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I-SUMMARY, METHOD, OBJECTIVES  

 

This document corresponds to deliverable 4 of the in itinere evaluation mission and was designed on the basis 

of the following: 

¶ The results of specific evaluations conducted in 2011 and the beginning of 2012: 

a. An evaluation on the finalised projects or those in the course of finalisation during the first 

half of 2012. This evaluation essentially concerns the implementation of the projects. 

b. A first evaluation of the strategic projects. The purpose of this evaluation was to measure the 

extent to which the "strategic" nature of these projects was taken into account. 

c. An evaluation of Axis 3 (transport), which has encountered programming difficulties since the 

start of the programme. 

¶ Discussions with Member States conducted at the end of 2011 on the mid-term assessments of the 

programme.  

¶ Participation in meetings on calls for strategic and targeted projects. 

¶ Participation in meetings on capitalisation work. 

¶ Participation in informal meetings with a view to preparing the future programme (2011). 

¶ Participation in the MED 2011 annual event in Barcelona. 

 

Re-situating the evaluation work in the overall programme sequence: 
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Major transformations in the programme during 2011 and the beginning of 2012: 

 

The MED programme saw major changes on two levels in 2011 and at the beginning of 2012 (cf. previous 

diagram):  

 

¶ Calls for projects where calls for strategic and targeted projects represented a highly significant 

change from the first period of the 2009-2010 calls for projects, which amounted to a direct 

application of the Operational Programme. These calls for strategic and targeted projects were the 

result of the collective efforts of the programme partners. This development is in itself a remarkable 

mid-term benefit for cooperation programme.  

 

¶ New work has been undertaken on a programme level: Capitalisation, which mobilised a large number 

of projects in a participatory approach with the creation of "project clusters". New missions were 

undertaken at the JTS, improving integration between management tasks and initial experience 

feedback and pooling work. The in itinere evaluation mission participated directly in these new 

directions, particularly with the "List of recommendations" of June 2011. Finally, the start of the work 

of the task force in May 2012 should ensure that all of this work is quickly put into operation. 

 

Changes in the evaluation work: 

Unlike the first evaluation report of 2011 which took into account all existing components, the programming of 

the 2009 and 2010 calls for projects, evaluation of a project panel and programme governance, the 2012 report 

is based on targeted evaluations. 

The objective of this period, following the 2011 report and the list of recommendations, was to support the 

work in progress on a project and programme level. 

The main objective of the document is to provide the elements needed for the work in hand. Accordingly, this 

document is still in progress. 

The proposals set out in this document mainly follow up those set out in the list of recommendations of June 

2011. One chapter of this report covers their adoption. 

 

On a more general level, we consider that at this mid-term stage it is possible to establish coherent links 

between proposals which are immediately feasible in practice and contribute to the design of the future 

programme. We believe that the current programme and the projects, with their positive or negative results, 

represent the primary foundation on which to build the future programming period.   
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II- SPECIFIC EVALUATIONS 2011/2012 

 

 

TRADITIONAL PROJECT CONCLUSION EVALUATION 

 

Method recap 
Principles chosen: 

ω Projects that were subject to evaluation at this stage are those which came to an end on 
31/03/2012:  these projects had enough feedback to allow pertinent analysis of the various 
points under evaluation. 

ω Evaluations are based on the analysis of final reports (for projects that have finalised their 
report and sent it to the JTS) and interview guidelines sent to the project lead. Moreover, 
additional telephone interviews were conducted with projects that had finalised the final 
administrative phase (final report sent to the JTS). 

ω In addition to the quantitative and qualitative elements that are specific to the project itself, 
the main aim is to analyse interactions between the project format, financial results and short 
and long-term results as well as the main messages and direction of the programme and its 
implementation. 

ω 33 projects were evaluated in this way (see list below). Of these 33 projects, four were among 
those selected at the 2010 evaluation. The projects in bold are those for which the final report 
has been sent to the JTS. 

 
ACRONYM Priority Objective 

AGRO-ENVIRONMED 
BACKGROUNDS 
BIOLMED 
CAT-Med 
CHORD 
COASTANCE 
CREPUDMED 
DEVELOP-MED 
ETHIC 
FORET MODELE 
FREE-MED 
INNOVATE-MED 
MACC BAM 
MED EMPORION 
Medgovernance 
MED-IPPC-NET 
MEDISS 
MedLab 
MEDOSSIC 
MEMO 
NOVAGRIMED 
PAYS.MED.URBAN 
Philoxenia 
Planet Design 
QUBIC 
RIMED 
Rururbal 
SECUR MED PLUS 
SHIFT 
SMILIES 
Teenergy schools 
TEXMEDIN 
TRANSit 

1 
3 
1 
2 
4 
2 
4 
3 
1 
4 
2 
1 
1 
4 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
4 
4 
4 
1 
1 
1 
4 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
3 

1 
1 
1 
4 
2 
4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
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The questionnaire 
This questionnaire (see annex) is in several parts, each of which provides a basis for analysing the following 
points:  
Questions about results, outputs and target group, impacts:  the purpose of this part is to evaluate the 
projects in terms of their short/medium-term impact; to classify their outputs and note any discrepancy 
between the results stipulated in the application; to analyse the type of target group (groups involved in the 
project activities and groups at which the results are targeted; to analyse the type of short-term impact and the 
impacts envisaged at the end of the project and in the medium and long term.  
Questions on the sustainability of projects:  the purpose of this part is to classify the type of actions undertaken 
or envisaged to sustain results. 
Questions about the monitoring and management of projects by programme managers:  this part is to analyse 
the point of view of project owners on how they felt about the support they received and how this evolved 
during the programme. 
All of these questions (particularly those on results, outcomes and target groups) provide evidence against 
which to check the hypotheses on project typology in the 2010 report (see below), in particular by evaluating 
the projects that were part of the 2010 panel. 
 
Reminder of the evaluation hypotheses: types of project 
During the evaluation in 2010, the evaluation hypotheses and the interviews conducted with the projects 
selected in the panel had allowed the projects to be classified according to four distinct categories. For each 
specific category, the form of the partnership and project results and the types of activities expected were 
distinguished. 
The purpose of this classification was to provide greater clarity in the way the projects were structured and to 
target the next calls for projects or the next programme according to the expected project type on a given 
theme or results format.  
 
1/ 'Network' projects:  
In this type of project the partnership is often made up of a number of different stakeholders and therefore 
involves a whole range of stakeholders who are able to contribute to the project objectives. Partners can be 
local authorities, consular bodies, social partners, associations or research and training bodies including 
universities....The sustainability of the project is assured by the involvement of local, regional and national 
government. This type of project is not exclusively designed to set up new networks. The members of existing 
networks may wish to form new networks to work on additional areas or build on their combined expertise in 
new areas. As such, a network project is often the continuation of a project or the bringing together of similar 
projects.    
Whatever the type of network formed, the objectives of the 'network' project are to strengthen links between 
the various 'stakeholders' involved, in order to improve the quality, the Mediterranean aspect and the visibility 
of activities or questions of a common interest. 
Existing or strengthened networks can be peer networks or multi-party networks, i,e, bringing in structures of a 
different type. 
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NETWORK PROJECTS 

Purpose  Form of results Activities Partnership 

Peer network projects Joint lobbying actions 
(regional or European 
lobbying) 

Workshops, seminars 
(involving institutional 
representatives and 
managing authorities) 

Partners from an existing 

or already planned 

network + the presence 

of institutional 

representatives 

Multi-party network 
projects 

Joint lobbying actions 
(regional or European 
lobbying) 

Workshops, seminars 
(involving institutional 
representatives and 
managing authorities) 

Aggregate of existing 

networks + the presence 

of institutional 

representatives  

Examples of projects of this type: Medgovernance, Forêt Modèle 

 

2/ 'Innovation' projects 
Projects in which partners transfer or develop innovation. 
Innovation transfer project: it meets the training needs diagnosed in the activity sector by adapting innovative 
tools implemented by another partner. Partners of such a project develop the following types of activities:  

ω The sociocultural, legal, linguistic, methodological adaptation of the selected innovation.  
ω Experimenting the results on the project target group; 
ω Incorporating these results into the professional practice of the stakeholders; 
ω The institutional recognition of these project results through regional, national, European 

and/or sectorial vocational training systems. 
ω Dissemination activities are essential to the success of this type of project, in particular 

through the involvement of target groups in the project design phase. 
ω Innovation development project: in this context innovation refers to the adoption of a new 

approach to resolve problems which traditional approaches are unable to resolve. This type 
of project should improve the quality and promotion of innovation, so that the tools, 
methods or concepts developed as part of the project can be used or adapted by partners 
according to their specificities. In addition to the activities set out above, the partners should 
first:  

ω Define common methods, tangible approaches and tools allowing the initial situation to be 
improved upon. These definitions should put the innovative aspect of the project in context 
and tie it into the needs of the target groups or the problem to be resolved. 

