitors in the region, R310 Increase in the 

employment rate) are not suitable to distinguish the results of external and internal impacts, therefore 

their relevance is questionable. In some cases, the process of data collecting is slow as the comparability 

of the necessary information is not ensured and/or they are obtained by time -consuming separate 

researches (surveys/questionnaires) or external data providers (R410 Level of cross-border cooperation; 

R221 Change in the volume of cross-border public transport). 

Although no significant objection s can be mentioned against the relevance of output and result 

indicators, as they are in line with the examined topic, the CBC aspect is weak or missing. The indicators 

were generated according to the CPR, hence this shortcoming was already evident at the preparatory 

stage. 

                                                 
14  The surplus is calculated by the following formula: (achieved value/target value*100)-100. 
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1.3 Answers to the guiding questions  

Q1. How well are the project objectives, outputs and results aligned with expectations of the 

programme as set in the CP (intervention logic)?  

Alignment is outstanding with regard to SO4.1 Improving the level of cross-border inter -institutional 

cooperation and broadening cross-border cooperation between citizens as the CP contributed to 

people-to-people actions and new partnerships with the help of SPF, TAPE and many other projects. 

One of the greatest achievements was in relation to the action "Strengthening and improving the 

cooperation capacity and the cooperation efficiency between different organisations of particular 

sectors through common professional p rogrammes, trainings, exchange of experiences, capitalisation 

and know-how transfer, etc.". Especially environmental protection stakeholders, healthcare and 

educational institutions and NGOs stood out in this field.   

The Programme made significant progress in the field of joint development of environmentally friendly 

tourism products and offers and the development of cross -border infrastructure for eco -tourism and 

cultural heritage sites (especially regarding infrastructure for eco-tourism along the border and 

transboundary rivers, thematic routes and bicycle networks). 

Construction of cross-border roads, bridges and ferries was another action that met expectations.  

Specific Objective 2.2.2. Improving cross-border logistic services could not be fulfilled du e to the lack 

of applicants, and the remaining funds were reallocated to PA1. SO2.2.1 Improving cross-border public 

transport services was more successful, but the three bike sharing system projects obtained support 

due to the lack of proposals concerning more typical and ôtraditionalõ public transport developments 

(like train, bus, demand-driven services). 

Considering SO3.1 - Decreasing employment inequalities among the regions with a view to improving 

the level of employment within the programming region,  employment objectives and outputs were less 

successful as moderate employment growth was reached. However, TAPE resulted in new products and 

services and an intensified level of networking. 

Q2. What progress did the Programme ma ke towards achieving the target s of the specific 

objectives in terms of expected results, activities, target groups, types of beneficiaries and 

indicators?  

The planned specific objectives and activities were in line with the regional needs, but the interest 

therein was not alike. Reallocation of ERDF was necessary from mobility to tourism, since there was no 

implemented project aiming  at the improvement of cross-border logistic services. Consequently, the 

specific objective of increasing the border areaõs attractiveness exceeded the expected results, while the 

achievements of mobility projects were more moderate than it was planned before. In case of facilitating 

employment and improving institutional cooperation, the previously planned amount of ERDF was 

sufficiently absorbed, notable difference from the expected results was not observed. The most popular 

activity was the joint development of cultural and natural heritage  sites and projects, but the 

construction of cross-border roads and the improvement of cross-border labour mobility als o utilised 

a remarkable amount of EU contribution. By contrast, the activities related to cross-border employment 
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initiatives, business services promoting employment and cross-border intelligent transport systems (ITS) 

absorbed the smallest amount of contr ibution.  

The programme successfully involved different types of beneficiaries; local municipalities and NGOs 

were the most represented types of partners owing to the SPF. In terms of the amount of EU 

contribution, the largest amount of ERDF was absorbed by local municipalities, state owned companies 

and EGTCs. On the contrary, the participation of chambers of commerce, primary and secondary schools, 

healthcare facilities and churches fell short of the other target groups.  

The main contribution to the incre ase of the attractiveness of the border area (PA1) was performed by 

local municipalities, enterprises, non-governmental organizations and public institutions, while the 

involvement of chambers of commerce, regional and local tourism organisations, universities, research 

institutes and other educational institutions, development agencies and churches was less frequent. The 

type of eligible applicants related to mobility projects (PA2) was strongly limited, and mostly the state -

owned companies and local municipalities were represented thereby, while the NGOs, regional 

municipalities, universities, research institutes for transport and development agencies stayed in the 

background. The specific objective linked to employment (PA3) was successful in involving numerous 

partners (especially enterprises, local municipalities and NGOs), but the representation of chambers of 

commerce, universities, research institutes, primary and secondary schools, public institutions and non-

profit organisations was relatively weak. In the improvement of institutional cooperation (PA4) mostly 

the NGOs, local municipalities, non-profit organisations, public institutions, universities, research 

institutes and EGTCs took part, while the participation of public authorities, church organisations, state 

owned companies, regional municipalities and enterprises was less pronounced as it could have been. 

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

challenges of the programme area as identified in  the  Interreg V -A Slovakia -Hungary 

Cooperation Programme (considering the scope and characteristics of the programme)?  

One of the most relevant changes refers to people-to-people connections. Most events and 

opportunities for local people to get to know each o ther (better), would not have been provided without 

the financial support of the Programme. The dissolution of mental borders and the knowledge about 

those living ôon the other sideõ is a main added value for the general public as well as for cultural 

institutions/organisations. Without the Programme a significantly lower amount of  partnerships would 

have come about or intensified since 2014. 

A main added value of the CP was the emergence and improvement of cross-border nature park 

initiatives. The nature protection of riverside and wetland areas was impacted the most. Further added 

value is connected to environmental education. 

The number of border crossings have been successfully increased and the average distance between 

them got notably lower despite th e limited budget.  

Health care services and elderly care systems were impacted by knowledge exchange and joint capacity 

building, partly owing to the TAPE tool. The Programme impacted elderly people through the projects 

targeting the silver economy and publ ic social services. 

The Programme actively contributed to the development of cross-border thematic routes and the 

creation of bicycle road networks. Partnership building and development of cross-border destinations 
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especially connected to Szigetkºz and ģitnĩ ostrov, areas along the Danube, the river Ipoly and 

S§toralja¼jhely, Bodrogkºz-Hegykºz and MedzibodroĤie were successful with clear added value in the 

fields of ecotourism, active and heritage tourism based on joint built and intangible heritage.  

Q4. What i s the current and estimated aggregated effect of the programme in the eligible  

area? 

The role of the Programme is outstanding with regard to the improvement of infrastructural conditions 

of cross-border flows mainly considering new border crossings (new road bridges between Ipolydam§sd 

and Chŏaba, Dr®gelypal§nk and Ipeŏsk® Predmostie, Ŗrhalom and Vrbovka, new bicycle bridge between 

Dunakiliti and DobrohoĢš, ferry service between Neszm®ly and Radvaŕ, new road connection between 

Nagyrozv§gy and Veŏkĩ HoreĢ), decreased distance between regional centres and the increase of new 

cross-border transport options.   

The role and functions of the regional authorities and the EGTCs as important stakeholders and cross-

border institutions have increased. EGTCs have reached a higher level of institutional importance by 

being responsible for TAPE CCPs, the management of the SPF, and for being successful applicants and 

often LBs of SKHU projects. The representatives of the regional authorities gained new missions and 

assumed a more important role in the implementation of the Programme (especially through their 

involvement in the quality assessment process). 

The CP strengthened social connectivity and partnerships of various stages through people-to-people-

type activities increasing the number of citizens participating in cross-border activities, involving local 

municipalities and NGOs. Especially environmental education, environment and tourism-related 

people-to-people events were promoted. The Programme supported festivals and other events which 

are well-known and acknowledged by the other sideõs cultural and civic sphere by now. Cultural life 

across the border has developed significantly since 2014. Many artists and event organisers of all types 

of events now know each other significantly better than before . 

Capacity building and inter-institutional cooperation were encouraged and facilitated by the 

Programme, especially covering stakeholders from the fields of environmental protection and tourism, 

furthermore from healthcare and social care. However, the representation of institutions in the 

Programme remained below expectations. 

Q5. What are the gaps between what was achieved and what are the remaining/emerging 

needs of the area at the time of the evaluation?  

Gaps can be detected in the development of border crossing public transport lines (especially with 

regard to bus services and development of passenger information and ticketing systems, establishment 

of associations); the use of the potential of cross-border integrated logistic s zones and the cooperation 

of industrial parks (however, it must be noted that the CP could hardly have a noticeable influence here 

given the large infrastructural expenses); and support for cross-border labour force migration 

(regardless of training and capacity development). 

The fulfilment of result indicators corroborates these statements, as the volume of cross-border public 

transport and the density of border crossing points fall short of the initial goals, while tourism (number 

of visitors) and the employment rate have exceeded the expected targets. The programme has been 
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the most successful in the field of tourism, since remarkably more people visited the region than 

expected. 

Remaining needs include:  

¶ qualitative and quantitative protection of water  resources (projects can be envisaged effectively 

in the future in the frames of inter -institutional cooperation where the competent authorities 

and bodies cooperate with each other); 

¶ increase of the density of border crossing points (especially along the Danube); 

¶ development of cross-border functional urban influencing areas (the suburbanisation of 

Bratislava and KoĢice, the twin cities); 

¶ increase of the number of operating SMEs in the border region (with focus on contribution to 

business networking, involvement of SMEs in projects to reach better sustainability); 

¶ decrease of social disparities, combating against poverty (by counterbalancing of handicaps and 

disadvantages resulting from the peripheric location of border areas); 

¶ the development of integrated  and sustainable cross-border tourism management and thematic 

routes (exchange of professional knowledge is still needed in this area, and more attention on 

destination management and sustainability of ecotourism results); 

¶ support of developments based on cultural diversity (support for P2P connections, cultural 

events, cultural heritage valorisation); 

¶ animation of cross-border social relations (empowering social relations can be regarded as the 

main added value of the Programme, there is a great need for keeping it).  

Emerging needs include elaboration of recommendations concerning legal-administrative obstacles to 

mobility and cross-border governance and cooperation in general (e.g. in relation to the need of cross-

border service provision, coordination of  vocational education and preparation of labour market 

particularly). Further need to be matched is the permanent monitor ing of cross-border flows and 

phenomena without which it is very hard to design the interventions of a CBC programme. 

Q6. Are the programme õs outputs and results sustainable on the long run? 

Sustainability is sometimes hard to interpret, especially in the case of soft activities. For example, the 

outputs can be cross-border events, training courses, study trips and other meetings that end wit h the 

completion of the project, and no continuation is required. The preparation of different documents 

generates similar problems, since the sustainability of the completed papers is difficult to justify. It might 

be guaranteed if the publication of thes e documents is mandatory, they prepare further interventions 

and the generated values will be available for other actors as well. As one of the greatest achievements 

of the programme is linked to the tourism sector, a great number of visits needs to be ensured by the 

maintenance of developed infrastructure and the ability for continuous renewal. In light of the project 

reports, the project partners intend to follow this principle. Some project outputs and results focus on 

the development of cross-border pro ducts and services, which requires a significant effort from the 

partners to maintain. However, the introduction of these future steps was not always convincing and 

detailed. 

New community functions have been created through renovation or new investments. A high 

proportion of these developments serves the physical/economic/social permeability of the border as 

well. However, their maintenance (especially after the end of the project cycle) is often problematic, 
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since they are managed by actors who are not equipped with sufficient equity, or the infrastructureõs 

maintenance fails to be for-profit. Consequently, greater emphasis should be put on long-term financial 

sustainability and maintenance of such infrastructure and functions with òpublic interestó. Results and 

outputs of cross-border public transport are also problematic to sustain in the long term given the less 

than sufficient level of demand for them and the changing market conditions.  

Q7. How can the future programming be streamlined in order to achieve a  higher impact and 

ensure sustainability of the financial assistance provided?  

The current evaluation exercise has been carried out after the adoption of the new programme. 

However, it enables drawing conclusions on how the new programme could have been designed.  

1. Since the very beginning of the first Hungarian-Slovak CBC calls for proposals (in 1995), the 

biggest interest has been shown towards tourism-related interventions. This is also the topic 

where the competences are available at local level and these projects do not make it necessary 

to deliver complicated plans and strategies. 

2. The very essence of the CBC programmes is to alleviate the burdens hindering cross-border 

integration and to facilitate the valorisation of territorial capital in the (frequen tly peripheral) 

border areas. 

3. The budgetary frames of the CBC programmes favour the implementation of rather small 

projects through which as many stakeholders can be involved in the cross-border activities as 

possible. 

As a consequence, the new programme should have been concentrating on the following aspects: 

1. enable the implementation of integrated tourism programmes with the involvement of 

numerous relevant stakeholders representing a cross-border tourist destination (application of 

the TAPE tool); 

2. enhance cooperation within cross-border functional areas like agglomerations, natural reserves, 

water catchment areas, etc., through spatially integrated plans (PO5); 

3. facilitate the elimination of cross -border legal and administrative obstacles (OSI1); 

4. involve the largest number of institutions and local actors in the programme (SPF). 

The new programme partly matches the above recommendations. 

Q8. PA 1: To what extent has the programme contributed to utilize the regionõs endogenous 

natural and cultural potential and to increase the attractiveness of the border area?  

PA1 was the Programmeõs most popular priority axis attracting the largest number of applications and 

the largest share of the CP budget. 

The projectsõ main added value was the elaboration and improvement of cross-border nature park 

initiatives. The nature conservation zones of riverside areas and wetland areas were impacted the most. 

Other relevant added value is connected to environmental education, which is affected by many projects 

that primarily support  this challenge. Ecotourism received outstanding support along the Danube, the 

Ipeŏ/Ipoly, the Horn§d/Hern§d. The CP contributed to the extension and creation of cross-border biking 

and water tourism networks. At the same time, the development of integrate d cross-border tourist 

services or offers and the creation of cross-border destinations are missing from the Programmeõs 

results. Cross-border added value of the SP includes the better functional and physical connection of 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

47 

cultural heritage (sites) and the promotion of cultural events through the SPF scheme which involved 

many new project partners in cooperation.  

The changes in attraction cannot be assessed yet as some projects are still running. However, the 

number of visitors in the border region exceede d the target value as early as 2020 but the data is not 

specified in relation to cross-border visitors. 

Q9. PA 2: To what extent has the programme contributed to increasing the density between 

border crossing points along the Hungarian -Slovak border?  

The baseline value of 2014 for average distance was 21.9 km, which decreased to 18.35 km in 2020. The 

original target was 15 km but the CP modification changed it to 18.35, therefore the target has been 

reached successfully. Except for the Monostori/MonoĢter bridge and the new highway connection at 

Tornyosn®meti/Kechnec all the new crossings have and will be established by the support of the CP. 

The density will be increased significantly along the river Ipeŏ/Ipoly. However, there is still a need for 

new crossings as their territorial distribution is still uneven along the joint border section (e.g. along the 

Danube the average distance is still over the Western European average). 

The Programme had the following direct impacts through the construction of new cro ssing points: 

decreasing travelling times, creating shorter routes. This resulted in: 

1. better conditions for cross -border movements, cross-border labour mobility and tourism flows 

particularly; 

2. support for cross-border functional integration of urban hinter lands and the microregional 

settlement network, cross-border service provision; 

3. better opportunities for even closer and new interpersonal relations, family and business 

connections that require in-site, face-to-face interactions. 

Q10. PA 3: To what extent has the Programme contributed to the decrease of the employment 

inequalities among the regions?  

The macro conditions for employment and the business sectors have completely changed the 

environment for labour mobility. The COVID-19 pandemic, inflation (especially in the field of energ y 

costs), the war in Ukraine had deep influence on the labour market. The financial means of the CP cannot 

be compared with these macro level conditions. Still the TAPE projects have generated more than 150 

new jobs which is beyond the expectations (and the indicator target values). At the same time, the 

region which was affected the most by long -term unemployment, namely the Gºmºr/Gemer area, did 

not participate in the PA3 activities which clearly highlights the shortcomings of the TAPE tool. 

The experiences show that CBC Programmes are not necessarily the best tools for creating new jobs. 

The TAPE projects were rather considered by both the beneficiaries and the Programme Bodies as 

drivers of partnership building across the border. Some projects resulted in strengthening the 

production capacities of certain SMEs, some others opened new markets for the beneficiaries, and 

several vocational training schools have been developed facilitating better employability for the ir pupils, 

but the  real impacts of these interventions are yet to be tested in the future.  
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To sum up, the CP could not reduce the employment inequalities among the subregions of the 

programme area but it has created new opportunities for cross-border business cooperation which 

might have similar effects in the long  run. 

