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1. Analysis of the 1st CfP: finding the gaps

Overall

General

The first Call for Proposals through the [Two-step procedurelin South East Europe (SEE) was a
unigue and novel step. Lasted around one year, the reaction from the beneficiaries can be seen as
encouraging.

As explained by the table (fig. 1) 822 valid Expressions of Interests (Eol) were uploaded on the
website of the SEE Programme. As 13 Eols do not indicate the Priority and/ or Area of Intervention
(Aol), they were not considered for these statistical purposes.

B Sulémit:ed Eligible Eols Invited Eols | Submitted AF | Eligible AFs Approved
ols

- Overall 809 615 95 90 71 40

" Rate 100% 76.02% 11.74% 11.12% 8.78% 4.94%

| ERDFreq. N.A 957.842.479 | 168.674.925 N.A. 128.753.792 | 76.628855 |

Fig. 1 — Overall participation and assessment steps

Out of the original 822, 615 Eols were progressed to quality check. After the decision ¢ the Mon i-
toring Committee (MC) meeting held in Belgrade on September 2008, 95 Eols were invted to sub-
mit @ complete Application Form (AF). 71 proposals were progressed to quality check. After condi-
tions’ clearing exercise, 40 projects were finally approved for an overall ERDF allocation amounting
to 76.628.855 Euro.

Reasons for success

A guality partnership had to demonstrate:

- well justified and balanced mix of countries, right mix of competences and experie\ce o ffered
by the Partners involved;

- cooperative work made by the partners during the whole pr oject,s life, with specific defined
role for each of them and adequate allocation of financial resources;

- support of relevant EU/national bodies and network ;

- previous experience of the LP in the management of international partnership, good structu r-
ing of the management structures and procedures, internal communication and knowledge
sharing.

This had to be combined with quality in the project,s contents, including:




- well defined analysis of problems/challenges, based on the results of previous projects and
the specific features of the territories, producing SMART obijectives, in line with the Pr o-
gramme strategy, the Priority Axis and the Aol

- clear transnational dimension/impact;

- well designed, concrete activities, adequate to achieve the pr oject objectives, timely, clearly
located, realistically budgeted, tailored to the right target group, resulting in measurable, co n-
crete, innovative and relevant outputs and results ;

- balanced adequate budget, with consistent division by partner, work package, judget line
and spending forecast;

- realistic and well prepared viability plans, fostering the uptake of the results by tie relevant
target groups and providing the political, administrative and financial sustainakility for the
produced results.

The applicants not always inserted the right information in the right section.

Failures due to poor description of the proposals have been the highest. The applicants often failed
to optimise the available space for describing the concepts clearly or did not insertec requested
information.

The second reason for failure is the weak transnational character of the partnership aid the co n-
tents which lead to the success of projects tackling “naturally transnational” topics, i.e. te Danube,

the transport corridors, the transfer of innovation. Many projects — while tackling relevant issues in
line With the Programme — were not able to explain the common benefit of their activties for the
partners and territories involved or to select, among general ones (i.e. facing the sea yr marginal

areas) the specific elements of similarity/difference. In the worst cases, the project was a sum of
local activities.

Generally, too limited care to the need of ensuring visibility has been paid as well as to luild syne r-
gies towards

- the specific stakeholders, also through feedback mechanisms;
- complementary projects carried on under other financial instruments;
- EU and national relevant bodies and networks.

The capitalisation of results of previous related projects, the awareness of similar projects carried
out in parallel or even only Programmes to be taken into account, beyond the emphasis the Pr o-
gramme has put in it, has resulted to be very weak, thus raising the risk of lack of coord ination or
even the duplication of interventions and possibly the missed usefulness of interventions.



The financial framework

As indicated in the beginning of this Chapter, the MC has approved 40 projects with an overall
ERDF budget committed according to the following distribution:

Aol

Description

ERDFAvailable*

ERDFApproved

Commihent rate

1.1

Innovation networkJargeted, buildif
on Kistinn onlas of.agtivtultngetean
co-operation in specific technology fields
and to promote innovation oriented public
procurement

15,191,836

8,109,707

Innovative entrepreneurship - Fitting to
various needs, addressing structural deficits
especially in the SME sector

15,191,836

8,641,343

53.38%

Pave the way for innovation - Progres-
sive, strengthening the enabling innovation
environment at governance level, promotion
of public awareness for innovation

13,667,485

2,000,000

56.88%

Innovation

44,051,157

18,751,050

14.63%

Water management - Integrated manage-
ment of water resources and flood risk
prevention through the development of
transnational structures, systems and tools

13,434,957.00

10,335,937

42.57%

2.2

Environmental risks - Tackling a variety of
environmental and technological risks
through the development of transnational
structures, systems, tools

13,434,957.00

6,409,089

76.93%

23

Management of natural assets - Coopera-
tion, know-how transfer and concrete action
in managing natural assets and tourism in
sensitive areas

13,434,957.00

4,155,498

47.70%

Energy and resource efficiency - Coordi-
nation and transfer of know-how on energy
and resource efficiency policies and tech-
nologies

13,434,957.00

6,795,916

30.93%

Environment

53,739,828.00

27,696,440

50.58%

Transportation networks - Co-ordinated

promotion, planning and operation for pri-

mary and secondary transport conne
and nodes

3444710

51.54%

17.64%

3.2

Tackle digital dividdoint initiatives f
effective access to information andueg
nication infrastructure among stateg
regions

18,886,451

1,624,646

8.60%

3.3

Multimodal platforafromotion of mu
modal platforms and alterndtizespor
means

16,742,023

4,162,071

24.86%

P3

Accessibility

55,160,834

9,231,427

16.74%

*Indicative breakdown by Area of Intervention



Aol

Description

ERDFAvailable*

ERDFApproved

Commitment ra|

4.1

Tackle crucial problen@®ncrete steat
gies and a@ion plans to tackle inter
nected economic, environmental, soc
govenance problems affecting urban
setttment areas

14,468,415

11,309,232

78.16%

4.2

Promote balanced patterrConcretg
strategies and action plans for strapn
ing functiona¢égions and new partners
as vanTel s Ul grown affa cuinpeamveess

14,468,415

9,640,707

43

Cultural values - Supporting joint conser-
vation and coordinated utilization of cultural
values as development factor and resource
of sustainable tourism

12,401,499

66.63%

| P4

Sustainable Growth Areas

41,338,329

20,949,939

0.00%

| Toal

194,290,146.00

76,628,855

50.68%

*|nccative breakdown by Area of Intervention

394%%

Although the only binding allocation is detailed at a Priority level only in the OP itself, the indicative
breakdown allocation by Aol is extremely helpful to show the original strategy definedpy the MC
when developing the OP.



The contents: Priority 1 «Facilitation of innovation and entrepreneu rship»

Rationale (Programme documents)

The specific objective of Priority Axis 1 is to facilitate innovation, entrepreneurship, the knowledge
economy and to enhance integration and economic relations in the cooperation area. Priority Axis 1
shall contribute specifically to the future development of South East Europe as a place of
innovation, contributing indirectly to the economic growth and employment in the technology sector.

This Priority Axis seeks in particular to achieve three operational objectives and will support
transnational partnerships and action that contribute to:

1. Develop technology and innovation networks in s ields (fostering networking

knowledge-transfer, tec elopment, such as local and
regional public authq : i agencies, chambers of commerce, SMEs,
universities, tertiar ¢ i SOCiati ¢ ology transfer institutions, R&TD facilities,

research institutions, i i j of R&TD excellence; regional innovation