 

INNOVATION PROJECTS 

Purpose Form of results Activities Partnership 

Innovation transfer Action plan setting out 
the transfer of an 
innovative method 

Workshops, trials, pilot 
projects 

Varying types of 
partnership; several 
levels represented 

Innovation development Common innovative and 
transferable method 

Workshops, trials, pilot 
projects 

Varying types of 
partnership; several 
levels represented 

Examples of projects of this type: Rururbal, Teenergy 

 

оκ Ψ!ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭΩ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ  
Projects can be atypical for three reasons:  

ω Their partnership does not have the same characteristics as a network project or innovation 
project. 

ω The form of the result is not the creation or strengthening of a network, or the development 
or transfer of an innovative method. 

ω The project theme is unique or rarely developed as part of the programme 
 

Evaluation of results, outcomes, target groups 
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Classification 
(purpose of the 

results as seen by 
projects) 

Form of results 
Outputs 

(major outputs according 
to the projects) 

Target group Impact 

Strengthening of a 
cluster 

Creation of a 
public/private cluster of 
businesses and public 
stakeholders linked to 
the theme. The cluster 
can usually be 
formalised through 
pilots 

Methodology for setting up 
and managing a cluster 
(Strategic plan) 

Businesses, associations, 
consular chambers 

Improved circulation 
of information within 
the cluster 
In the long term, 
helping companies to 
meet economic 
challenges or 
challenges in terms of 
innovation and to 
improve their 
competitiveness 

Strengthening a 
network of 
stakeholders from 
a given theme or 
sector 

Legal formalisation of an 
association 
Implementation of a 
shared database of tools 
and knowledge on the 
sector (internet platform 
in 100% of cases) 

Methodological guide for 
putting in place sustainable 
sectors 

Producers, associations of 
producers, technical 
centres and companies 
from the sector targeted 
by the project 

Developing new 
economic sectors 
Drafting commercial 
agreements 

Strengthening an 
institutional 
network (regional 
authorities) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Strengthening an 
institutional and 
local network 
(regional 
authorities) 

Creating and 
coordinating a network 
for the implementation 
of common policies on 
key points (transport, 
culture, environment, 
agriculture) for the 
development and 
cohesion of a 
Mediterranean 
Euroregion (eg. 
Medgovernance) 
 
In some cases, regional 
partners have carried 
out local pilot schemes 
which are all related to 
forms of innovation 
whether technical, 
organisational or 
geographical in nature, 
through the transfer of 
know-how from one 
region to another or the 
fruits of joint work 
between partners to 
develop real added 
value.  (eg 
Novagrimmed) 

Benchmarking policies and 
programmes under way in 
other macroregions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In a more advanced form:  
drafting of a strategic 
document setting out the 
details of a Mediterranean 
strategy. 

Regional, national and 
European authorities, 
universities, research 
centres 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regional, national and 
European authorities, 
universities, research 
centres + activation by 
these stakeholder partners 
at local level (businesses, 
professional bodies, 
research organisations, 
training organisations and 
so on). 

Incorporating the 
development strategy 
of a macroregional 
Mediterranean 
scenario into regional 
policy 
 
 
 
 
 
Creating a dynamic 
between regional and 
Mediterranean 
partners and thus 
allowing an exchange 
of know-how and 
social skills leading to 
relatively innovative 
concrete projects and 
actions. 
In the long term: 
lobbying the European 
Commission 

Experimentation 
(in a given sector) 
to standardise the 
modes of 

Boosting dynamism of 
territories through 
public-private 
partnerships. 

Methodology document 
(European Charter) 
Roadmap (methodological 
tools) 

Public and private 
stakeholders from the 
sector:  
manufacturers/businesses, 

Multidisciplinary work 
and public-private 
partnerships in terms 
of defining and 
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governance of 
Mediterranean 
territories  

Tool box professional associations 
from the sector, 
municipalities, consular 
chambers, 
citizens/consumers 

implementing pilot 
actions. 

 

Generally speaking the 2010 evaluation hypotheses are checked against the results, outputs, impacts and 
target groups of the different types of project. 
However, another category is emerging: a 'mixed' type incorporating the characteristics of the innovation and 
network projects. This is the case of institutional networks which are experimenting with strategies from the 
transnational to the local level through pilot actions. 
With regards innovation projects, one of the strong points of the programme reported by project owners is the 
flexibility in terms of the definition of pilot actions to be conducted in each territory. The programme helps to 
determine the pilot actions to be carried out after the implementation of the methodology and the diagnosis in 
each territory. This is why most pilot schemes were the result of needs identified through the target diagnosis 
and made it possible to work jointly with other stakeholders of the territory. This flexibility is very important in 
providing a response to the needs of the territory and the suggestions made by partners during the 
implementation of the methodology phase. 
 

Evaluation of sustainability 

Strengths Weaknesses 

Creation of a network or informal working group 
(meetings at the end of the project) 
 
In 75% of cases: applications submitted by all or some 
of the partners under the MED,  ENPI MED, SEE 
programmes 
 
Meetings planned to present the project to 
representatives of the DG of the Commission, the, 
Committee of the Regions or other relevant 
institutions for transferring the results Ąof lobbying 
actions. 
 
As a general rule:  many circulation actions (scientific 
journals, integration of European or international 
networks dedicated to the main theme of the project) 
Desire on the part of partners to have follow-up of 
completed actions: job creation in the region, 
commercial agreements with sectors 
 

Network very rarely formalised with a legal status 
 
Few applications expected to be submitted as part of an MED 
call for capitalisation 
 
Little visibility of the sustainability of actions when they 
require the continued support of partners in order to be 
sustainable (case of clusters that are not yet viable) 

 

Partners have begun sustainability processes that are, for the most part, well structured:  
ω Fund-raising at the end of the project to continue the existing partnership and/or with other projects 

identified on their theme Although the MED programme was cited in 50% of cases (other calls 
targeted, for example), project owners also have no difficulty looking to other programmes (ENPI 
a95Σ {99ΧύΦ hƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŦƻǊ 
capitalisation. 

ω Continuous work through the network created by the partners:  however, although this desire is 
stated in 100% of cases, it should be put into perspective as few 'networks' wish to set up a formal 
association (or other legal status) 

ω Dissemination of results at the end of the project through involvement in seminars identified in 
advance or scientific journals. 
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50% of partners identified the risk of non-sustainability of their results when these are being delivered:  
clusters that still need financial or organisational support from partners for example are deemed to be 
particularly difficult to sustain (the financial crisis is often put forward as a reason for this difficulty). 
The partners questioned also often saw an opportunity for the programme to produce a collaborative working 
tool to be used by the different projects which are approved with a view to disseminating the results of the 
project in a more open and faster way. 
 