Q11. PA 4: To what extent has the programme contributed to improv ing  the level of cross -

border inter -institutional cooperation?  

The main mission of the CBC programmes is to create and enhance cross-border ties between as many 

actors as possible. This mission has been fulfilled by the CP, especially thanks to the SPF scheme and 

the soft activities realised thereunder. 

The CP affected positively the cooperation among museums, primary and secondary educational 

institutions, elderly care institutions as well as twinning settlements. Cooperation between certain 

hospitals (Balassagyarmat, Salg·tarj§n, LuĽenec, Veŏkĩ Krt²Ģ, Miskolc and Kr§ŏovskĩ Chlmec) also 

developed among the projects. Capacity building, knowledge exchange generated results in partnership 

building and laying down the basis for more intensified future cooperation.   

However, the involvement of the national and regional authorities by which legal and administrative 

obstacles to cooperation could be elimin ated, was missing. The CP failed to attract these institutions in 

cross-border cooperation. What is more, compared to previous programmes, even the water 

management authorities were missing from the beneficiaries. 

It is a real challenge for the Programme Bodies to involve these institutions in the new programme.  

Q12. What kind of results can be observed in the field of social innovation?  

Based on the analysis of the relevant projects, in the field of social innovation, people aged 60 and over, 

the Roma and the unemployed were the main target groups. The innovative tool of the TAPE played an 

important role in social innovation. The services developed by the RE-START (social services for elderly 

people) and the Sz®p Csereh§t (using local products as a tool for re-activating unemployed persons) 

TAPEs, as well as the training courses addressing the most vulnerable social groups (e.g. by the REWO 

project) contributed to the development of social innovation. Some relevant improvement could be 

detected with regard to vol unteering and circular economy. Development of social enterprises was not 

the focus area of the supported actions. 
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1.4 Overview on the application of the 1 st phase recommendations  

Recommendations  Short reference  Management of the prob lem 

1. CP planning  

1.1 Strategic frames of the programme  

R_1.1 Clearer and 

unambiguous rules and timely 

delivered regulation are 

necessary from EU level 

Next regulations should be drafted earlier facilitating more 

accurate programming and launching of the programme in 

due time. 

The recommendation targeted the EU level decision 

making procedures. 

Unfortunately, the problems have even been further 

aggravated during the adoption of the new Cohesion 

Policy package and the approval of the CBC programmes. 

R_1.2 Territorial relevance 

should further be 

strengthened 

In each case a control group should be involved in the 

selection procedure of the priorities. The control groups should 

comprise of experts of the given priority area and experts who 

are familiar with the border region. This control group could be 

a testing body of the proposed priorities. This way the set of 

priorities may be better aligned to the real needs and 

opportunities.  

In the analysed programming period (2014-2020), the 

recommendation has not been adapted but the 

involvement of the territorial actors (regions and EGTCs) 

has been achieved through other solutions. 

During the programming period of 2021-2027, 

stakeholders were widely involved in the preparation of the 

territorial analysis and during the PO selections. Also, 

several workshops were held to ôhear the voiceõ of the local 

stakeholders of the programme area. 

R_1.3 Differentiation between 

West and East is 

recommended 

It is advised to consider the split of the priorities by the needs 

of the two major parts of the programming region.  Alternative 

solutions: 

¶ The division of the CP into two independent programmes.  

¶ The selection criteria are based on territorial indicators. 

(unemployment level, purchasing power of the 

households, rate of early school leavers, etc.) 

¶ Announcement of calls for proposals under different PAs in 

different regions (within the same priority area, the 

applicants can focus on different activities which are 

relevant for their special territorial endowments).  

It was not applied at the program me level, but the 

management of the small project fund was provided by 

two EGTCs according to regional principles (Western part: 

RDV EGTC; Eastern part: Via Carpatia EGTC). 
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Recommendations  Short reference  Management of the prob lem 

R_1.4 The flexibility of 

modification of the CP should 

be increased 

The threshold of own intervention of the MC regarding the 

programme budget should be increased to 10%. 

During the COVID, flexibility rules have broadly been 

adapted. 

2. Programme management  

2.1 Programme structure and capacities  

R_2.1 Compensate missing 

capacities as soon as possible 

To sum up, the MA lacks 5 experts, the JS lacks 2 employees 

and due to the non -systematic decision made on the 1601 call 

(PA1) shortages at the Slovak FLC can occur. 

The capacity shortages at the Slovak FLC prevailed. 

In the case of the JS communication tasks have been 

outsourced reducing the capacity needs (the fluctuation of 

the team members caused difficulties). 

Although a t the MA 2-3 staff members were missing for a 

while (one programme manager, and horizontal experts to 

be in charge of the financial, legal and strategic 

management for all programmes managed by Hungary), 

the lack of capacity was managed by the last phase of the 

programme period.  

R_2.2 Keep the involvement of 

the EGTCs in SPF management 
The Small Project Fund is managed by two EGTCs. Adapted. 

2.2 Communication  

R_2.3 Keep and enhance the 

right direction  

The programme has exceptional (and awarded) on-line 

appearance. 

The average responding time at the programmeõs Facebook 

site is 1 hour.  

The CPõs communication is evaluated very good by the 

end-users. 

R_2.4 Improve the 

beneficiariesõ communication 

capacities 

Beneficiariesõ capacities should be reinforced to carry out 

better communication with the media and the press, as well as 

to use more adequate and effective communication tools.  

It is recommended to organise communication trainings for 

the beneficiaries with the involvement of communication 

experts. 

The JS invited the Beneficiaries to fine-tune the project 

level communication plans together afte r the selection.  

The renewed visibility guideline which better reflects on the 

mandatory and the recommended tools is considered 

efficient by the JS and the applicants, but the diverse 

versions of the document published in the programming 

period made the beneficiaries confused. The SP 

beneficiaries did not get enough assistance concerning the 
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Recommendations  Short reference  Management of the prob lem 

visibility requirements which led to serious problems during 

the first-level control (clarified after the project closure!). 

For the next programme (2021-2027), the document 

ôGuidelines on project promotionõ has been simplified as 

much as possible to give a clearer guidance to the partners. 

As for the SPF Beneficiaries, the communication 

requirements are also communicated and regulated in their 

subsidiarity contract. 

R_2.5 Simplify project 

communication and make it 

more fit -to-purpose 

On the one hand, during the designing phase, the applicant 

would be provided with an automatic lump -sum amount (e.g. 

defined in ratio of the total sum of the project) without the 

obligati on of detailing the communication activities. On the 

other hand, these activities would be defined during the 

contracting phase by selecting the most appropriate tools fit -

for-purpose and fit -for-content (project specific 

communication measures). 

The mandatory components determined by the EU Regulations 

would be excepted from the above procedure (they still stay 

mandatory) but the unit -cost approach would be kept in these 

cases, as well. 

Adapted. 

R_2.6 Promote the best 

practice examples in order to 

improve the knowledge and 

understanding of cross-border 

aspects 

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 in both languages; more field trips 

and local presence; and project fairs can be applied. 

The JS, the SPF EGTCs and the info-points offered many 

consultation opportunities.   
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Recommendations  Short reference  Management of the prob lem 

3. Programme implementation  

3.1 Project selection  

3.1.1 Calls for proposals 

R_3.1 Restrict the thematic 

scope of the calls 

The quality assessment is complicated because of the 

differences between the topics of the projects. 

Potential solutions might be:  

¶ the priorities are wide by scope but the calls are more 

restricted focusing on smaller fields;  

¶ the TAPE model is implemented in other calls as well since 

the integrated approach inspires the beneficiaries to a 

more careful, more intensive, better-based preparatory 

activity; 

¶ the continuously open calls are closed when the total cost 

claims of the proposals submitted reaches a certain level 

(e.g. three times higher than the dedicated amount): this 

way the last-minute projects can be excluded. 

In contrast to the previous model, the JS assesses all 

project proposals from a strategic point of view, during 

which the benchmark of different proposals can be carried 

out. 

 

The proposal on thematically restricted calls was adapted in 

the 1902 call and by the selected SOs of the new 

programme which are better (or rather excessively) 

focused. 

 

According to the JS the integrated approach not necessarily 

results in good quality  CBC projects. 

 

The proposal on continuous calls was adapted only for the 

1801 SME call, not applied  for the design of the 2021 -2027 

CP. 

R_3.2 Strengthen the cross-

border character of the 

projects 

¶ The JS can issue a guide on how the cross-border 

character of a project can be ensured; 

¶ a joint preparation matrix is advised to be applied which 

includes information on the cross-border components of 

the planned activities and by its cells it orientates the 

beneficiaries to pursue higher level of integration;  

¶ the factors of the quality assessment can be changed in a 

way that the beneficiaries are encouraged to exceed their 

conventional methods of developing cross -border projects 

(more detailed description of cross-border character with 

different aspects and with higher total score). 

The recommendations could be considered during future 

CfP of the 2021-2027 programme. 
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Recommendations  Short reference  Management of the prob lem 

R_3.3 Apply the two-round 

selection procedure also in 

other calls than PA3 

The two-round selection procedure enables the applicants to 

specify and more deeply think through their intentions and 

goals. 

The recommendation could be considered during future 

CfPs of the 2021-2027 CP. 

3.1.2 Specific tools 

R_3.4 Re-design the SME call 

Instead of publishing the same call for SMEs, it is worth 

considering to involve SMEs in the next PA1 call within the 

framework of integrated interventions similar to PA3.  

Adapted. 

R_3.5 Apply the TAPE model 

also for other priorities in the 

next programme 

 Not applied within 2014-2020, adapted within 2021-2027. 

R_3.6 Keep the Small Project 

Fund 
 Adapted. 

R_3.7 Promote the horizontal 

integration of the projects  

The horizontal integration of projects cross-cutting the 

different PAs is missing. Assessment grids could award this 

aspect with additional scoring. 

Not applied  but within the 2021 -2027 programme the 

territorial and sectorial aspects are also assessed. (The 

planned strategic project might have such an impact.) 

3.1.3 Assessment procedure 

R_3.8 Apply the three-level 

quality assessment model to 

the entire programme  

The three-level quality assessment model of the TAPE proved 

to be very beneficial. 

Considering that the cross-border and the territorial aspects 

are assessed separately, the invited external experts can 

represent directly the professional field of the submitted 

projects. 

Adapted, the method has been used and further developed 

during the last calls of the Programme. 

R_3.9 Involve the MC more 

actively in the selection of the 

proposals 

The model of the TAPE presentations provides a new and more 

decisive role for the MC which does not only ăadministeró the 

final decision but can make recommendations regarding the 

projects and can discuss potential disputed issues with the 

project holders. In parallel, the application of the solution can 

enhance the commitment of the MC members to setting the 

conditions and making recommendations at MC meetings 

more actively. 

Adapted. 

The MC members have been better involved in the 

preparation of the call for proposals. The success factor was 

limited by the lack of capacities and competencies at 

NUTS3 level, and also by the language barriers. 
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Recommendations  Short reference  Management of the prob lem 

3.2 Project implementation  

R_3.10 Eliminate the 

differences between the two 

(national) financing systems 

Due to the differences in national legislations, the financing 

conditions of the projects are fundamentally different in 

Slovakia and in Hungary. 

Not applied , due to the differen t national legislations. 

R_3.11 Enhance the 

sustainability of cross-border 

partnerships and the project 

results 

The assessment of the prehistory of the partnership and the 

joint prospects for the future can give this perspective, 

especially in case of TO11. In these terms, it is interesting to 

see, how long the partnerships are. 

Integration can be guaranteed either in time (the current 

project can be considered as the continuation of a previous 

one) or by synergies (the project results will be built int o a 

larger context created by other projects and interventions). The 

latter factor can partly be evaluated through territorial 

assessment applied in the case of the TAPE call. 

The proposal has been partially applied. The first open call 

for the 2021-2027 period requires the Project Part Concept 

to address the future sustainability of the project, but the 

sustainability aspect only influences less than 10% of the 

final assessment result. 

4. Performance on programme level  

4.1 The IMIS system  

R_4.1 Fine-tune the IMIS and 

train the beneficiaries on how 

to use it 

In order to enable the applicants to draft better quality 

proposals in due time, the JS should organise Info Days on the 

use of the IMIS (uploading the application). 

In addition, beneficiaries would welcome the IMIS handbook in 

national languages. 

Adapted: the new system has been presented at the Info 

Days and a new User Manual was published. 

R_4.2 Modify the IMIS system 

with a view to enabling its 

users to import and export 

data in a more compiled and 

structured way 

Provide an opportunity to upload the Excel sheets the data of 

which could be re-arranged automatically by the system. 
Partly adapted through the use of the Interreg+ system.  

4.2 Procedures  

R_4.3 Eliminate or diminish the 

reasons of delays 
 The COVID overwrote this recommendation. 
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Recommendations  Short reference  Management of the prob lem 

R_4.4 Harmonise the FLC 

procedures in order to ensure 

equal treatment  

The rules concerning the FLC in Slovakia are stricter than those 

in Hungary. In the former case, there is a 2% rule of failed 

checks and the Ministry of Finance always performs very strict 

control on FLC team. As a consequence, the Slovak FLC is 

stricter against the beneficiaries than the Hungarian. 

Not applied  (ruling falls under national competences). 

R_4.5 Involve the beneficiaries 

in the preparation of the calls  

The involvement of the TAPE beneficiaries in the preparation of 

the second-round call through a consultation event proved to 

be useful and much appreciated by the participants. This 

procedure could be adapted t o other calls as well, mainly if the 

calls follow the two -round selection model. 

Not applied  within 2014-2020, partly adapted within 2021-

2027: 

¶ two-round selection procedure is kept in the case of 

the tourist territorial action plans  

¶ on-line consultation was held before the 1st CfP. 

R_4.6 Consider the 

implementation of 

continuously open calls 

The application of the continuous model would make the peak 

periods more balanced as the Management Bodies would be 

exempt of creating new and new calls.  

The continuous model was not applied. At the beginning of 

the programme period 2021 -2027, the JS published the 

planned schedule of the calls for proposals for the whole  

new programme. It can serve not only the time 

management of the JS, but beneficiaries can also plan their 

capacity better. 

5. Recommendations related to the extended AIR  

R_5.1 Create the follow-up 

solution of EU2020 

contribution  

The JS is invited to develop an equivalence matrix, how the CP 

indicators feed into the system of the EU headline indicators. 
Not applied  yet. 

R_5.2 Create the follow-up 

solution of macro -regional 

contribution  

The JS is invited to develop an equivalence matrix where the 

objectives of the EUSDR and the indicators of the DTP  

correspond to the actions taken by the beneficiaries. 

Not applied  yet. 
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1.5 Main findings and r ecommendations  of the 2 nd phase evaluation  

The table below contains the overview of the main findings of the evaluation and adequate 

recommendations coupled with t he references to the chapter of detailed analysis. A short interpretation 

of the findings and recommendations can be found right after the table. 

Table 7: Overview of the findings and recommendations 

Findings  Recommendations  Relevant chapters  

F_1 Substantive aspects 

F_1.1 The achievements and shortcomings of the programme 

F_1.1.a Definition of 

interventions and indicators 

R_1.1 Develop a cross-border territorial 

monitoring system  

R_1.2 Publish a guide on the application of 

horizontal principles  

Quantification of the 

performance, Horizontal 

principles 

F_1.1.b Weakness of territoriality R_1.3 Improve the cross-border character of 

the programme  

R_1.4 Target the underrepresented 

subregions 

R_1.5 Promote the involvement of the 

territorially relevant actors 

Cross-border relevance, 

Territorial coverage, TAPE 

F_1.1.c Partnership failures  R_1.6 Attract the national and regional 

institutions and authorities  

R_1.7 Keep the feasibility plans to ensure 

sustainability 

R_1.8 Require the elaboration of a 

stakeholder analysis for the TAPE-type 

partnerships 

Analysis of cross-border 

relevance, TAPE 

F_1.2 The innovative character of the CP 

F_1.2.a Re-invention of the Small 

Project Fund 

- Performance, SPF 

F_1.2.b Involvement of the SMEs 

in the programme  

R_1.9 Analyse the possibility of the use of 

Financial Instruments 

R_1.10 Consider the application of one-

sided SME projects 

Performance, Involvement 

of SMEs, TAPE 

F_1.2.c Application of a  self-

developed integrated tool: the 

TAPE 

- TAPE, SME 

F_2 Procedural aspects 

F_2.1 Major factors hardening the programme implementation  

F_2.1.a Relocation of the MA - Influence factors of the 

implementation, 

Programme management 

F_2.1.b The COVID-19 pandemic R_2.1 Consider the establishment of 

financial reserves per priority axis 

Influence factors of 

implementation  

F_2.1.c Delays of the Small 

Project scheme 

R_2.2 Include the SPF projects in the 

electronic application system 

SPF 
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Findings  Recommendations  Relevant chapters  

R_2.3 Revise the inclusion of infrastructural 

projects in SPF 

R_2.4 Expand the use of simplified cost 

options under SPF 

F_2.1.d Financial constraints R_2.5 Facilitate balanced set-up of financial 

rules 

R_2.6 Revise the ceiling of management 

costs 

Influence factors of the 

implementation, TAPE 

F_2.2 Interventions of the Programme Bodies in order to improve the quality of the procedures 

F_2.2.a Simplification of the 

administrative burdens 

R_2.7 Expand the use of SCO under each 

priority axis  

R_2.8 Facilitate the alleviation of 

administrative burdens 

R_2.9 Provide assistance to the preparation 

of the public procurement calls  

Assessment of procedures 

of the project cycle, Results 

of the simplification  

F_2.2.b Introduction of the 

electronic application system 

R_2.10 Develop further the e-application 

system 

Results of the simplification 

F_2.2.c Upgraded programme 

communication  

R_2.11 Keep the system of consultations 

R_2.12 Extend the scope of SPF 

consultations 

Communication of the 

programme, Assistance 

provided by the 

Programme Bodies, TAPE, 

SPF 

F_2.2.d Challenges and solutions 

of project level communication  

R_2.13 Analyse the impacts of the 

communication tools  

R_2.14 Involve external experts to improve 

the effects of project level communication  

Communication of the 

projects, Programme 

management 

F_2.2.e The 3-stage quality 

assessment 

R_2.15 Keep the new quality assessment 

system 

Assessment of the 

procedures of the project 

cycle, TAPE 

F_3 Structural aspects  

F_3.1 Programme management level 

F_3.1.a Excellent cooperation 

between the Programme Bodies 

- Capacity and lead time 

assessment, Programme 

management 

F_3.1.b Capacity shortages - Capacity and lead time 

assessment 

F_3.1.c Active regions R_3.1 Extend the decision-making 

competences of the JS 

Programme management 

F_3.1.d Active EGTCs R_3.2 Keep the active role of the EGTCs in 

the Programme 

R_3.3 Provide stronger influence to the JS in 

the SPF implementation 

SPF, TAPE, Programme 

management 

F_3.2 Project management level 

F_3.2.a The role of the CCP in 

the TAPEs 

R_3.4 Keep the CCP projects in the 

territorial action plans  

TAPE 
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F_1 Substantive aspects  

F_1.1 The achievements and shortcomings of the programme  

The Interreg V-A Slovakia-Hungary Programme triggered cross-border interventions in four priority  

areas:  

¶ PA1 ð Nature and culture 

¶ PA2 ð Cross-border mobility  

¶ PA3 ð Facilitating employment  

¶ PA4 ð Institutional cooperation.  

Due to its modest budgetary frames (EUR 183 million including ERDF and national co-financing), the CP 

could not generate ground -breaking developments in the border area whose surface is twice bigger 

than that of Belgium. At the same time (as the borderscape analysis points it out) the impact of the 

programme on the borderland is not neglectable. Especially its intercultural, interpersonal and social 

relations (PA4), the tourism-based cross-border developments (PA1) and the field of cross-border 

transport infrastructure and services are the subjects where the CP has no concurrence. Between 2014 

and 2023 the Slovak and Hungarian authorities have been opening 8 new border crossing points and 

two upgraded links from among which 7 new links (5 public road and 2 cycle connections) have been 

constructed with the aid of the CP. Thanks to the programme 3 new cross-border bicycle sharing 

services have been inaugurated. There is no further funding opportunity through which the Hungarian 

and Slovak municipalities, civil associations, NGOs and SMEs could start or boost their cooperation. In 

addition, under the umbrella of the se initiatives, many old buildings have been renovated and re-

utilised. 

Accordingly, the most outstanding indicators where the Programme had  an important role cover mostly 

two aspects, namely, infrastructural conditions of cross-border flows and cross-border cooperation:  

¶ Change in the average distance of border crossing points, 

¶ Average annual turnover, number of employees of cross-border cooperation initiatives and 

governance entities,  

¶ Number and total value of the projects implemented by the cross -border cooperation initiatives 

and governance entities,  

¶ Number of cross-border institutions, networks and clusters + their projects,  

¶ Number, geographic scope and value of projects implemented jointly across the border,  

¶ Sustainability of project partnerships,  

¶ Number of citizens participating in cross-border activities and projects,  

¶ Number of joint cultural events based on the performersõ nationality.  

At the same time, however, the programme suffered  from a number  of shortcomings. Below, both the 

achievements and shortcomings will be briefly analysed with references to the relevant (detailed) 

descriptions and (when adaptable) with recommendations. 

F_1.1.a Definition of interventions and indicators  

The CP included interventions and indicators which proved to be inadequate within an Interreg 

programme. The specific objective targeting the development of cross-border logistics services 
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completely failed due to the lack of interest and the restrictive State Aid rules to be applied (the only 

one partnership withdrew their p roposal).  

The support system of the TAPE projects was based on the creation of new jobs. Due to the volatile and 

profit -oriented nature of the business realm, the creation of these jobs needed a lot of costs to cover.  

The burdensome adaptability of the EU horizontal principles is a recurrent problem of the CBC 

programmes. Due to the complexity of the cross-border projects, the implementation of these principles 

lacks self-evidence and the responses given by the beneficiaries are rather artificial ones. 

The definition of the indicators and the timing also proved to be inaccurate. For instance, the number 

of future visits is impossible to measure during the implementation period ( CO09 Expected visits to 

supported sites). In some cases, the process of data collecting is slow as the comparability of the 

necessary information is not ensured and/or they can be obtained through time -consuming researches 

(surveys/questionnaires) or through external data providers (R410 Level of cross-border cooperation; 

R221 Change in the volume of cross-border public transport). The biggest problem is that the indicators 

hardly reflect the cross-border character of the programme. The indicator registering the number of 

visits does not differentiate between domestic, international a nd cross-border visitors; the number of 

participants at an event, the number of women and people from the most vulnerable societal groups 

participating in training activities do not give information on the share of the cross -border participants, 

etc. 

Similarly, the indicator values proved to be designed without a solid basis. For instance, in four cases 

(O411 Cross-border products and services, O415 People participated in cooperation, O416 Women 

participated in cooperation and O417 Participants from socially marginalized groups) the target value of 

2023 has already been completed in 2018. In the following year, two further indicators (O412 Documents 

elaborated outside SPF and O413 Cross-border events) achieved the final goals, which means that the 

target values were defined in a too moderate and easy-to-fulfil way. The number of participants is one 

of the most underestimated indicators, as in 2021 the 3 relevant indicators exceeded the final values by 

more than +400pp ( O415 People participated in cooperation by +405pp, O416 Women participated in 

cooperation by +591pp, O417 Participants from socially marginalized groups by +1 665pp) ð regardless 

of the mobility restrictions introduced during the COVID pandemic.  

Relevant chapter: 2.1.1 Quantification of the performance, 2.3.5 Horizontal principles 

R_1.1 Develop a cross-border territorial monitoring system  

The failures of the programme design stem from the lack of  a systematic and permanent monitoring of 

cross-border movements and phenomena. There are no reliable datasets on cross-border labour, 

educational, residential mobility, on the volume of cross-border flows within the programme area, on 

the legal and administrative obstacles hindering cross-border integration, on the existing cross-border 

interinstitutional and B2B contacts, etc. Without having a clear picture on the above phenomena, the 

programme designers are not able to provide a correct diagnosis on the territorial processes and they 

draw failed conclusions. 

Accordingly, a territorial mon itoring system should be created targeting the Slovak-Hungarian border 

area which can monitor not only the cross-border movements and obstacles, but it may also include 

the outcomes of the CBC programmes implemented so far, i.e. their quantifiable results and the 
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documents, studies and publications, e-learning materials, guides, etc. developed with the financial aid 

of the programmes. These developments could lay the basis for more reliable planning processes and 

re-use the hidden or forgotten results of th e previous periods. 

R_1.2 Publish a guide on the application of horizontal principles  

The JS has a special, educational mission in terms of the horizontal principles. In order to ensure the 

real and relevant interventions to be triggered by the beneficiari es, the JS should publish a guidance 

document including targeted questions and best practice examples referring to the different aspects of 

equality and sustainability. For this purpose, the European Handbook for SDG Voluntary Local Reviews 

released by JRC in 2020 can be used as a guide15. 

F_1.1.b Weakness of territoriality  

The CP has a modest cross-border character. However, there are remarkable differences between the 

results of the priority axes and the tools: PA2 and PA1 stand out while the SPF projects pull the average 

value down (see the figure below).  

Figure 16: Cross-border relevance of the projects per PA and tool 

 

If we disregard the SPF projects, the average value is at a higher position. Neglecting the SPF projects 

can be justified by the specificity of the SPF call which is to involve as many stakeholders in cooperation 

as possible. In these terms, the maturity of the partnership plays a much less significant role than in the 

case of the so-called ônormalõ projects. But the average value is still modest ð even without the SPF 

projects. Even the territorial tool applied by the CP, namely the TAPE, missed to impact upon a cross-

                                                 
15  See: https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC129381 
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border subregion. Due to the limited financial frames (EUR 40 million in total) the TAPE beneficiaries 

could not have a remarkable effect on the economy of the b orderland. At the same time, the action 

plans themselves were designed in a superficial way which prevented the realisation of effective and 

territorially integrated interventions.  

The territorial coverage of the project activities is very unbalanced within the programme area. Especially 

the Gºmºr/Gemer region remained almost intact of the programme. This shortage is the most salient 

in the case of the TAPE tool whose main target area was exactly this region suffering from the highest 

unemployment rates. 

Several tourism related projects lack the territorial contiguity without which it is very hard to ensure the 

development of a real cross-border destination. In these cases, the dot-like investments do not facilitate 

the cross-border integration of the touri st services. 

Relevant chapter: 2.2.4 Analysis of cross-border relevance, 2.3.2 Mapping of the territorial coverage, 

2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for Employment (TAPE) 

R_1.3 Improve the cross -border charac ter of the programme  

The very mission of the CBC programme is to connect partners across the border and stabilise their 

partnerships for a long run. Accordingly, boosting the cross-border character of the CP is an essential 

interest of the Programme Bodies. This mission can be fulfilled by selecting specific objectives, 

interventions and indicators of strong cross-border character. Cross-border relevance can also be 

strengthened through the application of integrated tools (like the TAPE) and functional inte rventions: 

when supporting the development of cross -border functions and functional areas, the cross-border 

relevance is unquestionable. Especially, the urban centres located along the shared border can play an 

integrating role which cannot be supported bu t by the CBC programme. On the one hand, there are 10 

cross-border urban agglomeration zones which self-evidently have a cross-border character. On the 

other hand, there are geographically, naturally, culturally or economically strongly interlinked areas (like 

water catchment areas, nature parks along the borders, tourist destinations, etc.) whose integrated 

development may fulfil the CPõs mission. Furthermore, the action plans in the new programming period 

should more strictly be directed towards clear ter ritorial delineation.  

R_1.4 Target the underrepresented subregions  

Based on the results of the territorial coverage analysis, the MC should identify those subregions of the 

programme area which were underrepresented during the last two budgetary periods, and start a 

communication campaign and a capacity building action targeting the local and regional stakeholders, 

as potential applicants through which these regions can also be involved in the programme. 

R_1.5 Promote the involvement of the territorially re levant actors  

By adopting the recommendation R_3.5 of the 1st Phase Evaluation, tourism will be the field of 

application of the territorial action plan tool during the new programming period. In order to enhance 

the territoriality of the tourism -based projects, the Programme should require the involvement of the 

tourist destination management (or equivalent) organisations of the targeted subregion and the design 
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of cross-border interdependent and territorially integrated interventions. The evaluation criteria should 

give a special emphasis to these factors. 

F_1.1.c Partnersh ip failures  

One of the most salient failures of the programme is the non -participation of those institutions 

(especially national and regional authorities) for whom PA4 was designed. This shortcoming is a 

problem in itself as without inter -institutional c ooperation, the impact of the programme cannot be 

guaranteed. Furthermore, the cooperation of these authorities can identify  those procedural and 

administrative barriers which hinder the development of a stronger integration across the border; and 

the active beneficiaries oftentimes meet legal obstacles whose elimination requires the positive attitude 

of the national authorities. Without being involved in cross -border activities, these authorities will hardly 

be persuaded about the significance of the solutions of the problem in question.  

In other cases, the maintenance of the project results is in charge of a non-adequate partner: they miss 

the financial means for and the interest in long -term sustainability of the project results. The JS reacted 

promptly t o this phenomenon, when, by the 1902 CfP introduced a new annex to be attached to the 

application form: those applicants who planned to set up new services had to elaborate and submit a 

ôMarket researchõ; and those planning infrastructure developments were instructed to set up  a 

ôUtilisation and maintenance planõ. These documents encouraged the project partners to better design 

the sustainability of their project results (resulting in better -based partnership building). In addition, 

they helped the assessors evaluate the long-term viability of the planned developments.  

Concerning the territorial action plans, nearly half (46.81%) of the projects were implemented by ad-

hoc partnerships (based on the acquaintanceship of the lead beneficiaries) which means that the original 

aim of the tool, i.e. to generate territorially relevant and integrated interventions, missed real, territorially 

well-based networking ð at least in the above cases.  

Relevant chapter: 2.2.4 Analysis of cross-border relevance, 2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for Employment 

(TAPE) 

R_1.6 Attract the national and regional institutions and authorities  

The participation of the national and regional institutions in the CBC programme is of outmost 

importance and potential. The new programme should facilitate their involvement through the planned 

strategic project and a communication campaign addressing them. For this purpose, the JS should 

develop a partnership map including the authorities from both countries and their depar tments whose 

activities have a relevance from the point of view of the CP. These departments should regularly be 

informed about the Programmeõs goals and achievements in order to raise awareness at the relevant 

institutions. 

R_1.7 Keep the feasibility plan s to ensure sustainability  

The practice of the JS regarding the above-mentioned mandatory ôfeasibility plansõ should be extended 

to every infrastructural project under each PA in the future. 
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R_1.8 Require the elaboration of a stakeholder analysis for the T APE-type partnerships  

When designing the TAPE partnerships, deeper justification of their set-up and a stakeholder analysis 

should also be included in the template. Through these, the applicants can give an overview on the 

potential actors to be involved a nd justify their choices. Especially, in the case of the SMEs, only those 

undertakings should be invited in the partnership which can justify their previous experiences in the 

sector and market in question. 

F_1.2 The innovative character of the CP  

The CP has a very strong innovative character generating huge but well -managed challenges to the 

Programme Bodies. Out of the four thematic Priority Axes, three applied at least one special mechanism 

which is a unique feature both in the history of the Slovak-Hungarian CBC programmes (since 1995) 

and in the context of the CBC programmes in Europe implemented between 2014 and 2020. These 

innovative tools have generated special added-value but also risks, difficulties and (sometimes) failures 

to the CP. 

F_1.2.a Re-invention of th e Small Project Fund  

After a long period, the CP applied again the small project scheme in order to intensify cooperation 

among local actors across the border. The small-scale interventions were implemented under two 

priority axes, namely PA1 and PA4. Through the 8 calls (4 in each side of the border region) EUR 11.3 

million was contracted to 253 small projects altogether. The financial volume of one project amounted 

to EUR 20 000 ð 50 000, and the project duration was limited to 12 months.  

Through the tool , the main objective of the Programme Bodies was to involve as many small actors as 

possible in the cooperation programme. The Small Project Fund achieved this goal, as the calls involved 

503 beneficiaries in total, 79% of whom had not participate d in the previous (2007-2013) programme; 

and the 42 events organised by the partners attracted 1106 participants from the programme area. In 

addition, as an unintended leverage effect, the SPF highly contributed to the popularisation of the 

programme all over the p rogramme area. 

The SPF scheme managed to bring the Programme closer to the citizens; it offered visibility thereto and 

it generated real local initiatives even in small municipalities and rural communities. It is the tool which 

has mostly involved areas and settlements further away from the border and settlements where the 

capacities of the applicants were limited to carry out larger infrastructural investments (municipalities 

with small budget to pre -finance or provide own contribution, lack of SMEs with strong equity, etc.). 