Evaluation of the management and monitoring of the programme 

Key points Strengths 
Weaknesses/possible 

improvements 

Monitoring by the JTS project 
officers 

Very good relations with the JTS 
and the NCPs. 
Good availability, professionalism:  
management bodies are a 
precious ally in implementing the 
project successfully 
Feeling that the management 
bodies of the MED programme 
systematically oversee the 
implementation of the project 
actions 

High turnover of contacts 
responsible for monitoring the 
projects (up to three changes for 
some projects) 
For partners involved in several 
projects managed by different 
project officers:  different 
demands depending on the 
manager, which can create 
confusions for partners 

Changes to projects (budgets, 
times-scales) 

Simple, quick procedures  

Approval of refund requests  Front line checking system not 
satisfactory (slow, unequal 
treatment for different partners).  
Payment procedure too long 
leading to cash flow problems  

Management by projects  Excessive management costs: If we 
add to this administrative and 
financial management costs, 
approval, evaluation and 
communication costs, 50% of 
project resources are for the back 
office and not the implementation 
of operational activities 

Présage  The Présage software was put in 
place to facilitate the management 
of the programme but the fact 
that the software was not in its 
final form at the beginning of the 
programme was a drawback  
Generally speaking the software is 
perceived as being too restrictive 
despite improvements 

Changes to the programme During the programme, 
publication of several procedural 
manuals/guides facilitated the 
management role of partners. 

 

 

At the end of their project, most partners still deem the project management to be too cumbersome, with the 
activities inherent to this management often taking too much time to the detriment of technical results.  
This is attributed in part to on-line management via the tool Présage:  although the software has shown 
improvements between the beginning and end of their project, partners questioned are still not convinced of 
the benefits in terms of cost, time and efficiency of this form of management. As such the majority of projects 
say that management time is very high, sometimes 50% of the time of people who are directly responsible for 
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the project. This situation is deemed to be detrimental for the development of the technical activities of the 
project. 
Another drawback raised by a majority: The differing approval systems from one Member State to another, in 
addition to the length of time it takes to receive a refund, can lead to cash-flow situations that are debilitating 
for partners. Nevertheless, we should put this threat in perspective as none of the projects questioned stated 
that they had had to abandon an activity/production due to cash flow problems. 
Another weakness raised by a majority of partners: the absence of an advance payment at the beginning of the 
project.  According to them, this penalises: 

ω Associations, not all of whom have the reserves necessary (and in a crisis situation this could also 
be a problem for public authorities) 

ω Rural areas that have more limited financial resources, 
They claim that the Lisbon Strategy on competition and innovation is based on mobilising stakeholders and 
networks that are not from the public sector and do not, therefore, dispose of the same means of intervention. 
Ultimately the risk is that only public bodies will be funded that do not have the skills or legitimacy to conduct 
certain innovative actions to structure the development of the Mediterranean region. 
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FIRST EVALUATION OF STRATEGIC PROJECTS 

 

Evaluation method 
Summary of the approved principles 
In view of the state of progress of the selected strategic projects, a decision was taken to base the evaluation 
on two levels:  
ω 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ п ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
established by the JTS, the Member States and the Programming and Steering Committees 
ω 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜcts:   
ω  The evaluation is based on an interview guide 
ω  During 2011 the evaluation included a working meeting with the lead partner of the projects and 

some of the project partners if applicable.  
ω  Apart from the quantitative and qualitative aspects of the project evaluation itself, the main objective 

was to analyse interaction between the form of the projects and the partnership and the main 
messages and directions of the programme and its implementation. 

 
Due to delays in starting projects, the evaluation was only conducted on those from the first call for projects. 
Evaluation of procedures 

This evaluation was based on: 

¶ The initial objectives approved by the programme authorities for the transition to calls for strategic 
projects: A top-down approach to obtain a limited number of large-scale projects addressing the key 
programme themes and including categories of players, activities and results which can contribute to 
reinforcing policies linked to these key themes in the Mediterranean 

¶ analysis of the process of defining the terms of reference for the two calls for strategic projects (taking 
account any changes which have occurred between the two calls) 

¶ monitoring the project selection and programming process (training, selection, etc.) 

¶ providing information and support for potential and selected beneficiaries (information meetings 
between selection phases and following the launch of the projects). 

In the framework of this analysis, particular attention is devoted to modifying procedures linked to the specific 
nature of the call for strategic projects (obligations in connection with the work plan and with the partnership 
in particular) and to the perception/acceptance of these modifications and related issues by potential project 
applicants. 

The reference documents for this analysis are as follows: 

ω successive versions of the terms of reference proposed for successive calls for strategic projects 

ω Reports from informal meetings, brainstorming, selection and monitoring committees, information 
meetings with candidates and beneficiaries 

ω Discussions with Member States (this development occurred between the first series of discussions 
conducted in 2010 and the second series conducted in 2011). 

The issue of formal eligibility of the candidates was also considered as a final obstacle in a procedure still 
marked by the perfunctory style of administration applied throughout the programme (although only 14 
projects out of 90 were ineligible for the second phase of the 2

nd
  call for traditional projects, i.e. 15.5%), but in 

which developments in favour of more qualitative conditions could have been examined before the strategic 
project procedure to avoid the rejection of potentially important projects for the programme and the MED 
space. Most of the Member States interviewed voiced this shortcoming, while expressing regret that as matters 
currently stand it could not be overcome due to the obligation for equal treatment of applications. 
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Initial objectives and developments in the terms of reference for strategic projects over time. 

Item 
1

st
 proposal for terms of reference 

(ToR) 
ToR for call 1 for strategic 
projects 

ToR for call 2 for 
strategic projects 

Partnership Hard core restricted to 15 partners + 
associate partners (not including 
ERDF) + observers (international 
organisations) 

Strong and coherent 
partnership: "institutional" 
and "operational" players 

Can be changed 
between the pre-project 
and final application 

Procedure In 2 stages: 1 highly simplified 
preliminary form (partnership + 
objectives), followed by 1 phase 
1 project selected by theme 

Pre-project followed by 
selection in 1 phase 
1 or more projects selected 
by theme 
Possible information 
meeting (individual or 
collective) 

Ditto + 
Project mergers 
encouraged 
Evaluation by external 
experts mentioned 

Strategic 
positioning 

EU 2020 
Consistency with Mediterranean 
policies, including the South Shore 

Ditto (utilised by European 
Neighbourhood and 
Partnership Instrument 
(ENPI)/common brochure or 
for strategic projects)  

Ditto  

Objectives 
and expected 
results 

Theme established in detail 
Capitalisation on the basis of earlier 
projects 
Links with other programmes for the 
future 
Realistic objectives and method-
oriented results/coordination 
(possible experimentation with the 
method and process) 
Direct benefits for local and regional 
authorities 

Theme established between 
2 options 
Consistency with European, 
national and regional 
policies 
Impact on the cooperation 
area 
Sustainability of results 

Ditto - established 
theme 

Evaluation Specific indicators Specific and detailed 
quantitative and qualitative 
indicators with obligatory 
customised sub-indicators 
Cost-benefit ratios of the 
Work Packages 

Ditto  

Work plan Obligatory work packages (WP): 
management/coordination, 
governance/communication, 
thematic targeted Work Packages 
Deliverables described in the ToR 

Obligatory Work Packages: 
management/coordination, 
communication, 
capitalisation, optional 
technical Work Packages 
according to the selected 
theme (1 to 3 pre-defined 
Work Packages) 
Deliverables described in 
the ToR 
 

Ditto  

 
Eligibility 
criteria 

 
Administration: Presage entry + e-
mail and signed original hard copy + 
original letters of commitment + 
signed annexes + certain sections in 
two languages + environmental 
impact analysis of the project 
Partnership: 6 EU countries, lead 
partner a NUTS I or II public 
authority, 1 application per partner, 

 
Administration: Ditto 
Partnership: 6 EU countries, 
lead manager a NUTS I or II 
public authority or 
intergovernmental agency, 
maximum 2 applications per 
partner, maximum 15% of 
the budget per partner, 
maximum 25% of the 

Ditto, 
except  
- !ƳƻǳƴǘΥ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ϵм 
and 3 million for ICT, 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ϵоΦр ŀƴŘ т 
million for Transport 
(extendable) 
- partnership: Maximum 
4 applications, NUTS I or 
II 
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Item 
1

st
 proposal for terms of reference 

(ToR) 
ToR for call 1 for strategic 
projects 

ToR for call 2 for 
strategic projects 

maximum 15% of the budget per 
partner, maximum  25% of the 
budget per country, original signed 
partnership agreement 
Duration/budget: Maximum 36 
ƳƻƴǘƘǎΣ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ϵс-7.5 million 
Finance: precise amount of co-
funding set out in the letters of 
commitment, ERDF contribution 
capped according to the country, 
maximum 5% overheads 

budget per country, original 
signed partnership 
agreement 
Duration/budget: Maximum 
ос ƳƻƴǘƘǎΣ ϵоΦр-7.5 million 
Finance: Ditto 
 