Thus, the SPF slightly compensated the shortages of territorial coverage. 

The 1st Phase Evaluation included the recommendation on keeping the SPF scheme in the upcoming 

programme as well (R_3.6) with the involvement of EGTCs (R_2.2), which has been adopted by the 

Programming Committee.  

Relevant chapter: 2.1 Performance, 2.5.3 Small Project Fund 
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F_1.2.b Involvement of the SMEs in the programme  

First time in its history, the CP directly involved SMEs into the programme implementation within the 

framework of PA1 (nature, culture and tourism) and PA3 (employment) through special tools: the B-

Light Scheme and the TAPE. The direct involvement of small and medium sized enterprises was 

reasonable in both PAs. The initiative is not unprecedented on European level: in the 2007-2013 

programming period 8% of the programmes offered support to SMEs, while 33 out of the 60 INTERREG 

V-A 2014-2020 cooperation programmes targeted enterprises as potential beneficiaries. However, the 

use of direct financial support to SMEs is very rare in this type of programmes. Previous SKHU 

programmes supported the sector indirectly, through the chambers  of commerce or foundations 

assisting SMEs but the results of these subventions are hardly detectable and the services generated by 

the projects mostly disappeared. 

The inclusion of the SMEs as direct beneficiaries involved several risks. The B-Light scheme of PA1 

developed following the Dutch -German PP Light model was not successful as the selection of the two 

management bodies failed. The dedicated budget of EU 10 million was transformed to a new tool, the 

so-called SME-call. This new instrument, proposed by the Managing Authority, contained crucial 

changes compared to the B-Light Scheme: pre-defined types of public bodies had to involve SMEs in a 

cross-border Partnership. These public bodies (one per each project) had to undertake the management 

and communication activities of the projects, while SMEs (up to 3 per project) were responsible for the 

core development activities. The thematic focus was strictly determined. This model was very similar to 

the TAPE, where SMEs were involved in the implementation of project packages (action plans) 

coordinated by public and private bodies (an EGTC or development agency, etc.) in charge of integrated 

territorial development. According to both models, the coordinating bodies played an important role 

in targeting and engaging the SMEs (as a new target group), as well as in the easing of their 

administrative and management burdens by taking over or assisting the implementation of the related 

tasks.  

The experiences are mixed in both cases.  

1. The designated coordinating bodies achieved limited success in addressing the most 

appropriate SMEs with high quality development ideas. Instead, the easiest options (i.e. the 

closest partners of the lead beneficiaries) were selected. This obviously resulted in less relevant, 

less effective and less efficient cross-border projects.  

2. The assistance of the coordinating bodies was not enough to reach an optimal level in the 

administrative procedures carried out during the implementation of the SME projects. SMEs 

found the application and reporting procedures too bureaucratic and lengthy, which m ade the 

schemes less attractive. 

Due to the low quality of the proposals, not more than EUR 2.3 million could be contracted within the 

SME tool and even the quality of the supported projects can be questioned. 

As a response to the aforementioned challenges and in line with the recommendation of the 1 st Phase 

Evaluation (R_3.4), the Programme Bodies decided to pilot a third model for involving enterprises during 

the last (SKHU/1902) call for proposals. SMEs were allowed to join standard partnerships (but their 

participation was not obligatory) according to the needs of the development concepts. This approach 

left room for the standard beneficiaries to find appropriate SME partners, therefore enterprises and their 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

65 

activities formed a more integral part of the projects. At the same time, the administrative problems 

were not addressed. Through this call further EUR 3.5 million was allocated to for-profit beneficiaries. 

Besides, SMEsõ participation in the programme meant an additional burden and risk to the Programme 

Management Bodies. First of all, the adoption and application of the State aid rules were not evident, 

the authorities had to dedicate significant capacities to deal with the related tasks. They regard these 

efforts as an investment to be returned in t he long run, since the support of SMEs is not terminated at 

the end of the programming period. Second, SMEs bear a risk in a cross-border partnership, since they 

follow the market logic and their financial interests are potentially forcing them to make quick decisions 

and to move against long-term partnerships. In addition, SMEs may easily cease to exist without any 

legal successors at any moment of the implementation or follow -up period. 

The experiences pointed out the fact that the SKHU programme is not necessarily the best instrument 

for providing dedicated, grant -based support for the SME sector, but opening the doors to involve them 

as much as the development ideas require definitely has a positive impact on the sustainability of the 

programme results.  

Relevant chapter: 2.1 Performance, 2.5.1 Involvement of SMEs, 2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for 

Employment (TAPE) 

R_1.9 Analyse the possibility of the use of Financial Instruments  

The targeted development of the SMEs of the border region might also be effectively and efficiently 

carried out through the a pplication of Financial Instruments with repayable options such as loans, 

guarantees, etc. This kind of support could be provided by the INTERREG A programme itself, and/or 

by national mainstream programmes. In order to have a cross-border effect in the la tter option, a cross-

border harmonisation of the programmes is necessary16.  

R_1.10 Consider the application of one -sided SME projects  

Due to their nature, the SMEs do not like being involved in larger partnerships where their expected 

profit depends on a p artner whose activities cannot be influenced by the entrepreneur. Accordingly, the 

SMEs should be supported outside the bilateral project logic which can be ensured through the cross-

border synergetic character of the TAPE model. The SMEs should be linked to the overall cross-border 

partnership individually, without the involvement of a cross -border partner within their individual 

project. 

                                                 
16  In 2018, the European Investment Bank, which supports cross-border infrastructural projects as well 

commissioned the Mission Op®rationnelle Transfrontali¯re (MOT) and CESCI with a study analysing the 

utilisation of the Bankõs financial instruments for the sake of bundled or larger integrated cross-border 

projects whose lessons can be used by CBC programmes, too. See: http://www.espaces-

transfrontaliers.org/en/news/news/news/show/etude -pour-la-bei-identifier -les-projets-dinvestissement-

transfrontaliers-en-europe/   

 

http://www.espaces-transfrontaliers.org/en/news/news/news/show/etude-pour-la-bei-identifier-les-projets-dinvestissement-transfrontaliers-en-europe/
http://www.espaces-transfrontaliers.org/en/news/news/news/show/etude-pour-la-bei-identifier-les-projets-dinvestissement-transfrontaliers-en-europe/
http://www.espaces-transfrontaliers.org/en/news/news/news/show/etude-pour-la-bei-identifier-les-projets-dinvestissement-transfrontaliers-en-europe/
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F_1.2.c Application of a  self-developed integrated tool: the TAPE  

The CP applied an integrated territorial tool, following the model developed by the French-Italian 

ALCOTRA CBC programme between 2007 and 201317. The territorial action plan for employment (TAPE) 

tool enabled the subregional actors of the border area to compile a regional development action plan 

designed to improve q uality employment and cross-border labour mobility. An action plan included 2 

to 7 more or less interdependent employment projects and 1 coordination and communication project 

(CCP) designed to keep the large partnerships together and to facilitate smooth project implementation. 

From among the 60 Interreg CBC programmes, only four applied an integrated tool which underlines 

the CPõs innovative character. In order to avoid the complicated bureaucratic procedures connected to 

the territorial tools suggested b y the Cohesion Policy regulations, the rules of the action plans were 

defined by the Programme Bodies themselves.  

The place-based planning model is an undisputed value and a unique character of the TAPE tool which 

enabled the local actors to think about the future of their cross -border living area together, and to go 

beyond the ad-hoc project-based logic. The partners needed to discuss their development aims and 

design together the TAPE concept with the involvement of the business sector. They had to identify 

those complementary and synergetic aspects ensuring the cohesion and coherence of their proposal. 

Accordingly, the TAPEs had diverse thematic focuses from the automotive industry and food production 

to hemp industry and silver age services ð in compliance with the diverse territorial endowments and 

needs. 

The CP provided financial support for 28 SMEs in total (2 SMEs were partners in two-two projects, further 

SMEs participated in projects as associated partners, sometimes ensuring the mandatory indicator on 

new workplaces without EU financing). The total value of the direct contracted financial support 

amounted to  more than EUR 7 million representing 19.5% of the total PA budget, which was completed 

by the SMEsõ own contribution of more than EUR 2.5 million, and they created more than 150 new jobs, 

which clearly underlines the significance of the SMEs in the achievement of the CPõs goals. 

For the SMEs the interdependent projects opened new markets and some of them decided to start 

business on the other side of the border. Others have found partners for their production goals in the 

neighbouring country. The TAPE was a good marketing tool also for the CCP partners enhancing their 

visibility and embeddedness in the cross-border regional society and business realm.  

Finally, the tool had a strong trust-building character fuelled by the co -creation process of the concept, 

the effective coordination , the sense of belonging and shared ownership. As a result of the TAPE 

projects, two regional self-governments started deeper cooperation, other partners raised their 

cooperation to a higher level, and, in some cases, real friendships were born. First and foremost, the 

tool unites efforts and enhances mutual trust ð as the survey respondents evaluated it. 

At the same time, the introduction of the new tool has not gone through without problems.  

The novelty of the tool resulted in many uncertainties both during the preparation and the 

implementation of the projects. The time dedicated to the design of the concept notes proved to be 

too short to generate well -based proposals. Those TAPEs were the most successful whose preparation 

started far before the call and were the results of an organic, long-term design process. 

                                                 
17  The tool was named õplan int®gr® transfrontalierõ (PIT, cross-border integrated plan).  
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Another success factor was the involvement of the most relevant partners (SMEs included) in the 

partnership. In reality, the most TAPE initiatives have been built around one or two initiator 

organisations and composed of the closest partners instead of the most relevant ones. The participation 

of the SMEs in certain TAPEs was even artificial: their role was limited to ensure the mandatory indicator 

but they were not invol ved/interested in the team and the mission of the action plan.  

The First Phase Evaluation included a recommendation to enlarge the scope of implementation of the 

TAPE tool (R_3.5) which has been adapted to the Interreg VI-A CBC programme. The fact that the tool 

will be further applied justifies its success. 

Relevant chapter: 2.5.1 Involvement of SMEs, 2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for Employment (TAPE) 

F_2 Procedural aspects  

The implementation of the CP was hardened by many external and internal factors. 

F_2.1 Major factors hardening the programme implementation  

F_2.1.a Relocation of the MA  

The Programme was approved by the European Commission by its decision C(2015) 6805 on 

September 30, 2015. Due to the hardly adaptable Slovak rules, at the end of that year, the Managing 

Authority has been relocated from Bratislava to Budapest. The amended programme entered into force 

on 16 June, 2016. The Programme Bodies reacted on the change with exemplary speed but the fist CfP 

could not be published but earlier than 29th July 2016. The 2.5-year delay generated time constraints 

and capacity shortages for the programme authorities.  

Relevant chapter: 2.1.4 Influence factors of the implementation, 2.4.2 Cost-efficiency of the programme 

management (PA5) 

F_2.1.b The COVID-19 pandemic  

The COVID-19 pandemic which broke out at the beginning of 2020 (3.5 -years after the kick-off of the 

programme), influenced the programme implementation in many ways.  

As a result of the national level measures leading to a dramatic reduction of cross-border movement s, 

the implementation of many projects became impossible. Especially those projects were influenced in 

a negative way which included events to be organised and encounters, meetings to set up. Many in-

person activities had to be moved into the online space ð when it was possible. This switch was extremely 

harmful for those projects with indicators referring to the number of participants of diverse events. 

Some events (e.g. joint events of chanting choirs, gastronomy festivals, encounters of the kindergartens, 

sports events, etc.) were impossible to organise online. Furthermore, the uncertain conditions prevented 

citizens from crossing the border, because upon their return, they might have been obliged to spend 

14 days in quarantine.  
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The realisation of the infrastructural projects was also affected as in some cases the workers could not 

cross the border; in other cases, the civil servants in charge of issuing the permits and other certificates 

were ill; but the same phenomenon characterised also the FLC authorities. 

The pandemic has profoundly changed the fulfilment conditions of the indicators related to the SMEs. 

PA3 targeted the increase of cross-border labour m obility, which was significantly more difficult due to 

the economic recession generated by the pandemic: the entrepreneurs faced solvency problems limiting 

their capacities to hire new employees, etc. 

The Management Bodies made extreme efforts in order to keep the CP moving. They established and 

applied the rules of solidarity (ôthe Programme must not lose any beneficiariesõ) and urgency (ôalways 

concentrate on the most urgent problemsõ). Accordingly, the management dealt with every project 

individually, and made practical recommendations facilitating the accomplishment of the project in 

question ð with an extreme flexibility. The approvals were made by written procedure in an accelerated 

way. If it was necessary, it was even allowed to change the project partners. The events and the 

administrative tasks were moved into the online world. The requested amendments were approved with 

high urgency, etc. 

The European Commission also facilitated the realisation of the programmes, adapting the Corona 

Response Investment Initiative (CRII) Regulation of 30 March 2020, and the CRII+ Regulation of 23 April 

2020. The Member States were given the exceptional possibility to request, for Cohesion Policy 

programmes, a co-financing rate of 100% to be applied for the accounting year of 2020 -2021, as well 

as 2021-2022, in accordance with budget appropriations and subject to available funding. The 

programme requested the temporary increase of the co-financing rate to 100% in all priority axes to 

ease the burden caused by the COVID-19 pandemic crisis, and later, the war in Ukraine. This helped 

reaching the planned financial targets.  

Thanks to the COVID-related measures, the recommendation of the 1st Phase analysis on the flexibility 

of the CPõs modification (R_1.4) has broadly been adapted temporarily.  

Relevant chapter: 2.1.4 Influence factors of the implementation 

R_2.1 Consider the establishment of financial reserves per priority axis  

As a lesson to learn from the pandemic, it is worth considering the creation of a financial reserve under 

each PA in order to guarantee enough flexibility for ad -hoc changes in the CP. 

F_2.1.c Delays of the Small Project scheme  

The CfPs for the umbrella projects inviting  the two EGTCs were published in 2017 and the set-up of t he 

SPF management structure was also time-consuming, which resulted in the relatively late launch of the 

SPF, in 2018. As a grant scheme under umbrella projects, the SPF became a ôprogramme within the 

programmeõ, which led to the duplication of the administrative processes burdening both the 

Programme Bodies and the SP beneficiaries. The reporting procedure needed to be performed on both 

small project and umbrella project level (4-level reporting) which resulted in extremely long waiting 

time (344 days in average) for reimbursement of the SP beneficiaries, but the longest reimbursement 

process lasted one and a half years (575 days). Due to the lack of pre- and co-financing, these delays 
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caused serious liquidity problems for many of the  beneficiaries resulting in reluctance to take part in 

future SPF calls. 

Further problems were generated by the SP beneficiaries who lacked experiences with cross-border 

projects. This resulted in many administrative difficulties to be solved. The paper- and pen drive based 

bilingual administrative procedures further aggravated the situation.  

Finally, the closure of the umbrella projects was hardened by those problems which became clear at the 

very end of the process as the beneficiaries had to submit one project report only, upon the 

accomplishment of their project. Many further problems were not yet seen by that time. 

Relevant chapter: 2.5.3 Small Project Fund 

R_2.2 Include the SPF projects in the electronic application system  

Inclusion of the SPF projects in the online application system seems to be a must in the future as it eases 

the implementation and reporting of the projects and enables the management authorities to closely 

survey the implementation. This way, the newly emerged problems at the ending phase of the 

implementation can be solved in due time.  

R_2.3 Revise the inclusion of infrastructural projects in SPF  

It is worth revising the inclusion of infrastructural works in the SPF scheme as these activities require 

disproportionate administrative burdens compared to the small budgetary frames.  By eliminating the 

infrastructural components, both the administrative burdens can be alleviated and the scheme 

implementation process can be simplified. 

R_2.4 Expand the use of si mplified cost options under SPF  

The SPF applied simplified cost options for staff and administrative costs (15% flat-rate), which were 

effective solutions to decrease the administrative tasks of both the FLC Bodies and the beneficiaries. It 

is advised to extend the use of SCOs in order to simplify the reporting of travel expenses and equipment 

procurement.  

F_2.1.d Financial constraints  

The rapidly rising rate of inflation from 2020 onwards generated dramatic challenges to many 

beneficiaries, especially for those implementing infrastructural investments. The prices in the 

construction sector doubled in one year resulting in numerous failed procurement procedures, revisions 

of technical parameters and request for extra financial support. Oftentimes, the JS advised the 

beneficiaries to keep only the most significant professional elements of the projects ôin the schemeõ ð 

which are compulsory to fulfil the indicators ð and when the cost reduction did not solve the problem, 

extra financial resources were allocated partly from the CP. 

The difficulty was even more serious for the Slovak beneficiaries as their Hungarian counterparts had 

the possibility to apply for (50 to 100%) ERDF pre-financing and they got the amount of national co -

financing right after the subsidy contra ct had been signed. It was a recurrent claim of the Slovak 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

70 

applicants that they would need similar alleviation in terms of the financial burdens. It is not a 

coincidence that the Lead Beneficiaries used to come from the Hungarian side. 

Another aspect was the cost ceiling rule in the case of the management costs which did not take the 

real burdens into account. Due to the shortages of language skills and the lacking experiences with CBC 

programmes, the managers very often had to undertake extra duties (translation, compilation of 

explanatory documents, coordination of the partnerõs activities, managing the procurement, etc.). In the 

case of the TAPEs, the coordination tasks meant an overburden to the tune of 20-30% for the CCP 

partner(s) compared to the forecasted capacities. 

Relevant chapter: 2.1.4 Influence factors of the implementation, 2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for 

Employment (TAPE) 

R_2.5 Facilitate balanced set -up of financial rules  

Since the recommendation R 3.10 (Eliminate the differences between the two (national) financing 

systems) has not been adopted since the 1st Phase Evaluation, it is still advised to apply the ERDF pre-

financing model also in Slovakia in order to ensure more balanced partnerships. 

R_2.6 Revise the ceiling of management costs  

The ceiling of the management costs should be based on a deeper analysis and a survey among the 

most skilled project managers. Not only the rate of inflation but also t he complexity of the duties should 

be taken into consideration when defining the ceiling.  

F_2.2 Interventions of the Programme Bodies in order to improve the quality of the procedures  

F_2.2.a Simplification of the administrative burdens  

During the 1st Phase Evaluation, the simplification test showed that a great progress had been made in 

terms of recommendations drafted at the end of the previous programming period. Since 2018, further 

steps have been made to decrease the administrative burdens of the applicants and the Programme 

Bodies. The development of the well-functioning INTERREG+ system and lowering the number of 

mandatory annexes during  the application phase resulted in a real simplification. 

The JS remarkably reduced and simplified the list of the mandatory annexes: only those documents had 

to be submitted as annexes of the application which were necessary for the evaluation. For example, 

instead of building permits, applicants had to submit a technical plan and a visual design of their 

infrastructure development, which helped the assessors in the understanding of the project concept. In 

addition, the two -round completion procedure further eased the applicantsõ task. 

Relevant chapter: 2.1.3.2 Assessment of procedures of the project cycle, 2.1.3.3 Results of the 

simplification 
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R_2.7 Expand the use of SCO under each priority axis  

In compliance with the new EU Regulations, the Simplified Cost Options (SCO) are expected to be 

applied in a broad range. The solutions should also be implemented by the Interreg VI -A Hungary-

Slovakia programme as wide as possible. 

R_2.8 Facilitate the alleviation of administrative burdens  

The administrative burdens can further be alleviated through the utilisation of available e -government 

databases as it is the case at the Operational Programmes. Other certificates (e.g. on the VAT status) 

would be enough to submit during the contracting procedure and the beneficiaries should not 

continuously report it but only if there is a change in their status. SMEs proposed to reduce the reports 

to the cases when milestones are achieved. Especially, the administrative burdens of the SPF calls need 

to be eased. The double reporting system, the applicantsõ administrative requirements being identical 

with the normal call projects generate extra difficulties for both the Programme Bodies and the 

beneficiaries. These difficulties deprive the tool from its attractiveness. 

R_2.9 Provide assistance for the preparation of the public procurement calls  

In line with the recommendation R_4.4 (Harmonise the FLC procedures in order to ensure equal 

treatment) of the 1 st Phase Evaluation, the FLC Bodies could still extend their services towards the 

beneficiaries. In Hungary, the controllers offer the possibility to check the public procurement call prior 

to its publication and the project reports before their submission. Similar services are expected on the 

other side of the border as well where a double-check control system is already operational at national 

level. This way, perhaps those difficulties could be diminished which stem from the inadequate 

documents submitted by the beneficiaries which today slow down the controlling process.  

F_2.2.b Introduction of the electronic application system  

At the time of the First Phase Evaluation, the expectations concerning the IMIS 2014-2020 from both 

the programme management and the beneficiariesõ sides were high, but due to the significant delay in 

its set-up, as well as its continuous malfunctioning at the beginning, the first experiences were rather 

negative. It was seen as an overcomplicated system, which generated problems with its operation from 

time to time. After a longer error management period, its functionality could not be consolidated, the 

number of software errors was still higher than expected. As a result, in line with the recommendations 

of the 1st Phase Evaluation concerning the on-line monitoring system (R_4.1 and R_4.2), in 2019 the 

Managing Authority of all four Interreg programmes using the IMIS decided to launch a ne w 

procurement procedure on the development of a new IT solution. In 2020, the so called INTERREG+ 

system started gradually replacing the IMIS 2014-2020. Further delay was caused by the migration of 

data from IMIS to INTERREG+ and the test phase of the new instrument. 

The online application system was successful as prior to its implementation the beneficiaries had to 

provide their documents electronically on a CD/DVD or a pen-drive which was not only an outdated 

format but also contrary to the horizontal pri nciples of the programme. 

The beneficiaries are highly satisfied with the new system (they gave 3.39 points out of 4 in the survey). 
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Relevant chapter: 2.1.3.3 Results of the simplification 

R_2.10 Develop further the e -application system  

The online system provides opportunities for further simplification of the application and reporting 

procedures e.g. by using an online application template instead of excel sheets. The system also allows 

for continuous reporting, i.e. to upload the documents dir ectly after the activity has been carried out, 

not only during the mandatory reporting periods (see the problems with the SPF project reports). This 

would enable the JS to closely follow the implementation and identify the risk factors in due time.  

At the same time, from a monitoring and evaluation point of view, it would be also important to 

continuously keep the system up-to-date and consequent e.g. in terms of the CPõs indicators, the project 

locations or the main milestones of the project cycle instead of having separate excel sheets. 

F_2.2.c Upgraded programme communication  

The JS applies a wide range of means of communication, in line with the recommendation R_2.3 of the 

1st Phase Evaluation. In 2016, the website was awarded 3rd place in the ranking of websites at the Interreg 

Annual Meeting. The trilingual accessibility of information , the special section dedicated to the visually 

impaired, user-friendly platform and the transparent and updated information content were mentioned 

as the best quality factors of the website. The infographics and the easily searchable project data base 

are also featured among its special values. 

The daily communication of the programme is performed through social media sites managed by an 

external expert company. This form of communication replaced the former newsletters which proved to 

be less effective than the most popular online platforms of communication.  

Beside the online presence, the JS and the EGTCs managing the SPF paid a lot of attention to personal 

consultation. The JS organised 61 communication events between 2015 and 2022, the two EGTCs 

realised 33 information days attracting 924 participants in total. Beside the info days, the EGTCs 

organised seminars for the SP beneficiaries to facilitate the project implementation process. In order to 

facilitate the set-up of relevant partnerships, the EGTCs established partner search databases and held 

forums, where the potential project partners could easily find their future partners on the other side of 

the border. At the same time, however, the beneficiaries did not  make full use of the opportunity of 

personal consultations. 

During the contracting procedure, the JS invited all beneficiaries for consultations. Although these 

personal meetings were really time-consuming from the JS side, but significantly contributed to the 

smooth implementation of the projects later on. Under PA3, the selected TAPE consortia were given the 

opportunity to participate in consultations where the details of the planned projects were discussed. 

What is more, two information days were dedicated to channel the remarks and suggestions of the 

beneficiaries regarding the second-round call which is an exemplary initiative being in line with the 

recommendation R_4.5 of the 1st Phase Evaluation. The project owners highly appreciated the assistance 

provided by the JS through the whole project cycle, without which the introduction of this complex tool 

would have resulted in a remarkable failure in terms of the indicators and financial frames of the 

programme. 
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Relevant chapter: 2.2.3.1 Communication of the Programme, 2.1.3.5 External assessment of the 

assistance provided by the Programme Bodies, 2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for Employment (TAPE), 2.5.3 

Small Project Fund 

R_2.11 Keep the system of consultations  

Keep the system of regular consultations in order to improve the quality of the project proposals and 

their implementation, and to enhance the ownership of the beneficiaries over the CP. 

R_2.12 Extend the scope of SPF consultations  

The EGTCs organised seminars for the SP beneficiaries before the launch of their projects, but these 

events were poorly attended by the target group. Similarly to the traditional projects, it is advised to 

introduce contracting meetings for the SP beneficiaries with the EGTCs in order to better support them 

in meeting the administrative requirements of the CP. By doing this, the numerous administrative 

problems generated by the SP beneficiaries can be prevented. 

F_2.2.d Challenges and solutions of project level com munication  

In line with the recommendation R_2.5 drafted during the 1 st Phase Evaluation, the JS published a 

visibility guide which clarified the use of the mandatory visibility components and standardised the 

communication activities. The beneficiaries were invited to plan their communication activities in a more 

detailed and better -based format after the decision on the support had been made. These consultations 

enabled the beneficiaries to think through their future communication activities and to adapt the most 

adequate means for their messages. 

At the same time, the realisation of these activities has not always fulfilled the aims. Numerous projects 

produced promo videos whose number of views per video is low (often below 10 in total ). This means 

that t hese promo films cost more than the value added by them. Compared to classic media contents 

online and digital options still seem to be underutilised. At the same time, the use of the CCP under 

PA3 resulted in much more massive communication packages referring to a larger set of activities of 

several parallelly implemented projects. 

To communicate in English is a recurrent challenge for the beneficiaries. 

Relevant chapter: 2.2.3.2 Communication of the projects, 2.1.3 Programme management 

R_2.13 Analyse the impacts of the communication tools  

In order to  improve the quality and effectiveness of the communication of the projects, a comprehensive 

analysis should be drafted benchmarking the traditional and on -line means of communication under 

the CBC programmes. 

R_2.14 Involve external experts to improve the  effects of project level communication  

As it was recommended in the 1st Phase Evaluation (R_2.5), in order to improve the capacities of the 

beneficiaries in the field of communication, external experts could be involved through training sessions 

provided for the applicants. The consultation preceding the contracting should also be kept.  
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F_2.2.e The 3-stage quality assessment  

Since the 1st Phase Evaluation, according to its recommendation R_3.8, a major change has been 

introduced in the field of quality assessment. According to the new model, a 3-step evaluation is carried 

out by different actors (the JS, territorial and sectorial experts) which aims to ensure a more focused, 

more objective assessment, as well as the possibility to benchmark the proposals by an expert of the 

Joint Secretariat (this latter aspect was completely missing before).  

According to the new approach, after the administrative (formal and eligibility) assessment, the JS 

conducts a strategic assessment whether the project objectives are logically linked to the relevant 

priority axis and the project activities are in line with the list of supported activities and the cross-border 

character of the Programme (awarding up to 43 points). The second part of the quality assessment is 

undertaken by territorial experts delegated by the counties and higher territorial units forming the 

programme area. This means that the recommendation R_3.9 of the 1st Phase Evaluation has been 

adopted. The primary aim of this phase is to investigate whether the project objectives are in line with 

the relevant regional development plans and local initiatives (up to 20 points). The third part of the 

quality assessment is performed by external assessors selected from a pool of experts previously 

approved by the Managing Authority in agreement with the National Authority. The primary goal of 

this phase is to assess whether the project objectives are in line with sectorial trends, the expected 

results can be achieved, the expenditures are in line with market prices and the project outcomes are 

durable (37 points). The new assessment model is an innovation of the CP and it had such a positive 

acceptance from the Programme Management Bodies that it has been standardised under subsequent 

ônormalõ calls for proposals. The division of the strategic aspects according to different competences, 

and, especially the involvement of the territorial authorities in the evaluation process remarkably 

strengthened the õrelevanceõ and õembeddednessõ factors of the projects and, accompanied with the 

presentations at the MC meetings, it contributed to an enhanced ownership of the programme and the 

TAPE concepts on behalf of the MC members, 

Relevant chapter: 2.1.3.2 Assessment of procedures of the project cycle, 2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for 

Employment (TAPE) 

R_2.15 Keep the new quality assessment system 

The new assessment method is a major innovative solution of the CP which should not only be kept for 

the new programme but it has to be popularised within the Interreg community as a whole as both the 

ôsensation of ownershipõ and the professionalism of the Programme can be improved by its application.  

F_3 Structural aspects  

The strong innovative character of the programme indicates the existence of high-level trust and 

commitment of the partner authorities  ð at the same time, the risks related to innovation also require 

high level trust and close cooperation. From this point of view, the SKHU Programme is operated in an 

exemplary way. 
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F_3.1 Programme management level  

F_3.1.a Excellent cooperation between the Programme Bodies  

The representatives of the Programme Bodies assess their cooperation mostly ôconfidentialõ, ôopenõ, 

ôsatisfactoryõ, ôadequateõ and ôsupportiveõ. The JS has daily cooperation with the MA, and the NA.  Owing 

to the informal connections, the communication is smooth and continuous, which results i n rapid 

responses to challenges. This close cooperation enabled the successful speeding up of the programme 

after the complicated start and the handling of the difficulties posed by the pandemic and the rapid 

rate of inflation. 

Similarly, all the MC members find the cooperation with the Programme Bodies satisfactory, all of them 

highlighted the high quality of the assistance that the JS provided to the decision -making bodies; and 

more than 60% of the respondents of the beneficiary survey assessed that the Programme Bodies 

ensured excellent assistance to tackle the emerging challenges and altogether 90% of the respondents 

were satisfied with it. 

Relevant chapter: 2.1.3.1 Capacity and lead time assessment, 2.1.3 Programme management 

F_3.1.b Capacity shortages  

At the Managing Authority 2 -3 staff members (who should be in charge of the management of the 

SKHU Programme and horizontal duties (considering more INTERREG A Programmes managed by 

Hungary), i.e. financial, legal and strategic management) where missing for a while. The missing staff 

generated heavy burdens during the peak periods of the programme , especially due to the series of 

external challenges (such as the late approval of the CP, the COVID-19 pandemic, inflation, the war in 

Ukraine). Unfortunately, the TA budget is not sufficient to cover the co sts of more controllers which 

would speed up the reimbursement procedures, thus the recommendation R_2.1 of the 1st Phase 

Evaluation has not been adopted. In the meantime, the lack of capacity was managed by the last phase 

of the programme period.  

Relevant  chapter: 2.1.3.1 Capacity and lead time assessment 

F_3.1.c Active regions  

The CP was extremely successful in enhancing the ownership of the regional authorities over the 

programme. Previously, the role of the MC members was mostly limited to the MC meetings and the 

decision-making taken place there, but they were rather passive or reactive stakeholders of the whole 

process ð partly due to the frequently missing language skills . 

During the recent programming period, the national authorities and the JS managed to actively involve 

them in the assessment of the projects through the 3-stage assessment procedure and the 

presentations of the TAPE proposals at the MC meetings. 

Relevant chapter: 2.1.3 Programme management 
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R_3.1 Extend the decision -making competences of the JS  

The biggest challenge to the MC members is the use of English. Especially the written procedures mean 

an unsurmountable difficulty for them as the MC meetings are held in Hungarian and Slovak but the 

written proceduresõ language is English. In parallel with the involvement of the regional authorities in 

the project evaluation process, the JS should be authorised to make decisions in technical and 

administrative matters (e.g. prolongation) of the projectsõ implementation, because it would significantly 

accelerate the whole process. The MC should be involved in the modifications which have thematic 

relevance, thus keeping and preserving their decision-making role. 

F_3.1.d Active EGTCs 

The Slovak-Hungarian CBC programme is exemplary in terms of involving the EGTCs being present 

along the shared border. The SPF is managed by two EGTCs (ensuring the proximity to the local level), 

5 TAPEs of the 9 selected action plans were managed by EGTCs (exercising their territorial integrating 

role), and the representatives of these groupings were invited to the MC meetings with an observer 

status (playing an advisory role on behalf of the cross-border subregions). According to the decision of 

the MC, this invitation was issued to the EGTCs based on a rotation principle which was the main reason 

why this initiative failed. From among the 16 groupings established along the Slovak-Hungarian border, 

5 have never shown signs of their existence, their representatives were invited to the MC meeting in 

vain. Their absence from the MC meetings interrupted the rotation system which led to a gradual 

emptying of the solutions. At the same time, the representatives of the Programme Bodies regularly 

inform the EGTCs at their regular joint workshops on the CP, its calls and the lessons learnt. 