- Not including Presage: 
description of pilot 
actions, declaration of 
other projects, 
description of 
sustainability, 
organigram 
- Corrections admissible 
within 10 days: letters of 
commitment, second 
programme language, 
documents concerning 
State aid, signature date 
omitted, duration 
exceeded by 1 day 

Selection 
criteria 

Consistency with MED/ToR, 
consistency with other programmes 
or policies, transnational project 
dimension, project quality 
(capitalisation, innovation, impact, 
sustainability, dissemination, quality 
of drafting), quality of the 
partnership (experience, nature, 
balance), funding (HR <40%, balance, 
distribution, relevance) 

Ditto  Ditto  

The following can be noted from this table: 
ω continued relaxation of certain eligibility conditions: number of applications in which a partner may 

participate (increased from 1 to 2, then 4), increase in budget caps (from 15 to 20% per partner and 
from 25 to 30% per country), eligibility conditions (may be corrected in CFP2), lower budget thresholds 
may be reduceŘ όǘƻ ϵм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ L/¢ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŀƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ Ƴŀǎǎ 
required to carry through a strategic project covering 6 countries with such a small budget) 

ω this relaxation has not prevented an  extremely large number of ineligible projects, even for the 2
nd

 
CFP (only 3 eligible projects out of 11). The result has been that the selection of 3 projects has 
remained in the selection committee (January 2012), despite the fact that only 1 of the 3 projects 
achieved the required threshold according to the JTS grading system. This threshold has been reduced 
and major modifications in the other 2 projects (partnership, budget, consistency of the action plan, 
dissemination of results, etc.) are to be made before mid-May 2012.  

 

 

Strategic approach applied by project applicants 

In addition to the consequences of this large number of ineligible projects at the very heart of the selection 
process (for these reasons, the maritime security section of the first call for projects had already been declared 
fruitless and had to be re-launched), the issue has been raised of whether candidates have genuinely taken on 
board the expectations and specific nature of strategic projects as defined by the programme authorities 
(despite the fact that most of them were already familiar with the "traditional" cooperation project 
procedures). 
This issue was raised by members of the Selection Committee as early as the pre-project stage of the first call 
for projects. Indeed, despite the fact that a very complete and user-friendly documentation pack, even 
detailing how to write a work plan, was produced in advance, the pre-project forms frequently turned out to be 
insufficient, even though their apparent simplicity gave rise to άǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜέ ƛƴ a large number of 
cases (35 for the first call for projects, with the final number of evaluated applications at 4 or 5 projects)  
Several aspects were raised during discussions among the programme authorities and the interviews with their 
representatives to explain this fact: 
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¶ one of the primary factors explaining this "questioning" of the candidates may be the application 
form, and its annexes in particular, which the PRESAGE CTE system could not incorporate directly on 
line and which were unknown to MED project applicants  (logical framework, declaration of other 
projects, description of pilot actions, etc.), starting from the pre-project form itself, which appeared to 
be very concise, but required the partnership to be very strongly positioned even before the project 
activities were defined (logically, as they were already very detailed and categorised in the terms of 
reference). Potential partners may have underestimated the task of filling in this form, leading to 
disappointing results in terms of the expectations of the programme authorities, which made 
extensive efforts to define them in the terms of reference 

¶ the second factor is the discovery by potential candidates of a new procedure, while failing to 
identify the new issues involved: The pre-project forms were filled in as if the final applications were 
to be slightly broader "traditional" projects. The intentions of the programme authorities were not 
properly understood or taken on board.  

In response to this situation, the Member States invited the candidates to an information day in Marseille in 
May 2010, in order to put across the key messages of the programme with regard to strategic projects and 
the fact that the programme authorities were not satisfied with the pre-project forms. The process of dialogue 
and appropriation was then set in motion, but the large number of ineligible projects and the difficulties in 
achieving the required grading thresholds to justify inclusion in the programme leaves the issue of 
communication between programme authorities and project applicants unresolved with regard to the new 
issues linked to the transition between the current programme and the new European priorities (2020 strategy, 
introduction of new regulations, etc.).  
Similar, though minor gaps in understanding were indeed observed at the time of the official announcement 
of the first call for targeted projects in Barcelona in autumn 2011 (a number of potential candidates which 
were not competent in the selected themes were dissatisfied with the limited range of target themes, having 
expected a broader range of topics for projects), and on the occasion of the launch of the capitalisation 
process (workshops in Rome in June 2011), again noting a lack of communication in advance with beneficiaries 
concerning the changes in the programme developed internally. One of the recommendations of this report 
will focus on this point.  
In any event, these communication difficulties, added to the inevitably long time required by potential 
beneficiaries of a programme subjected to frequent changes in procedures in its successive generations to take 
new procedures on board, highlight the need for constant support for the approved projects during the 
implementation phase in order to guarantee in particular that the expectations of the programme authorities 
in terms of definition and  dissemination of the results, communication and capitalisation of strategic projects 
will be properly implemented as planned in the applications. In this sense, the work involved in sharing 
expertise with strategic projects (advance thematic brainstorming, additional evaluation of the applications for 
the 1

st
 call for projects) would benefit from being mobilised in advance (discussions with the project applicants 

and not only among the programme authorities) and subsequently (project monitoring during the 
implementation phase to check that the major milestones scheduled in the project have been achieved and 
that value is added throughout the 36 months of project implementation. 
Initial discussions with two projects from the first call the strategic projects, MARIE and ELIH-MED, appear to 
confirm this hypothesis. Other discussions will be conducted with projects from the second call, which are 
currently starting or about to start, in order to confirm or refute these tendencies. 
 
In conclusion, from a procedural point of view, the Strategic Project approach has been lengthy and important 
for the MED Partnership. The following picture can be drawn from the first 2 calls for projects: 



 Evaluation report 2011 deliverable 4- In-itinere MED Evaluation  16 

 

 

Phase Strengths Weaknesses 

Drafting of the 
call for projects 

Complete terms of reference describing 
the expectations of the programme in 
terms of strategic projects for the 
partnership (types of partner), for the 
activities (Action Plan) and for the 
Organisation of the work (work 
packages). 

The PRESAGE application form has restricted 
the effectiveness of the terms of reference  

Project design 
support 

The approved procedure, information 
meetings and support by the national 
contact points have contributed to 
improving the programme partnership 
and facilitated dialogue between project 
partners and the programme outside the 
usual management and monitoring 
phases. 

Project support was organised on a case-by-
case basis by some contact points and did not 
always meet the expectations of the projects.  

The learning process involving explanation of 
the features of strategic projects was not 
properly understood by the projects, which 
occasionally confined themselves to  merging  
existing partnerships 

Training for 
applicants 

The training process was complete, as all 
applications were evaluated, including 
those which were eligible and ineligible. 
For the first call for projects, an external 
expert took part in the training. 

 

Selection 
procedures 

The various selection meetings allowed 
the programme partners to take part in a 
collective project feasibility evaluation 
process. 

Project quality differed greatly between the 
first and second call for projects. The large 
number of ineligible applications raises 
questions about the methods used in the 
support phase. 

 
Evaluation of projects 
Approved project evaluation method 
Selected projects were analysed on the basis of discussions in meetings and telephone interviews. In the 2011 
evaluation, these discussions took place with the lead project partner. Later, participation in one of the 
activities of each of a number of strategic projects will allow the initial analyses from the interviews to be 
completed. 
 
Interview guide 
The interview guide (cf. annex) contains several sections for the purposes of analysing the following points:  
Questions about the project:  
ω History and origin of the project:  the main objective of this section is to identify the key points of the 
application and the work packages.  The information given by the project applicants during the interviews (not 
including questions on the technicalities of the application) about their project gives an indirect indication of 
the relevance of the headings in the application. In this section, the interviewed project applicants also 
describe how their partnership was formed. Particular attention is paid to this question, as the partnership and 
its territorial structure are among the key points raised by the programme authorities in the selection process. 
ω Form of the results: this section is to categorise the results expected by the partners at the end of the 
project according to the work package, beyond the deliverables described in the application. 
ω Project promotion:  this section is to check the actual implementation of the activities and the budget 
against those planned in the application. It examines the "flexibility" of the programme in terms of possible 
changes in the budget or schedule and the procedures for making these changes. At this stage of progress, the 
information given by the projects primarily concerned the regional activities. 
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ω Project sustainability: this section allows project applicants to explore possible ways to follow up their 
project and the implementation/transfer of regional/transnational action plans developed during the project. 
Questions about the programme:  
ω Knowledge and understanding of the programme: this section is to find out how and why the players 
interviewed became involved in the programme, especially with a strategic project. 
ω Contacts with the programme authorities: this section is to assess the opinions and expectations of the 
project applicants interviewed with regard to the procedures established by the programme authorities 
(application, selection process, term of the project). This section also enables assessment of the state of 
relations between the project partners and the JTS members in charge of monitoring. 
ω Capitalisation: this section is to address the expectations and needs of project applicants in terms of 
the capitalisation activities which the programme proposes to the projects. It also allows the interviewed 
partners to express a "general" opinion on the possible form of a future programme generation. At this stage of 
progress, the capitalisation issue is not addressed with project applicants. 
In general, when the interviewed partner has experience with a previous or current traditional project, the 
purpose of the questions asked in the interview is to analyse the partner's view of the differences/added values 
of strategic projects. 
Details of the interview 

Interviews are conducted with the lead project partner on the premises of its organisation. If possible, local 
bodies in charge of technical implementation of the project and pilot projects should attend the interview. 
Interviews last between 2 h 30 min and 3 h 30 min (excluding participation in activities). At the beginning of the 
meeting we summarise the objectives and methodology of our mission. Although based on the interview guide, 
the interviews were kept "open" in order to obtain the greatest possible amount of information for analysis.  
 

Analysis of the life of the project 

Analysis is based on the following table 

Key points Strengths Weaknesses/possible 
improvements 

A key point is a fundamental element for 
the project owner interviewed.  It is an 
element that the partner thinks is of a 
high value in their proposal. This element 
becomes a key point for evaluation when 
it is raised in over four interviews.  

Here it is a matter of answers provided 
by the programme that the partner 
deems to be relevant for the future of 
the project. What is expected by the 
partner from the programme is 
something extra to boost these 
strengths.  

 

 

The key points on the project construction, monitored by the programme authorities: positioning of the 

project owners 

Analysis of the general process of the project and putting together the application (forming a partnership, 

choice of the Med programme and strategic project) 

Key points 
 

Strengths Weaknesses/possible improvements 

Positioning 
decision on a 
strategic 
project 

Creating a strategy from scratch on 
the MED region on a theme on which 
the project is positioned. Eg: as part of 
the MARIE project, the Generalitat 
Catalunya committed to an energy 
efficiency plan over five years 
 
Developing a territorial strategy 
through experimentation (local 
projects) or new financial/legal 
instruments (bottom up effect) 

Generally speaking, the MED region is about 20 
years behind Northern Europe in terms of a joint 
strategy on a transnational basin, (particularly true 
of the energy improvement of buildings, according 
to the MARIE project coordinator) 
 
Restrictive and cumbersome procedures as a 
general rule which are a barrier for certain partners. 
In the case of strategic projects, these cumbersome 
procedures are put forward as one of the reasons 
for the decision of certain partners to play the role 
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Favouring the clusterisation of 
companies in the territory, in 
particular due to the leverage of the 
political will of institutional partner 
(top down effect) 
 
Using and pooling the results of 
previous traditional projects (MED or 
other transnational programmes) 
conducted by the project partners 

of 'specialist' or 'interface' between the programme 
and the partnership. 
 
Time-scale for the project which, from the 
beginning, appears to be insufficient in terms of the 
objectives. 

Partnership Demand for geographical coverage 
and possibility of having many 
partners:  an essential benefit for the 
development of a basin-wide strategy. 
 
Need to create territorial partnerships 
in which all levels are represented 
(from local to national):  favours the 
creation of a Task Force to lobby the 
Commission  

Need to incorporate partners that are experienced 
in implementing MED projects  
 
Sometimes partners are selected based on their 
status (eligibility of the application). 
 
Support for NCP (National Contact Points) wanted to 
better identify the stakeholders and get messages. 

Application Benefit of having a two-phase 
application process (draft project, 
final application) allowing the 
activities to be refined/reoriented 
according to the comments of the 
programme authorities 

Application form, which is, in parts, identical to the 
traditional projects form, does not always reflect the 
specifications. 
 
As a general rule, complexity of Présage, of rules 
and tools provided by the programme authorities 
for the submission of applications, although the 
experience of certain partners from the traditional 
projects tends to put this complexity into 
perspective 

 
Correlation with the 'programme' analysis  
Choice of programme and partnership:  
It would seem that the decision on the part of the project owners over whether to commit to a strategic 
project is mostly based on the following concerns:  
ω Existing cooperation through the presence of partners in one or several traditional projects of the 
MED programme or another cooperation programme (SEE, Alpin Space): a strategic project is the most 
coherent framework in terms of eligibility on the basis of geography and objectives to strengthen this 
cooperation and put together a roadmap on the Mediterranean scale. 
ω Idea that a strategic project increases the possibility of conducting 'concrete' actions (pilot projects) 
compared with traditional projects. 
Partners are looking to strategic projects despite the procedures which they deem to be, for the most part, as 
long and complex as those for a traditional project. These procedures are not, however, a hindrance for 
partners that are motivated or experienced enough; moreover, the specifications that are specific to strategic 
projects and the clear and pertinent explanation of how the partnership should work, the work packages and 
generally the objectives, provide the construction of the project with a sufficient framework. 
But if, on the whole, partners approve of these specifications, most of them deem the application format to be 
not fit for purpose, particularly in terms of the request to show the outputs of concrete results; the majority of 
respondents call into question the application and selection process. This is because of the nature of 
information requested but also due to the strict obligation to limit the number of characters. For a large 
proportion of partners, the application is not adapted to the project and is too similar to the application for 
traditional projects.  
For some, the use of the PRESAGE tool for putting information on line is an additional technical constraint and 
a waste of time although the majority of partners have been able to develop a good enough grasp of the tool 
when they have come from traditional projects. 
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For some, the use of the PRESAGE tool for putting information on line is an additional technical constraint and 
a waste of time although the majority of partners have been able to develop a good enough grasp of the tool 
when they have come from traditional projects. 
The formation of a partnership is seen as a stage which is much more important than for the traditional 
project. In the majority of cases, within the partnership, some partners know each other in advance of the 
project (class project carried out previously or in the process of being conducted under the MED programme or 
another cooperation programme, belonging to the same network): For example, some of the partners of the 
MAIRIE project are from the traditional project MED IRH and the other partners met each other as part of the 
Alps-Mediterranean and Pyrenees-Mediterranean Euroregion; the Elih-Med project came out of the SEE and 
ENPI project Although, in theory, the conditions set out in the specifications (presence of institutional and 
operational partners, presence, where possible, of all levels from the local to the national) are seen as 
pertinent, in practice the projects were faced with difficulties in developing a partnership that remained 
coherent.  
The 'extended' geographical scope of the partnership, although seen as essential for developing a basin-wide 
strategy, is deemed to be a risk in maintaining 'links' during implementation. The very strong recommendation 
of limiting participation in the work packages to six partners can be a technical constraint for the 
implementation of activities. 

The key points on the first activities 

At this stage, the project activities encountered are mainly local/regional 

Key points 
 

Strengths Weaknesses/possible improvements 

First activities Structure of the local Task Force eg. Regional 
Intervention Group bringing together all 
institutional levels in the case of the MARIE 
project (The RIG Generalitat Catalunya brings 
together 8 ministries). 
 
Formation of local public/private partnerships, 
beneficiaries targeted by the pilot projects. For 
the MAIRIE project, four regions put together 
clusters of buildings, 75% of which are under 
private ownership. They help to put together 
the global town plan. 
 