Relevant chapter: 2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for Employment (TAPE), 2.5.3 Small Project Fund, 2.1.3 

Programme management 

R_3.2 Keep the active role of the EGTCs in the Programme  

The active involvement of the EGTCs in the programme is a unique and exemplary character of the CP 

which should be kept. The new programme will include the SPF tool and it is expected to be managed 

by the EGTCs, according to the recommendation of the 1st Phase Evaluation. The MC membership 

should also be provided to them but not along a rotation principle but based on delegation.  

R_3.3 Provide stronger influence to the JS in the SPF implementation  

The major problems with the SPF scheme resulted from the fact that regardless of the good cooperation 

frames, the JS had moderate overview and influence on the implementation of the umbrella projects. 

This shortage could be handled by giving larger compete nce to the JS in the two regional MCs in order 

to be able to prevent procedural and bureaucratic problems that occurred during the programming  

period. 
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F_3.2 Project management level  

F_3.2.a The role of the  CCP in the TAPEs 

The Coordination and Cooperation Projects ensured professional coaching and quality assurance over 

the TAPE project cycle. They provided a uniform design for the TAPE and took off  remarkable 

administrative and management burdens from the project partners, especially from the SMEs which 

lacked proper capacities and knowledge about project administration and managing a public 

procurement procedure. The mandatory use of English generated problems for many partners; the CCP 

could also compensate for these shortcomings.  

A side-effect of the CCP activities was the enhanced trust between the partners and the development 

of their networking capacities. The CCP generated ownership over the TAPE, mirrored in the 

commitment and extra efforts done by the CCP partners. 

Relevant chapter: 2.5.2 Territorial Action Plan for Employment (TAPE) 

R_3.4 Keep the CCP projects in the territorial action plans  

The CCP solution of the TAPE proved to be useful especially in those cases when the commitment was 

ensured on behalf of the CCP partners. The model should be kept for the new programming period as 

well. At the same time, the CCP partners could be invited to the MC meetings in order to regularly report 

on the achievements of the action plan through which not only the transparency of th e activities can be 

guaranteed but, at the same time, structural connections between the different stakeholders can be 

enhanced. 
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2 IN-DEPTH EVALUATION 

2.1 Performance  

This chapter gives an overview on the performance of the Programme, including the calls, the 

applications, the budget allocation, the projectsõ duration, the financial progress and the fulfilment of 

the output indicators until the cut -off date, the budget headings per PA; the different aspects of 

programme management and the factors influencing the  implementation of the Programme.  

2.1.1 Quantification of the performance  

The general quantification of the CPõs performance is placed in the first part of the evaluation, it can be 

found in the chapter ò1.2 General features and performance of the Programmeó. This current chapter 

contains the PA-based analysis of the CPõs performance. 

2.1.1.1 Quantification of the PA1õs performance 

Under PA1 six calls for proposals were published, out of which two were normal calls (SKHU/1601 and 

SKHU/1902) and the other four related to different tools with limited thematic focuses. Two of them 

were connected to the set-up of the Small Project Fundõs management structure (SPF) (SKHU/1701 and 

SKHU/1704), whereas the rest two calls concentrated on the involvement of SMEs with different 

approaches. The B-Light Scheme call (SKHU/1702) was not successful, so the dedicated budget has 

been distributed through another, the SME call (SKHU/1801)18. The normal calls were open in the second 

half of 2016 (SKHU/1601) and on the autumn and early winter of 2019 (SKHU/1902). The calls targeting 

the so-called SPF umbrella projects were opened in 2017, the first (SKHU/1701) mostly in February and 

the second (SKHU/1704) in August. In the same year, the B-Light Scheme call was opened what was 

available between April and November. In order to compensate the failed SKHU/1702 call, the SME call 

was published and opened in the following year between April and September. 

Table 8: Overview of the calls under PA1 

Call ID Tool  Open period  

Planned ERDF allocation 

to the projects under the 

respective action (EUR)  

Maximum a vailable 

ERDF grant amount 

per project (EUR)  

SKHU/1601 Normal 
29/07/2016 ð 

3/11/2016 
25 386 977 200 000 ð 3 000 000 

SKHU/1701 
Small Project 

Fund19 

13/02/2017 ð 

3/03/2017 
2 648 753 1 324 376.5 

                                                 
18  Further information about the used tools can be found in the ò2.5.1 Involvement of SMEsó chapter. 

19  SKHU/1701 and SKHU/1704 umbrella CfPs incorporate the management costs (EUR 467 427) and small 

project costs (EUR 2 648 753) as well. 
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Call ID Tool  Open period  

Planned ERDF allocation 

to the projects under the 

respective action (EUR)  

Maximum a vailable 

ERDF grant amount 

per project (EUR)  

SKHU/1702 B-Light Scheme 
6/04/2017 ð 

29/11/2017 
10 000 000 n.a. 

SKHU/1704 
Small Project 

Fund 

1/08/2017 ð 

31/08/2017 
2 648 753 1 324 376.5 

SKHU/1801 SME 
6/04/2018 ð 

20/09/2018 
10 000 000 220 000 ð660 000 

SKHU/1902 Normal 
12/09/2019 ð 

17/12/2019 

22 000 000 

(1.1/1 Action: 9 000 000 

1.1/2 Action: 8 000 000 

1.1/3 Action: 5 000 000) 

Maximum size: 

1.1/1 Action: 1 500 000 

1.1/2 Action: 2 000 000 

1.1/3 Action: 1 000 000 

 

Within the first normal call, the available ERDF allocation was more than EUR 25 million under PA1, out 

of which a partnership could apply for up to EUR 3 million. Within SKHU/1902 EUR 22 million was 

planned to be allocated to PA1 that was divided between 3 well-defined actions. The biggest amount 

(EUR 9 million) was allocated for the development of cultural heritage (Action 1.1/1 ), EUR 8 million for 

natural heritage (Action 1.1/2), and EUR 5 million to tourism attractions (Action 1.1/3). The available 

maximum ERDF grant per project was also diverse per action (see Table 8). 

Under the B-Light Scheme call aiming to involve SMEs, the indicated amount of ERDF was 

EUR 10 million which contained not just the SMEsõ (Beneficiary Lights) but also the managing partnerõs 

costs. Since this call could not close with results, its EUR 10 million was shifted into the SME call 

(SKHU/1801). Under this new call, the financial allocation was connected to the number of involved 

enterprises. (If 3 SMEs took part in the project, the total project budget could reach EUR 660 000). For 

further information please refer to the ò2.5.1 Involvement of SMEsó chapter. 

Regarding the thematic focus of the calls, 12 actions were defined over the programming period, but 

some of them show notable similarities (see the colour-coding in  Table 9). For instance, Action 1.1/18 

and Action 1.1/2 are about natural heritage, while Action 1.1/19 and Action 1.1/1 focus on cultural 

heritage. There is also coherence between the Action 1.1/4, Action 1.1/8, Action 1.1/9 and Action 1.1/3, 

which address tourism infrastructure development by different actors (SMEs, small beneficiaries, etc.). 

Moreover, the Action 1.1/11 and Action 1.1/17 are included simultaneously into two  calls (SKHU/1601 

and SKHU/1801). 

The first normal call focused on environmentally sound tourism development without significant 

differentiation between the cultural and natural heritages. The call enabled the development of cultural 

heritage sites and the maintenance of natural heritages which were complemented with promotion of 

heritages, construction of local access roads, development of environmentally friendly tourism products 

and cross-border infrastructure for eco -tourism. The call determined the eligible actions in a loose 

manner and left significant room for the applicants to define the focus of their interventions. As a result, 

the submitted applications were very heterogenous, that hardened the quality assessment process, 

since comparison had to be made between varied development approaches and topics. 
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The second normal call (1902) was in line with the thematic frame of the first call, but in a more focused 

way. Three actions20 were defined covering core (basically infrastructural works, like maintenance and 

restoration) and supplementary (tourism services and promotion) activities. This new approach 

facilitated the improvement of the applicationsõ quality, as well as eased the quality assessment 

procedure.  

SME related calls focused on those aspects of the tourism product and service development, as well as 

the capitalisation of natural and cultural heritage, which might be effectively performed by SMEs. Last, 

but not least the Small Project Fund aimed to support small-scale tourism infrastructure. 

Table 9: Supported actions per calls under PA1 

Call ID Short name of actions  
Number of 

projects  

Total cost of actions 

(EUR) 

SKHU/1601 

1.1/11 Tourist services and supporting facilities for 

active tourism 
7 11 434 270.52 

1.1/17 Cross-border action plans, set up models 

and test pilot actions to better capitalize the regions 

cultural and natural heritage 

3 5 660 330.93 

1.1/18 Maintaining and promoting natural heritage 

in the programme area 
9 10 326 805.35 

1.1/19 Cooperation and development of cultural 

heritage sites 
10 19 016 266.79 

SKHU/1701 1.1/4 Small scale investments in the field of tourism 2 3 666 093.40 

SKHU/1801 

1.1/8 Cross-border tourist products and the 

integration of tourism actors along thematic routes 
1 657 350 

1.1/9 Small scale quality tourism linked to local 

environmental or cultural features for SMEs 
3 1 244 251.49 

1.1/11 Tourist services and supporting facilities for 

active tourism 
1 394 900 

1.1/17 Cross border action plans, set up models and 

test pilot actions to better capitalize the regions 

cultural and natural heritage 

1 365 129.60 

SKHU/1902 

1.1/1 Joint development of cultural heritage  9 10 730 047.27 

1.1/2 Joint development of natural heritage  6 10 132 340.33 

1.1/3 Joint development of tourism attractions  7 5 907 867.82 

 

Altogether more than half of the PA1 applications  (61%; 199 applications) belong to the first normal 

call. It implies a huge interest about the first call, what the budget limit could not completely satisfy (the 

requested amount was EUR 250 million of ERDF which was ten times higher than the allocated amount). 

                                                 
20  Action 1.1/1 Joint development of cultural heritage  

Action 1.1/2 Joint development of natural heritage  

Action 1.1/3 Joint development of tourism attractions  
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Due to this high interest, in 2017 the MC raised the indicative financial allocation of PA1 to 

EUR 40.2 million of ERDF (the pre-published value of the call was EUR 25.3 million). By contrast, the 

number of received applications under the second normal call was much lower (69 applications, 23%), 

meanwhile the SME call encompassed only 29 project proposals which was complemented by the 2 SPF 

applications. Owing to the lower number and focused project proposals, the share of contracted 

projects is more favourable in the second normal call (32% by 22 projects) than in the previous one 

(15% by 29 projects). Based on the MCõs decision, all SPF applications were contracted, but under the 

SME call ð because of the low quality of the projects ð only 6 applications (21%) were selected for 

funding . 

Figure 17: Distribution of the applications under PA1 

  

The ratio of failed applications is relatively high under the first normal call (85%; 170 applications) and 

under the SME call (79%; 23 applications), but more than half of the project proposals (68%; 

47 applications) were not selected under the second normal call, either. The selection process contains 

several evaluation steps. The first is the admissibility check, which requires the timely submission of the 

signed project proposal. Under SKHU/1601 only one proposal missed this criterion. The administrative 

shortages of the applications were revealed during the formal and eligibility check.  As many project 

proposals did not meet the expectations, this assessment step gave opportunity to submit missing 

documents in the frame of one or more completion rounds.  Under the first normal call 88% 

(176 applications) of the total (PA1) applications, while under the second normal call 83% 

(102 applications) of the total (PA1+PA4) applications were requested to submit missing documents, 

which indicates that the administrative criteria caused significant difficulties for the applicants. As several 

completion rounds gave enough time to complete the requests, no application failed in this assessment 

step under the SPF and the second normal calls. Although, in the first normal call 12% of the applications 

failed at the formal and 6% at the eligibility assessments. This ratio is much higher under the SKHU/1801, 

where 38% of the applications could not comply with the formal requirements and 10% fell short at the 

eligibility check. 

The last step of the selection procedure is the quality assessment, where 63% of the total PA1 

applications failed. The ratio of failed project proposals is the highest under the first (67%) and the 

second (68%) normal calls. 
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Overall, 299 applications were submitted under  PA1 out of which 240 applications (80%) failed during 

the selection process, while the rest 59 were implemented (20%). According to the number of projects 

and total costs per actions, most of the projects supported the development of cultural heritages 

(19 projects) and the development of natural heritages (15 projects), absorbing the biggest share from 

the total PA budget (the former one: 37%; EUR 29.7 million and the latter one: 26%; EUR 20.4 million). 

Altogether 10 projects supported the development of tourist attractions with EUR 10.2 million (13%) 

and other 8 projects promoted the improvement of tourist services and active tourism with 

EUR 11.8 million (15%). The action about cross-border plans for better capitalisation of cultural and 

natural heritages (EUR 6 million; 8%) and the promotion of small -scale quality tourism for SMEs 

(EUR 1.2 million; 2%) received less than EUR 10 million through 4 and 3 projects, subsequently. 

The average budget  of a PA1 project under normal call was more than EUR 1.4 million (SKHU/1601: 

EUR 1.6 million; SKHU/1902: EUR 1.2 million). Under the first normal call, three projects 

(MONUMENTIS21, CULTPLAY, DANUBE BIKE&BOAT22) had a budget of more than EUR 2.8 million, while 

in the case of the second normal call, there was only 1 project (Bike Paradise) with a budget over 

EUR 2 million. The two SPF umbrella projectsõ budget was EUR 1.8 million, whereas the SME projectsõ 

value was EUR 443 000 in total . 

The ERDF support based on the CP was EUR 66.7 million, but the total planne d allocation of the call for 

proposals was altogether EUR 60.4 million. Finally, the contracted EU contribution  was EUR 67.7 million , 

which exceeded both previously determined amounts: the surplus was EUR 1 million compared to the 

CP and EUR 7.2 million compared to the sum of the planned allocation of the calls. The reason of this 

difference is the reallocation of funds among CfPs. Since the PA1 generated great interest, reallocation 

was needed from other PA. Furthermore, the withdrawn projects also produced additional funds  to be 

used.  

In case of the normal calls, the number of submitted applications considerably surpassed the previous 

expectations. In the SKHU/1601 call almost EUR 39.5 million was contracted, which means more than 

150% allocation rate compared to the CfP plan, while in the SKHU/1902 call the rate was 103%. At the 

same time, notable decrease is observable in the SME call, since instead of the allocated EUR 10 million, 

less than EUR 2.3 million was contracted owing to the low -quality project  proposals. As a result, 58% of 

the EU contribution was contracted in the SKHU/1601 CfPs, 34% in the SKHU/1902. The SPF absorbed 

nearly 5% of the total EU allocation (4% by the small projects and 1% by the SPF management), while 

3% was contracted to the projects of the SME call. 

                                                 
21  SKHU/1601/1.1/060, Touristic Development of Franciscan Cultural Heritage Sites of the Border Area by the 

Cooperation of the Two Provinces 

22  SKHU/1601/1.1/014, Discover the Small & Moson Danube by bike and boat  
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Figure 18: Financial allocation under PA1 

  

According to the financial allocation by source of funding 23, in compliance with the EU Regulations, the 

rate of ERDF contribution was 85%. Within the 15% co-financing, the national contribution 

predominated at PA level (10%, nearly EUR 12 million), while beneficiaries bore only 5% of the costs 

(EUR 4.4 million). 

Figure 19: Financial allocation by source of funding under PA1 

  

By calls, the national contribution was around 10% of the budget of the two normal calls, while in the 

case of the SME call it was only 1%, covering the national contribution to the non-SME beneficiaries. 

Under the SKHU/1801, the economic activities were supported under the de minimis scheme, where the 

                                                 
23  SKHU/1701 represents the umbrella call on programme level.  
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ERDF contribution was 85%, but SMEs were not entitled to national co-financing. In absolute value, the 

amount of national contribution was around EUR 5 million under the SKHU/1601 and EUR 2.4 million 

under the SKHU/1902, while the SKHU/1701 (EUR 57 000) and SKHU/1801 (EUR 24 000) were below 

EUR 60 000. 

In terms of the SPF, the goal of the first umbrella call was to identify and select the management 

organisations, while in the second round, the applicants had the opportunity to further develop their 

proposals and deliver guiding documents related to the management of the Small Project Fund. The 

planned ERDF allocation of the umbrella calls (SKHU/1701 and SKHU/1704) was more than 

EUR 3.1 million contracted entirely (100% allocation rate) to the implementation of the two umbrella 

projects. The division between the two projects was equal. 