Clusterisation of local companies that are 
stakeholders in the implementation of pilot 
projects and transnational linking between 
clusters (début 2012 à Turin pour le project 
MARIE). 
 
Very early in the life of the projects activities 
were organised between Elih-Med and MARIE 
and other traditional projects (IRH-NET, MED-
CAT) to share initial methods and results. 
 
Launch of first diagnostic studies ('Integrated 
Regional Benchmarking Analysis' for MARIE) 
under the Action Plan:  identification of key 
priority zones for renovation, diagnosis of 
existing financial and legal instruments, 
creation of energy renovation models for 
districts (Barcelona) or even cities (for example 
for Montenegro's partner as part of MARIE) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Sometimes difficult to find/bring in local 
companies that are competitive and 
specialised in the sector. For the MAIRIE 
project, the companies of Northern 
Europe specialised in the energy 
efficiency of buildings have a more 
appropriate range than local companies. 

Communication Need to put in place a communication and 
dissemination plan 

The partners think more in terms of 
communication tools that of messages 
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Need to target end groups/beneficiaries of the 
project (from the local to European level) and 
construct the message before the tools 
 
Implementation of lasting project tools from 
the beginning: platform for MARIE, elearning 
for Elih-MED 

and target audiences. Support would be 
useful (training ...) 

Sustainability Need to put in place, from the outset, the 
financial and technical conditions to promote 
the sustainability of outputs/results (roadmap, 
action plan, best practice platform) 

Lack of visibility with regards the final 
outputs to be sustained 
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SPECIFIC EVALUATION PRIORITY 3 ACCESSIBILITY OF THE TERRITORY 

 

In this part, following the general evaluation conducted in 2011 and a request made at the Strategic Project 
selection committee, we have examined the projects under priority 3 of the programme and, more specifically, 
those related to transport. 

The programme authorities, the Member States and the representative of the Commission asked about the 
option of moving part of the budget related to this priority to others due to the small number of projects 
following the two calls for traditional projects and the call for strategic projects which were on this theme. 

 

REMINDER OF THE BACKGROUND 

 
Reminder of the objectives of priority 2 of the MED programme - Accessibility of the territory 
 
«Because of its geographical feature, composed of many isolated territories, the MED space encounters 
accessibility and connection problems between its regions, its economic poles, and its harbours, or with 
surrounding international areas. At the same time, the development of economic activities and tourism put a 
high level of pressure on the area.  This situation needs to be tackled by organising the means of transportation 
and better access to the telecommunications network. »   
 
3.1 Objective:  Improvement of maritime accessibility and of transit capacities through multimodality and 
intermodality  
 3.2 Objective: Support for the use of information technologies for a better accessibility and territorial 
cooperation  
  
Examples of "improving accessibility of territories" oriented projects 
• Building transnational partnerships to promote multimodal transport systems in urban areas and promoting 
the use of transportation modes with a low environmental impact;  
 ω {ǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƴǎƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ L/¢ ŦƻǊ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΣ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 
economic operators.  

This objective from the Med Operational Programme remains relevant given the issues of the cooperation zone 

and also given the orientations of the future period 2014-2020 as they are defined today. 
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OBSERVATIONS 

 
Programmes scheduled for call for project 1 and 2 (traditional): 
 

Axe 
Priority 

Obj 
Obj  

Acronyme 
Acronym 

Pays 
Country 

Date de finalisation  
Ending date 

FEDER PROGRAMMÉ 
ERDF PROGRAMMED 

3 1 BACKGROUNDS IT 30/03/2012 1 075 999,00 

3 1 DEVELOP-MED IT 30/09/2011 1 015 698,20 

3 1 TERCONMED ES 30/04/2012 1 162 628,00 

3 1 TRANSit GR 31/03/2012 1 013 152,50 

3 1 CYCLO IT 21/12/2012 696 250,00   

3 2 FREIGHT4ALL GR 30/11/2012 1 287 000,00   

3 2 LiMIT4WeDA IT 31/08/2012 1 268 100,00   

3 1 LOSAMEDCHEM IT 31/05/2013 1 301 053,00   

3 1 PORTA ES 30/05/2013 1 111 155,00   

3 1 SEATOLAND ES 30/11/2012 1 274 850,00   

 
 
For the call for strategic projects the eligibility results were as follows 

1
  

 

 

Acronym Lead Partner Country 

Eligible 
projects 

FUTUREMED (3.1) Lazio Region ITALY 

MEDNET (3.1) Rete Autostrade Mediterranee ITALY 

HOMER (3.2) Piedmont Region Innovation, Research, University Directorate 1 ITALY 

Ineligible 
projects 

MED2SPAN Crete Region GREECE 

MEDICIS 
Hellenic Ministry of Development, Competitiveness and Shipping, 
General Secretariat for Ports and Port Policy 

GREECE 

BESAinBAR Decentralized Administration Epirus - Western Macedonia GREECE 

ICT4MED Region of Western Macedonia (RWM) GREECE 

SME's BAYWATCH Regional Ministry for the Productive Activities ITALY 

SMARTMED Government of Catalonia SPAIN 

DACA Region of North Aegean GREECE 

MED IN Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur Region France 

 
 
It should be noted that only one project out of the three eligible projects had an evaluation score of over 300 
and that technical evaluation revealed weaknesses in the other applications. 
After programming these projects, the budget on thƛǎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ƛƴ ŜȄŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ϵмс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ όǎŜŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ 
presented to the Selection Committee). This situation may require a change in the programme's budget model. 
 
 
 

                                                                 
1
 Selection Committee table on strategic projects 
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In addition to the projects that were directly under this priority, we analysed the actual content of projects and, 
having studied the activities and outputs

2
 from the MED programme we counted: 

 

¶ 7 projects with the issue of ports, 

¶ 6 projects on maritime transport, 

¶ 2 projects on urban transport, 

¶ 2 on intermodality, 

¶ 2 ICT (3.2) 

¶ 1 Cycling 
 

But also five projects on maritime safety and energy projects that are linked to priority 3. 
Although not all of these projects come under priority 3, we can see quite high levels of interest for these 
themes (i.e. approximately 20 projects out of the total of projects planned). 
The fact that projects tackling these issues are dispersed between several priorities no doubt shows a lack of 
precision in the calls for projects or a discrepancy with the expectations of project owners. 
We can also note that some of the cooperation projects currently under way under the INTERREG programmes 
have more specific objectives than those 'traditionally' entitled accessibility projects. 
 
For example, the ICT objective is too 'broad' It was relevant in previous generations of programmes. ITC is a 
means not an end.  
Developing a TIC network is not specific enough as an objective. Is it for public services? Services for business? 
For a professional category. Which types of service will ITC help to improve or transform?  E-health? E-
Learning? Transport etc. 
Needs are very substantial and very specific in a cooperation zone encompassing 'remote' territories such as 
islands and mountains (see Espon's work in this area). 
 
The Transport objective was quite precise as it targeted a specific feature of the cooperation zone: the need in 
terms of maritime accessibility and of transit capacities through multimodality and intermodality. 
 
Several problems emerge when analysing the projects, the partnership and outputs: 
Clearly the MED funding does not allow this sector to have investments experimentation in high volume.  The 
first interim report of the evaluation of the cohesion policy programme 2000-2006, the Transport Work 
Package was published in 2009 by the Commission. It reiterates that the total investment in transport 
infrastructure over the 2000-2006 period was ϵ урф ллл ллл 000!  
 
Conclusion:  the MED projects look for funding mainly for studies with three types of objectives (observations 
of pilots, good practice guides, general studies to collect data with a view to creating a data base) 

It is indeed in these areas that the Commission intervenes the most with programmes related to 'Transport' 
policy.  There have been significant initiatives in this area: The Trans-European Transport Executive Network 
(TEN-T EA) agency was created in 2006 to implement and manage the TEN-T programme for the European 
Commission. 