Table 10: Overview of the calls for small projects under PA1 

Management 

organisations  
Call ID Open period 24 

Planned ERDF 

allocation to 

the projects 

(EUR) 

Maximum 

available ERDF 

grant amount 

per project (EUR)  

RDV EGTC 

SKHU/WETA/1801 03/09/2018 - 2/11/2018  264 875.30 

20 000 ð 50 000 

SKHU/WETA/1901 

Start date: 1/04/2019 

Closure of 1st round: 30/06/2019 

Closure of 2nd round: 30/09/2019 

Closure of 3rd round: 28/02/2020 

Closure of 4th round: 30/04/2020 

978 153.54 

Via Carpatia 

EGTC 

SKHU/ETA/1801 1/06/2018 - 31/07/2018 264 875.30 

SKHU/ETA/1901 

Start date: 1/04/2019 

Closure of 1st round: 30/06/2019 

Closure of 2nd round: 30/09/2019 

Closure of 3rd round: 28/02/2020 

Closure of 4th round: 30/04/2020 

1 062 913.18 

 

After the establishment of the SPF management structure, the fund operators, the R§ba-Duna-V§g EGTC 

and the Via Carpatia EGTC, the sole beneficiaries of the two umbrella projects launched the calls for 

small project proposals. Within the framework of 4 CfPs, more than EUR 2.5 million ERDF contribution 

was published, the remaining more than half million euro covered the costs of the fund management.  

There was a remarkable difference between the 1801 and the 1902 SPF CfPs, as the previous ones were 

the so-called pilot CfPs covering not more than EUR 300 000 each, while both continuously open calls 

of 2019 included nearly EUR 1 million. The available ERDF grant per project was between 

EUR 20 000 and 50 000. 

The process of the project selection under the small projects was very similar to the normal ones. The 

applications of the continuously open callsõ assessment were handled in four rounds. The results of 

                                                 
24  The SKHU/ETA/1901 and SKHU/WETA/1901 were open continuously from April 1st, 2019. The received 

applications were assessed continuously after each evaluation round.  
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these rounds are also illustrated at the chart. The data used for the purposes of the assessment were 

generated by the two EGTCs. 

Figure 20: Distribution of the applications under PA1 SPF 

 

Nearly half of the applications (49%; 104 applications) were rejected because of administrative 

problems, while 18% (39 applications) could not meet the requirements of quality assessment. There 

were only 9 applications which could successfully comply with the expectations, but owing to the limited 

number of points they were not selected for implementation by the Monitoring Subcommittee. The 

ratio of not selected applications was 78% (107 applications) in the western border region (WETA), while 

in the eastern side (ETA) it did not achieve 60% (59%; 45 applications). On SPF level, the aggregated 

values of 2018 and 2019 are equal, 29% of the applications were selected in both cases.  Altogether 

152 applications (71%) failed during different stages of the assessment. 

To sum up, in the frame of the PA1 SPF, 214 applications were submitted out of which 29% were selected 

for funding (60 contracted and 2 withdrawn). The total amount of EU contribution was EUR 2.7 million 

(EUR 1.4 million for WETA and EUR 1.3 million for ETA), which slightly exceeded the total planned 

allocation of the CP (EUR 2.64 million).  
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Figure 21: Financial allocation of SPF by source of funding under PA1 

 

In terms of co-financing, only the beneficiaries of the umbrella projects were entitled to national co -

financing. Altogether more than EUR 57 000, around 10% of the total management cost was allocated 

to SPF umbrella beneficiaries as national contribution. At the same time, beneficiaries of the small 

projects (SP beneficiaries) were not entitled to national co -financing, due to the huge administrative 

burden of contracting between the National Authorities and the more than 500 SP beneficiaries. As a 

result, SP beneficiaries had to compensate the lack of national financing from their own budget. In case 

of the PA1 small projects, this meant more than EUR 413 000 in total, which meant EUR 4 055 by average 

on beneficiary level. The average size of the projects was approximately EUR 52 000. 

The contracted small projects addressed a wide range of actions defined by the calls for proposals (see 

òTable 79: Supported SPF actions by calls under PA1ó in the Annex). Most popular topics were the 

protection of cultural heritage, development of small -scale additional tourist infrastructure (e.g. 

information signs along already existing thematic routes), (re-)construction of amphitheatres, or the 

organisation of joint events  including festivals, sports events and fairs. 
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Figure 22: Distribution of small projects based on the types of activity 

 

As many unexpected external and internal factors affected the implementation of the projects, in some 

cases the timing of the projects  needed modifi cation. Altogether three quarters (44 projects) of the 

normal PA1 projects have used the opportunity of prolongation which caused 8  months longer 

timeframe by average. Due to this extended duration, the average implementation period of a project 

increased from 23 to 31 months.  

Under the first normal call 28 projects (97% of the total SKHU/1601 projects) requested modification , 

as the implementation of the soft activit ies was greatly hindered by the pandemic. What is more, 100% 

of the SPF (2) and SME (6) projects needed amendments. During the second normal call 8 projects 

requested modifications which account for 36% of the total SKHU/1902 PA1 related projects. The 

average prolongation was 12 months in the case of first normal call, 10 months at the SME call, 8 months 

at the SPF umbrella projects and 2 months at the second normal call. Regarding the maximum and 

minimum duration of the changes ð aside from the average values ð, the first normal call stands out 

with 35 months (CULTPLAY25 project). The maximum prolongation is more than a year in the case of the 

SME and second normal calls, while one of the SPF umbrella projects was extended with 9 months. The 

minimum change f luctuates between 0 (normal calls) and 6 months (SPF umbrella call). Owing to these 

modifications the average timeframe of a project is the highest under the SPF call by its 64 months, but 

all PA1 related calls lasted at least two years. The average duration of projects under the first normal 

call was nearly three years (34 months), while the second projects of normal and SME calls lasted 24-

26 months by average. 

                                                 
25  SKHU/1601/1.1/209, CULTPLAY - Interactive Thematic Parks - Innovative Use of Cultural Heritage 
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The announcement of the calls greatly determined the projectsõ scheduling, generating four bigg er 

waves. Under the first normal call, the implementation of the first 16 projects started in September 2017. 

The rest of the SKHU/1601 projects started the implementation until March 2018. Only the GREX26 

project is an exception since its start date was the beginning of November 2018 (when the first 1601 

projects were already closed). The majority of the SKHU/1601 projects (69%; 20 projects) closed the 

implementation phase in 2020 and 2021. In terms of the SPF umbrella call, it was the ETA project which 

started earlier (April 2017) and lasted longer (until March 2023). The 6 SME projects began within 

3 months (April -June 2019) and ended in July 2021. In the case of the second normal call, 77% of the 

projects (17 projects) incepted the implementation until the beginning of 2021 (first start date was in 

October 2020), but Bike Paradise27 project started the work only in the first day of 2022. Taking into 

account the closing dates, the first SKHU/1902 project was accomplished in the end of June 2022 and 

more than half of the projects (59%; 13 projects) closed before 2023. Expectedly, until the end of June 

2023 all SKHU/1902 projects will be finished. All in all, 23 PA1 projects (39%) have not closed the 

implementation by the cut -off  date of the evaluation. 

Figure 23: Duration of the projects under PA1 

 

The average duration of the PA1 small projects was more than a year (nearly 13 months), but the end 

dates were ranged between 6 and 25 months. In all CfPs the WETA projects covered longer timeframe 

than the eastern sideõs projects. The shortest and longest project durations were also registered under 

the WETA CfPs, since there were projects ð under SKHU/WETA/1801 and SKHU/WETA/1901 ð where the 

timeframe was limited to 6  months, but there was one WETA project which lasted more than 2 years.  

                                                 
26  SKHU/1601/1.1/198, ABA GREENWAY ð ăGREEN EXPERIENCEó Realization of Hidasn®meti, Per²n-Chym, 

Kechnec, Aba¼jv§r, Telkib§nya cross-border greenway 

27  SKHU/1902/1.1/082, Bike Paradise 
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The scheduling of the projects was linked to the publication year of the related CfPs. The first small 

projects started in March 1st, 2019 (SKHU/ETA/1801 and SKHU/WETA/1801), while the last start date 

under the CfPs of 2018 was at the beginning of May 2020 (SKHU/WETA/1801). Until the end of the 

summer in 2021, every small project closed their implementation under CfPs of 2018. Under the CfPs of 

2019 the first small projects started in February 1st, 2020 and the last closure was at the end of 

September 2022. 

Figure 24: Duration of the small projects under PA1 

 

Nearly half of the normal projects (49%; 29 projects) had already submitted their final report s at the 

cut-off date, while the other half (51%; 30 projects) were still in progress from an administrative point 

of view. The ratio of projects with an approved final report was high under the first normal call (79.3%; 

23 projects) and under the SME call (100%; 6 projects). Since the implementation of the Small Project 

Fund was still in progress, therefore no final report ha d been delivered by then. The situation was similar 

in the case of the second normal call, with 0% rate of final reports. 
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Figure 25: Distribution of administratively closed projects under PA1 

 

The administrative closure of the small projects was also going slow, since only 62% (37 projects) of 

them had submitted their final report, whereas the number of missing reports was 23 (38%). As the 

following figure illustrates, the administrative closure of the first ETA projects was more advanced than 

the WETAs, since in the case of the CfPs of 2018 all the 6 ETA projects submitted their final report, while 

there was 1 WETA project still running. Concerning the CfPs of 2019, 65% (15 projects) of ETA projects 

were already completed, while this ratio was mere 39% (9 projects) in the western border area. 

Figure 26: Distribution of administratively closed small projects under PA1 

  

Under PA1, more than half of the EU contribution28 (60%; EUR 40.9 million) was validated, and 37% of 

total ERDF funding (EUR 24.9 million) was before the validation process. The amount of unused money 

dropped to EUR 1.8 million  (3%). 

The financial progress  was the most advanced in the case of SKHU/1801, where 96% (EUR 2.1 million) 

of the contribution was validated. The ratio of validated money was similarly high under the first normal 

                                                 
28  SKHU/1701 includes the management costs and implementation costs as well. 
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call (87%; EUR 34.4 million)  and the SPF umbrella call (55%; EUR 1.7 million) , while in the case of the 

second normal call (EUR 2.5 million) the ratio was 11%. The ratio of the not validated allocation was the 

highest under the second normal call (89%; EUR 20.2 million) and SPF call (38%; EUR 1.2 million) , where 

the reporting procedures progressed extremely slow. Since all SME callõs projects and the majority of 

the first normal callõs projects had already submitted the final report, the ratio of no n-validated money 

was zero under SKHU/1801 and 9% (EUR 3.5 million) under SKHU/1601. The second normal call did not 

have remaining money, while under the first normal call (EUR 1.4 million) and SME call (EUR 90 000) it 

accounted for 4%, under the SPF call (EUR 231 000) 7%. The quantity of the unused amount may 

increase due to the accounting and certification of further projects.  

On project level, the ratio of validated money was 80% or above under the first normal call. Four 

prolonged projects (CULTPLAY, CtoC29, GREX, TreeJoy30) represented the exception. Furthermore, the 

highest value of unused money was 15-16% under the NATUR/DANUBEPARKS31 and SacraVelo32. Under 

SKHU/1801, the FEBO33 project utili sed the EU contribution at the highest (the ratio of validated money 

is 99%), on the other hand the remaining contribution was 10% under the SKHU XP centres34. In terms 

of the second normal call, the ratio of validated ERDF was below 50% ð expect TWO-ONE35 project by 

its 78% ð since the majority of the projects were still on-going. 

                                                 
29  SKHU/1601/1.1/206, Castle to castle 

30  SKHU/1601/1.1/217, Common heritage, joint future - Trees without borders 

31  SKHU/1601/1.1/258, Taste of Danubian Nature 

32  SKHU/1601/1.1/013, SacraVelo ð Network of cross-border bicycle pilgrim routes in the Danube area  

33  SKHU/1801/1.1/005, Festival without borders 

34  SKHU/1801/1.1/022, Establishing experience centres in the Slovakian-Hungarian border regions 

35  SKHU/1902/1.1/021, Two temples, one heritage 



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

92 

Figure 27: Financial progress under PA1 

  

The total amount of contracted ERDF of small projects was more than EUR 2.7 million, out of which only 

52% (EUR 1.4 million) had already been validated by the cut-off date. The rate of not validated allocation 

was 39% (EUR 1 million), the remaining ERDF accounted for 8% (EUR 231 000), which was relatively high 

and was reasoned by the complex administrative procedures especially for new beneficiaries. Focusing 

on the CfPs, the validation process was the most advanced under the SKHU/ETA/1801 where the ratio 

was 90% (EUR 235 000) and all the rest ERDF belonged to the remaining category (10%; more than 

EUR 25 000). By contrast, in the case of SKHU/WETA/1801 the validated amount was 70% (EUR 241 600) 

and the ratio of non -validated allocation made up 12% (nearly EUR 43 000). At 2019 CfPs, the ratio of 

validated money was 34% on the west (EUR 367 000) where the majority of the ERDF had not been 

validated (62%; more than EUR 671 000). 

The total management cost under PA1 was around EUR 467 000, divided equally between the two 

border areas (ETA and WETA). The financial progress of management cost was more advanced under 

ETA, as 76% (EUR 177 000) of the ERDF (secluded to management) was validated, while under WETA it 

was 61% (EUR 143 000). 

In relation to the output indicators , six indicators (5 common specific and 1 programme specific) have 

been assigned to PA1, which are be reported with yearly frequency. As the following table illustrates, 

the indicators give information about the productive investment ( CO01 Productive investment: Number 

of enterprises receiving support, CO02 Productive investment: Number of enterprises receiving grants), 

sustainable tourism (CO09 Sustainable Tourism: Increase in expected number of visits to supported sites 

of cultural and natural heritage and attractions), built roads (CO13 Roads: Total length of newly built 

roads), nature and biodiversity (CO23 Nature and biodiversity: Surface area of habitats supported to attain 
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a better conservation status) and green ways (O11 Length of reconstructed and newly built ôgreen waysõ)36. 

Regarding the target values, the originally set goals were modified in three cases. The initial goal of 

CO13 Newly built roads was to achieve 7 km until 2023, but it has been modified to 2.8  km. Similar 

modification happened in the case of CO23 Supported area of habitats (from 100 549 hectares to 

115 100 hectares) and O11 Green ways (from 89 km to 120 km). 

Table 11: Output indicators of PA1 ð Target values 

ID Name of indicator  
Measurement 

unit  

Frequency of 

reporting  

Last modified 

target value (2023)  

CO01 
Productive investment: Number of 

enterprises receiving support 
enterprises annually 40 

CO02 
Productive investment: Number of 

enterprises receiving grants 
enterprises annually 40 

CO09 

Sustainable Tourism: Increase in 

expected number of visits to 

supported sites of cultural and natural 

heritage and attractions 

visits/year annually 30 000 

CO13 
Roads: Total length of newly built 

roads 
km annually 2,8 

CO23 

Nature and biodiversity: Surface area 

of habitats supported to attain a better 

conservation status 

hectares annually 115 100 

O11 
Length of reconstructed and newly 

built ôgreen waysõ 
km annually 120 

 

The fulfilment of these indicators is ensured by different number of projects presented on the following 

figures. Altogether 59 projects (the 2 SPF umbrella projects included) belong to PA1; most of them 

chose more than one indicator. In average, the number of indicators per project is 2 under the normal 

calls (SKHU/1601, SKHU/1902) and 3 under the SPF and SME calls (SKHU/1701, SKHU/1801). Altogether 

2 projects (WineCellars37, Bird Tour38) have chosen 4 indicators and there is no project tha t has selected 

all the six indicators at the same time. 

                                                 
36  In the following part of the analysis the indicatorsõ shortened name is used. Find more information about 

the methodology of abbreviation in the Annex.  

37  SKHU/1902/1.1/051, The Development of Wine Tourism with Service Spaces - Historic Wine Cellars of 

Hercegk¼t and Malĩ HoreĢ 

38  SKHU/1902/1.1/060, Cross border development of bird watching based ecotourism in Special protection 

areas 
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Figure 28: Output indicators of PA1 ð Number of relevant projects per call 

  

In the following chart, the number of small projects per indicator is introduced. Out of the  6 relevant 

PA1 indicators, only 3 are targeted by small projects. The most frequented indicator is CO09 Expected 

visits to supported sites with 49 projects (63% of them belong to the western border area), whereas the 

CO23 Supported area of habitats is selected by 3 projects only. The average number of indicators per 

small project is nearly 1 (0.9), but 11 small projects have selected no indicators. This value is 0.7 under 

the ETA projects and 1.1 under the WETA projects. The highest number of indicators per project is 3, 

but there is only 1 project which achieved this value. 

Figure 29: Output indicators of PA1 ð Number of relevant small projects per call 

  



2nd PHASE EVALUATION: Effectiveness, efficiency and impact evaluation 

of the INTERREG V-A Slovakia -Hungary  Cooperation Programme  

 

95 

In terms of the yearly progress of the output indicators of PA1,  the first achievements were registered 

in 2018, which was a milestone year for 4 indicators. Two of them (CO02 Enterprises receiving grants, 

CO13 Newly built roads) had a ôzero targetõ in 2018, while in the case of the other two indicators (CO23 

Supported area of habitats, O11 Green ways) the initial data were 62 percentage point and 16pp: higher 

than the expected values by that milestone. Moreover, in the case of CO09 Expected visits to supported 

sites the target value of 2023 was already completed in 2018, and in the following year the goal of O11 

Green ways was also achieved. After that, in 2020 the CO23 Supported area of habitats indicator, in 2021 

the CO13 Newly built roads indicator achieved the final goal. At the cut-off date two indicators (CO01 

Enterprises receiving support, CO02 Enterprises receiving grants) did not accomplish the final targets, but 

the deficiency was only 10pp (4 enterprises). Nonetheless, according to the potential information given 

by the beneficiaries, this 10pp will not be fulfilled by 2023. 

In 202139, the O11 Green ways and CO09 Expected visits to supported sites were the most moderate and 

feasible indicators, since their achieved values exceeded the final goals by +527pp and +3  375pp. In the 

case of CO23 Supported area of habitats and CO13 Newly built roads the overperformance was only 

+7pp and +11pp. Taking into consideration the projectsõ target values ð based on INTERREG+ system 

ð, the rate of overperformance is higher than the aforementioned values (except CO09 Expected visits 

to supported sites), and the fulfilment of CO01 Enterprises receiving support is also guaranteed. 

The remarkable overperformance of CO09 Expected visits to supported sites is based on the fact that the 

estimation of the target values was quite problematic since it measures the ôestimated increase in 

number of visits to a site in the year following project completionõ. Although, some of these sites did 

not have previous tourism activity and the multiple visits of one visitor could not be excluded. Th erefore, 

the estimation cannot be realistically transferred to actual achievements. Owing to the synergies 

between the projects or the outstanding natural or/and cultural heritage, there are some projects which 

significantly overperformed the programmeõs planned achievements. For instance, in the framework of 

ZOO4NAT40, the planned number of visitors (9 000 visitors) at Budapest Zoo greatly lagged behind from 

the achieved values (209 253 visitors). Under the SK-HU FOR FORESTS II41 the forestry educational path 

was visited by 71 603 visitors, contrary to the planned 1 500, but the RailGate42 should also be 

mentioned which attracted nearly 15 000 additional visitors (instead of the planned 1 500). Furthermore, 

the fulfilment of CO23 Supported area of habitats was greatly ensured by the project 

NATUR/DANUBEPARKS, while the O11 Green ways was strongly supported by DANUBE BIKE&BOAT 

(created 250 km green ways) and Bodrog Active tourism43 (developed 213.22 km green ways). 

                                                 
39  Due to the discrepancy between the magnitude of the values reported in 2021 (see AIR 2021) and the 2022 

data registered in INTERREG+ at the cut-off date, the data of the most recently published AIR have been 

used to assess the performance of the indicators, that reflects the situation of 2021.  

40  SKHU/1601/1.1/051, Slovakian and Hungarian Zoos for the Conservation of Native Fauna along the border 

regions 

41  SKHU/1601/1.1/010, Helping natural forests together 

42  SKHU/1601/1.1/031, Narrow gauge railways as attractions and gates to nature  

43  SKHU/1601/1.1/038, Creation of a water amusement trail on the river Bodrog and its tributaries 
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Figure 30: Fulfilment of the indicatorsõ targets (PA1) 

  

With regard to the small projects, the programmeõs target values are achieved under PA1. There is a 

great difference among the values of outperformance since the CO23 Supported area of habitats has 

exceeded the programmeõs target only by +1pp (by 29 hectares), while the CO09 Expected visits to 

supported sites has surpassed the programme goal by +2 480pp (99 189 visits). On PA level, the 

indicator of CO09 Expected visits to supported sites ð which greatly outper formed the programme target 

ð has not fulfilled the project goal yet, since 7pp (7  422 visits) is still missing. In the case of the other 

two indicators, the projectsõ target values are achieved with +88pp (CO23 Supported area of habitats) 

and zero (O11 Green ways) surplus. Comparing the performance of ETA and WETA projects, the only 

notable difference can be observed under CO09 Expected visits to supported sites, where the ETA projects 

fulfilled its project goal by +38pp (by 10  235 visits), while the WETA projects fell short by -21pp 

(17 657 visits). 

Figure 31: Fulfilment of the indicators' targets by small projects (PA1) 
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In terms of S.M.A.R.T. criteria, the specificity, measurability and relevance of the indicators are mostly 

suitable, except for CO09 Expected visits to supported sites, as the number of expected future visits is 

impossible to measure in the present. Although, most of the indicators has fulfilled the target values 

prior to 2023, but there are two indicators ( CO09 Expected visits to supported sites, O11 Green ways) 

where the achieved value is two times higher than the target goal. This early fulfilment of aims puts the 

time bounding into question. The accomplishment of CO02 Enterprises receiving grants is not ensured 

by 2023 which impairs the results of achievability. 

Table 12: Output indicators of PA1 ð Analysis of the S.M.A.R.T. criteria 

ID Specific  Measurable  Achievable  Relevant  Time bound  

CO01 Productive 

investment: 

Number of 

enterprises 

receiving 

support  

The indicator is 

specific 

The indicator is 

measurable 

The target value 

is achievable and 

ambitious. 

The indicator is 

in line with the 

intervention 

logic of the PA. 

The year in 

which the target 

value should be 

achieved and the 

frequency of the 

measurement 

are also well-

defined. 

CO02 Productive 

investment: 

Number of 

enterprises 

receiving grants 

The indicator is 

specific 

The indicator is 

measurable 

The target value 

is ambitious but 

the achievability 

is not 

guaranteed. 

The indicator is 

in line with the 

intervention 

logic of the PA. 

The year in 

which the target 

value should be 

achieved is not 

well-defined, but 

the frequency of 

the 

measurement is 

adequate. 

CO09 

Sustainable 

Tourism: 

Increase in 

expected 

number of visits 

to supported 

sites of cultural 

and natural 

heritage and 

attractions 

The indicator is 

specific, but the 

interpretation 

and calculation 

require more 

attention from 

the beneficiariesõ 

side. 

The number of 

future visits is 

impossible to 

measure in the 

present. The JS 

should provide a 

methodological 

explanation to 

ensure that the 

data are properly 

measured. 

The target value 

proved to be not 

ambitious 

enough. The 

achieved value is 

more than thirty -

five times higher. 

The indicator is 

in line with the 

intervention 

logic of the PA. 

The indicator 

measures a 

future 

commitment, so 

the achievement 

of the indicator 

cannot be 

measured at the 

end of the 

project. 

CO13 Roads: 

Total length of 

newly built roads 

The indicator is 

specific 

The indicator is 

measurable.  

The target value 

is not so 

ambitious since 

it was achieved 

in 2021. 

The relevance of 

the indicator is 

questionable, as 

the newly built 

roads can 

endanger the 

natural heritage. 

The year in 

which the target 

values should be 

achieved is not 

well-defined, but 

the frequency of 

the 

measurement is 

adequate. 
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ID Specific  Measurable  Achievable  Relevant  Time bound  

CO23 Nature 

and biodiversity: 

Surface area of 

habitats 

supported to 

attain a better 

conservation 

status 

The indicator is 

specific 

The indicator is 

measurable.  

The target value 

is not so 

ambitious since 

it was achieved 

in 2020. 

The indicator is 

in line with the 

intervention 

logic of the PA. 

The year in 

which the target 

values should be 

achieved is not 

well-defined, but 

the frequency of 

the 

measurement is 

adequate. 

O11 Length of 

reconstructed 

and newly built 

ôgreen waysõ 

The indicator is 

specific 

The indicator is 

measurable.  

The target value 

proved to be not 

ambitious 

enough. The 

achieved value is 

six times higher. 

The indicator is 

in line with the 

intervention 

logic of the PA. 

The year in 

which the target 

values should be 

achieved is not 

well-defined, but 

the frequency of 

the 

measurement is 

adequate. 

 

2.1.1.2 Quantification of the PA2õs performance 

Under PA2 only one call for proposal s was published which was a normal, continuously open call 

(SKHU/1601). The call was published in the end of July 2016 and closed in February 2018 after four 

deadlines announced (3 November 2016, 15 February 2017, 3 November 2017 and 19 February 2018). 

The SKHU/1601 is in line with the intervention logic of PA2, since the 3 specific objectives definitely 

contribute to the enhancement of cross -border mobility. The first objective aims to increase the density 

of border crossing points by preparations of invest ments (elaboration of studies, analyses, feasibility 

studies etc.) and construction of cross-border infrastructure (roads, bridges, ferries or noise reduction 

facilities). These measures are designed to developing direct links to the TEN-T network. The goal of the 

second specific objective is to improve the cross-border public transport services. This objective 

encompasses activities such as development of cross-border intelligent transport systems, integration 

of cross-border public transport services, investments in infrastructure, development of demand-driven 

cross-border transport services, preparation of investments (elaboration of studies) or reduction of 

noise pollution. The third objective ensures opportunity to improve the cross -border logistic services. 

The eligible actions include the realisation of cross-border cooperation initiatives in the field of logistics, 

development of integrated service systems, investments in infrastructure (stations, ports etc.) and 

preparation of investments (studies, analyses etc.). Out of these three specific objectives, the SO2.2.2 

Improving cross-border logistic services was withdrawn in 2018 due to the lack of interest. 
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Table 13: Overview of the calls under PA2 

Call ID Tool  Open period  Focus 

Planned ERDF 

allocation to the 

projects under 

the respective 

action (EUR)  

Maximum 

available 

ERDF grant 

amount per 

project (EUR)  

SKHU/1601 Normal 

Start date: 29 

July 2016 

Open 

continuously 

with deadlines of 

3 November and 

15 February in 

every year 

Final closure: 19 

February 2018 

SO2.1 Increasing the 

density between border 

crossing points along the 

Hungarian-Slovak border 

16 690 000 not specified 

SO2.2.1 Improving cross-

border public transport 

services 

10 980 000 
100 000 ð 

1 000 000 

SO2.2.2 Improving cross-

border logistic services 
6 938 080 

200 000 ð 

2 000 000 

 

Under the first normal call, the total planned ERDF allocation was EUR 34.6 million which was divided 

between the three specific objectives . The biggest amount of contribution (nearly  EUR 16.7 million) 

was allocated to the first specific objective (SO2.1 Increasing the density between border crossing points 

along the Hungarian-Slovak border), where the value of available ERDF grant per project was not 

specified. By contrast, under the second objective (SO2.2.1 Improving cross-border public transport 

services) almost EUR 11 million was allocated, from which 1 project could receive maximum 

EUR 1 million support. The third (withdrawn) objective ( SO2.2.2 Improving cross-border logistic services) 

covered nearly EUR 7 million, where the project limit could fluctuate between EUR 200 000 and 

EUR 2 million. Due to the cancellation of SO2.2.2 and the relatively low interest towards PA2, the residual 

money (EUR 12.1 million  ERDF) was reallocated to PA1. 

Table 14: Supported actions per calls under PA2 

Call ID Short name of actions  
Number of 

projects  

Total cost of actions 

(EUR) 

SKHU/1601 

2.1/2 Construction of cross-border roads, bridges and 

ferries and infrastructure, including passive noise 

reduction  

2 17 188 841.22 

2.2.1/2 Demand-driven cross-border transport services. 1 921 155 

2.2.1/5 Integration of cross-border public transport 

services, establishing transport associations 
3 7 878 271.92 

2.2.1/6 Development of cross-border intelligent 

transport systems (ITS) 
1 980 954.7 

 

Altogether, 20 applications  were submitted under PA2 out of which 7 were implemented (35%) while 

the rest 13 applications (65%) failed during the selection process. Due to the continuously open call 

system, in the first period the potential applicants were not motivated to quickly prepare their proposals. 

In order the intensify the project development process, the JS launched personal consultations and 
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communication actions, which directly encouraged the interested partners to submit their development 

ideas. 

More than half of the PA2 applications (60%; 12 applications) were submitted under the SO2.2.1 

Improving cross-border public transport services, while the number of received applications under 

SO2.2.2 Improving cross-border logistic services was 6 (30%) and the rest 2 applications (10%) belonged 

to the SO2.1 Increasing the density between border crossing points along the Hungarian-Slovak border. It 

implies that the development of cross -border public transport services generated the biggest interest. 

Out of the 7  implemented projects, 2 were linked to the density increasement of border crossing points, 

and 5 to the cross-border public transport services. One logistics project was selected for funding but 

the state aid conditions were unfavourable for the applicant, therefore the proposal has been 

withdrawn. 12 applications (7 in the field of public transport, 5 under the logistics objective) did not 

meet the selection criteria. 

Considering the evaluation process, every PA2 proposal met the admissibility criteria. During the formal 

and eligibility checks 16 applications out of 20 (80% of the applications) needed to submit completion 

request. Finally, 2 applications failed at formal and 1 application at eligibility assessment while 

17 applications got into the quality assessment where 7 of them became selected. 

Figure 32: Distribution of the applications under PA2 

 

During the implementation period some unexpected (e xternal and internal) factors emerged what 

influenced the duration of the projects . All the 7 PA2 projects have used the opportunity of 

prolongation which caused averagely 17 months longer timeframe. Consequently, the average duration 

of a project increased to more than three and a half year (43 months). 

The average change of duration was 19 months under SO2.1 Increasing the density between border 

crossing points along the Hungarian-Slovak border and 16 months under SO2.2.1 Improving cross-border 

public transport services. Among the projects, the greatest duration change was more than two years 

(25 months) under the KOMBI44 project, but the timeframe of Bridge DobrohoĢš - Dunakiliti 45 project has 

also been changed at least by 24 months. The smallest modification of the implementation period is 

                                                 
44  SKHU/1601/2.2.1/109, KOMBI - Cross-border integrated bike sharing system 

45  SKHU/1601/2.1/361, Vĩstavba mosta pre peĢ²ch a cyklistov DobrohoĢš ð Dunakiliti/Doborgaz - Dunakiliti 

gyalogos- ®s ker®kp§ros h²d ®p²t®se 
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10 months (under Cross-Bike46). Regarding the average duration of the projects, in the case of SO2.1 

Increasing the density between border crossing points along the Hungarian-Slovak border is nearly four 

and a half year (55 months), while under the other specific objective is 39 months. The Bridge DobrohoĢš 

- Dunakiliti  project should be highlighted out from the averages, since its implementation p eriod is 

extended to five years (60 months).  

The first project started in November 2017 (M§ria Val®ria Bike47) which ended also firstly in the end of 

March 2020. The project launched the latest was the Ipolydam§sd ð Chlõaba bridge48 (beginning of 

February 2019), but it is the Bridge DobrohoĢš - Dunakiliti  which will be completed the last, at the very 

end of 2023.  

Figure 33: Duration of the projects under PA2 

 

Considering the financial allocation  under PA2, the value of the union support is evaluated through 

the comparison of CP, CfP (SKHU/1601) and INTERREG+. The available ERDF sum based on the original 

version of the CP was EUR 34.61 million which was fully allocated to the SKHU/1601 call. Around half of 

the allocation (48%; EUR 16.7 million) concentrated on SO2.1 Increasing the density between border 

crossing points along the Hungarian-Slovak border, one third (32%; EUR 11 million) was designed to the 

SO2.2.1 Improving cross-border public transport services, and 20% (EUR 6.9 million) to the SO2.2.2 

Improving cross-border logistic services. As the SO2.2.2 has been withdrawn because of the lack of 

                                                 
46  SKHU/1601/2.2.1/360, Establishing a Cross-border Community Bicycle Transport System on the settlements 

of S§toralja¼jhely, Zempl®n, and Szŗlŗske 

47  SKHU/1601/2.2.1/127, Public cross-border bicycle-sharing system in Esztergom and ġt¼rovo 

48  SKHU/1601/2.1/357, Building Ipoly-bridge between Ipolydam§sd - Chl'aba 




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