The MARCO POLO programme http://ec.europa.eu/marcopolo;  includes five types of projects which 
provide substitutes for transport on Europe's crowded roads, via rail, short-distance maritime navigation and 
rivers/canals, or which avoid road transport, are eligible for Marco Polo subsidies. The main category relates 
directly to modal shift projects (switching from another mode of transport such as rail or maritime transport). 
The other four actions are catalyst actions which promote model shift, motorways of the sea between major 
ports, traffic avoidance actions which reduce transport volumes and common learning actions.  

The results of the 2010 call for projects encompass the same themes, the same areas of cooperation and often 
the same partners as those included in MED. 3 examples: 

                                                                 
2
 Some information comes from the work of the JTS, in particular from the project database 

and the compilation of outputs 

http://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?hl=fr&langpair=en%7Cfr&rurl=translate.google.fr&u=http://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/doc/2009_intermediate_report_dg_regio.pdf&usg=ALkJrhg0Z_T08WYE8dOi0jvmdpAsS9eDSg
http://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?hl=fr&langpair=en%7Cfr&rurl=translate.google.fr&u=http://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/doc/2009_intermediate_report_dg_regio.pdf&usg=ALkJrhg0Z_T08WYE8dOi0jvmdpAsS9eDSg
http://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?hl=fr&langpair=en%7Cfr&rurl=translate.google.fr&u=http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do%3Furi%3DCELEX:32007D0060:EN:HTML:NOT&usg=ALkJrhiH-rbCYewJ3ol_qHRRwpjhSosdaA
http://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?hl=fr&langpair=en%7Cfr&rurl=translate.google.fr&u=http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do%3Furi%3DCELEX:32007D0060:EN:HTML:NOT&usg=ALkJrhiH-rbCYewJ3ol_qHRRwpjhSosdaA
http://ec.europa.eu/marcopolo
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¶ MP SPAIT / Title of the proposal: New maritime transport service of short distance between the port 
of Almeria (in the Spanish region of Andalusia) and the port of Livorno (North of Italy), with an 
emphasis on the transportation of the main goods transported between these regions The country 
where the modal shift takes place: Spain, Italy  

¶ VIE Logistics / Improvement in the intermodal logistics of goods (Barcelona) The country where the 
action takes place: Spain, Italy 

¶ SUMMARY / Title of the proposal: Intermodal port terminals in the Adriatic sea and the Eastern 
Mediterranean  

 
Two studies have also been produced by the Commission including in 2010:  Elaboration of the East 
Mediterranean Motorways of the sea Master Plan or Benchmarking strategic options for European shipping 
and for the European maritime transport system in the horizon 2008-2018 (OPTIMAR) 
 
All of these examples, together with the fact that the partners of MED projects are involved with several 
projects where there is, by definition, crossover between the themes, shows that there is a problem of 
'readability' with regards the added value of these projects and bringing them into line with the work carried 
out with MED and that carried out with the Commission's Transport programmes.  
A this stage of the achievements by the MED projects, none of them seems to have the partnership or system 
for disseminating results that is on the scale of the whole cooperation zone.  
 

PROPOSALS 

 

Elements to take into account: 

¶ Priority 3 was relatively unattractive compared to the other programme priorities, although we saw 
that the theme kept its relevance with approximately 20 projects tackling issues that came under this 
priority. 

¶ The time-scale for scheduling a new call for projects did not allow projects from a new call to conduct 
activities properly before the end of the programme. 

¶ It would, therefore, appear to be necessary to 'open up' the themes of priority 3 to new target groups 
and new issues. For this new orientation, the time-scale is also too short. 

¶ To meet the programme requirements, additional support on methodology is needed for the calls for 
project capitalisation. As for strategic projects, it is a case of helping candidates to get the results 
which allow them to optimise the results of traditional projects and bring out the crossover with 
programmes such as Marco Polo and particularly the territorial added value for the cooperation zone. 
A 'transport' expert could be called upon to make the objectives more specific. The results of work 
such as ESPON could also be drawn on. 

Consequently, in the short term the main proposal is to transfer the available budget to other programme 
priorities and in particular the call for project capitalisation. 

 

In the medium term, i.e. for a future MED programme: 

¶ The general orientations of calls for Transport projects should be reorganised according to more 
targeted objectives. Which part of the theme is of interest to the programme?  Projects with the 
greatest added value in terms of energy savings?  Research potential? How can MED Projects tie into 
other programmes (eg. MARCO POLO)? 

http://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?hl=fr&langpair=en%7Cfr&rurl=translate.google.fr&u=http://ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/mos/mos_tent_projects_2005_east_med_mos.pdf&usg=ALkJrhh8_wP0u1I0HQGx2ZR9tPjsmLqBOA
http://translate.googleusercontent.com/translate_c?hl=fr&langpair=en%7Cfr&rurl=translate.google.fr&u=http://ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/mos/mos_tent_projects_2005_east_med_mos.pdf&usg=ALkJrhh8_wP0u1I0HQGx2ZR9tPjsmLqBOA
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¶ More specifically, ITC should not be a general theme in itself but incorporated into other approaches 
to meet the needs of the cooperation zone: Equality of access to services in the field of health? 
Training? etc. 
The objective would be to see ITC as a means for correcting territorial inequalities that remain 
substantial in the cooperation zone (see work of the commission on interregional inequalities) more 
quickly than would otherwise be the case. 
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III-MONITORING OF 2011 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

 

Presentation 

 

 

Deliverable 3 of the In Itinere evaluation was the submission of a list of recommendations. This list of 

recommendations was distributed in June 2011. It was presented at a meeting of the programme partnership 

and discussed at the technical meeting with the JTS. 

This deliverable 4 included plans to review the incorporation of improvements or difficulties of implementing 

these recommendations. 

 

In accordance with the running of the programme and depending on the new activities for the end of 2011 and 

the beginning of 2012, strategic and targeted calls, capitalisation missions, new missions for the JTS, only some 

recommendations have been adapted to date. 

This approach is in line with the implementation of an In Itinere evaluation which allows a continuous dialogue 

between the evaluation team and programme partners to be put in place. 

 

The first table of each theme draws directly on the text from the list of recommendations of June 2011 

 

Recommendation title Operational recommendations 

 

The second table sets out the results at this date 

Implementation arrangements Comments 
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Title recommendation Operational recommendations 

(1) 
Organising capitalisation, 
mutualisation and experience 
feedback 

 
1. Capitalisation: Organising capitalisation according to the objectives 

related to mutualisation.  

(a) Vertical capitalisation, re-grouping the lessons, learned under the 
project, by theme;  

(b) Horizontal capitalisation, re-grouping the lessons, learned under the 
project, by type of territory; 

(c) Capitalisation by re-grouping the lessons learned under the project by 
major issues (e.g. urban, rural, knowledge-based society issues);  

...  And adding a "training" section: communication to help the projects to 
make good use of their results. 
2. Mutualisation: Organising a mutualisation plan to begin at the end of 

2011, to be put into operation progressively in 2012-2013, finalising a 
permanent approach for the future programme. 

3. Experience feedback: standardisation of management procedures and 
instruments and qualitative project monitoring. Organising "experience 
feedback" workshops 

Capitalisation: Currently in hand by an external service provider / 
Mutualisation: Validation of a schedule of work by the Steering Committee / 
Experience feedback: Validation of a schedule of work by the Steering 
Committee 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(1) 
Capitalisation launched by the external provider 
(CESPI / MI): capitalisation meetings 
(workshops in Rome in June 2011, meeting in 
November 2011 in Marseille) in the process of 
"clustering" of projects. 
Call for capitalisation projects currently being 
defined (specifications) 
Mutualisation: online library under construction 
Feedback: In progress, particularly in 
connection with the closing of projects 
(currently CP1) and a Task Force dedicated to 
prepare the future program. A database of 
feedback was initiated by the JTS to facilitate 
the classification of types of projects, activities 
and project results. 

 
No work plan validated outside the scope of the outsourced 
mission of capitalisation. 
Work plan of the Task Force in progress. The capitalisation 
process, mutualisation and feedback must contribute to the 
work of the Task Force and the link between the two 
processes must be formalized, in coordination with the 
external mission of capitalisation, other external expertise 
planned as part of the Task Force and the ongoing work of 
the JTS and the Member States (MS). 
Questioning of some MS at the launching of a call for 
projects "Capitalisation". A consensus must be reached 
quickly in one direction or the other in order not to block 
the process of capitalisation. 
For feedback, one or more dedicated working groups will be 
set up in 2012, probably as part of the Task Force. 
The entire process must be validated by the Steering 
Committee, under the form of action plan. 
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Title 

recommendation 
Operational recommendations 

(2) 
Mutualisation 
instruments 

Stage 1) & 2) Determination of the mutualisation instruments. 
Stage 3) Putting the mutualisation instruments into practice. 
Stage 4) Reviewing the application forms to include an obligation for results to be 
compatible with a mutualisation instrument. 
Stage 5) Review of the application evaluation procedure. 
Joint organisation of work between the MA/JTS capitalisation team and the evaluation 
team to define the objectives and limitations of the approach, followed by approval of 
the approach by the Steering Committee. 
Involvement of an external network architecture expert to determine the mutualisation 
instruments. 

 

Methods of implementation 

 

Comments 

(2)  
Taking into account of capitalisation in the terms of 
reference of strategic projects, with dedicated 
specific points in the applications processing. 
Integration of the obligation of inclusion of project 
products on the basis of a mutualisation not yet 
finalized, but the process is launched. Technical needs 
are still being defined in order to launch a call for 
tenders to carry out technically the library of projects 
as a platform or portal distinct from the current 
website. 

 
Capitalisation, as well as communication, remains a 
fairly remote element from the concerns of project 
partners. The inclusion of formal obligations in terms 
of calls for projects can only be successful if support 
for projects during their implementation facilitates 
ownership of these issues by the projects. We must 
therefore consider how to achieve this support. 
Recruiting transversal responsible staff for running the 
program and projects should facilitate its 
implementation. 

 

 

Title recommendation Operational recommendations 

(3) 
Organising experience 
«feedback workshops» 

The working group(s) could come together in connection with 4 or 5 main themes 
linked to programme governance.  

- Hearings could be organised for projects, experts and managers of other co-
operation programmes. The idea is to review the examples presented as 
case studies in order to analyse the impacts of programme governance 
decisions and to identify good practices. 

- A group secretariat would be made available and would bring the various 
factors together. 

- Contributions would be elaborated 
Implementation conditions: proposal to be validated by the Steering Committee, to 
appoint the transnational working group on the basis of voluntary participation. 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(3) 
Specifications to assist the on-going process, as part of the 
definition of the new program. For instance, a comparative 
analysis between territorial and thematic programs will be 
conducted within this framework. Other external expertise will 
be requested by the Task Force, including a moderator / 
discussion leader who can steer the organization of specialized 
working groups. 

 
It will be necessary to formalize the 
working groups in the framework of the 
Task Force of preparation of the future 
program to organize the feedback of 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ decision-
making bodies (governance and 
procedures). 
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Title recommendation Operational recommendations 

(4) 
Scientific committee or 
"committee of experts": 
advice committee option 

1) To select experts in order to achieve 2 objectives:  

(a) To define the relevant issues in the co-operation area theme by theme.  
(b) Taking into account the programme constraints (duration, amount of 

funding, etc.), to define the possible contributions and the operational 
stakeholders in the various themes who must be addressed. Work under 
the ESPON programme could be brought into play in order to place the 
issues in a general framework.  

2) The transnational working group in charge of drafting the programme 
would be assigned with customising these orientations within specific 
modes of governance and throughout all stages of operation. 

3) A group of experts formed in the course of work on Stage 1 could be 
mobilised at various stages in the programme to put forward changes in 
orientation and to facilitate the dissemination of results. 

4) The group of experts could be brought together for part of the evaluation 
work on the future programme. 

Implementation conditions: Inclusion of this proposal in the preparatory work 
for the future OP 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(4) 
Experts were requested within the framework of the unfolding process of calls 
for strategic projects (CP) (especially CP2), namely under the form of initial 
brainstorming, but without formalized procedures of "recruitment" of a 
dedicated panel of experts. 

 
To be seen in the context 
of the Task Force "Future 
MED" newly created. 

 

 

Title recommendation Operational recommendations 

(5) 
Defining the themes of 
strategic projects on the basis 
of the op 

1) In the course of drafting the programme, definition of the issues 
should meet the following criteria: 

- Establishment of a hierarchy of specific issues in the Mediterranean 
area (strategic issues on a Mediterranean area scale, regional issues, 
etc.). 

- Determination of possible responses to these issues, i.e. feasible 
operational objectives within the constraints of the programme. 

- Research into the target sections of the public which can be mobilised 
to contribute with a response to these issues. 

2) On the basis of this definition, a distinction could be made between 
calls for traditional projects and strategic projects. 

Implementation conditions: As a minimum, appeals for strategic projects could 
focus on 3 requirements (already included in part in current calls for projects) 

- Combination of several co-operation levels, the decision-making level 
and the operational level. 

- Inclusion of a sustainability requirement, including judicial 
sustainability (European grouping of territorial cooperation - EGTC) in 
the type of results, ensuring benefits in terms of structuring the result. 

- An obligation to participate directly in the mutualisation instruments 
on a programme scale (cf. Mutualisation Sheet). 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(5) The work of compiling information on current projects (database 
JTS), and the capitalisation work, should facilitate this process.  

To be seen in the context of the Task 
Force "Future MED" newly created. 
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Title 

recommendation 
Operational recommendations 

(6) 
Thematic call for 
innovation-type 
projects  

 
- Consideration should be given to the possibility of varying the types of calls for 

projects according to the different project types 
- Identification of the specific criteria and procedures to be included in the terms of 

reference for a dedicated call for projects 
- Production of a dedicated documentation pack (guidelines for applicants, 

application form and annexes, specific criteria and indicators, evaluation grid, 
etc.) 

- Launching the call for projects. This can include a call for both network projects 
and transverse projects, provided that the specific criteria for each type are 
maintained 

High-level hypothesis (for calls for projects launched before programming is 
completed) 
1) Planning a methodological workshop with a number of sessions in the framework of 
programme capitalisation in order to determine the conditions of a specific call for 
projects on the basis of projects representative of their type (and possibly in their 
presence). To be implemented jointly or successively for each type of project identified. 
2) Elaborating procedure guidelines as the basis for reference terms for a dedicated 
call for projects 
3) Production of the documentation pack for the call for projects 
4) Launching the call for projects with a project starting date at the beginning of 2013 
at the latest (a single-phase thematically targeted call for projects in the second half 
of 2012) 
Implementation conditions:  
- Decision to allocate a budget for a dedicated call for projects before the end of 

2011 
-  Adaptability of the PRESAGE CTE instrument to the drafting of a specific 

application form within the required deadlines (or possibly a non-PRESAGE 
procedure) 

-  Availability of internal and external resources to establish the process by mid-
2012 at the latest (projects with a maximum duration of 24 months) 

-  Financial Availability for a call for projects 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(6)  
Launching of two calls for projects focused on 
innovation / Energy and Transportation in early 
2012, including more precise information on the 
expected results and indicators to provide 
information. 
Briefing sessions (7 for potential project leaders) and 
preparation of terms of reference (committee 
meetings and informal meetings between the 
Member States, written proceedings of validation) 
were held to prepare this process with the support of 
external expertise. The preparatory process has 
validated the thematic coverage of calls amongst 
several options. 
 

Targeting primarily thematic CP (SMEs, energy, 
transport). 
In terms of the documentary pack of the calls for 
documentary projects, the capitalisation approach is 
recalled (reference projects, networks and programs 
that can be related to procedures), the requirement of 
concrete results and transferrable is recalled, and 
specific indicators are listed. The aggregation process 
of capitalisation issues in the process of launching calls 
for projects is thus confirmed. 
Specific support will therefore be expected in a phase 
of implementation of the projects given the novelty of 
the process for project leaders. Recruitment of 
transverse profiles to the JTS should encourage the 
establishment of this activity. 
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Title recommendation Operational recommendations 

(7) 
Reorganising the 
evaluation of applications, 
option: using external 
experts 

- Using external experts on the theme to be involved at two different 
moments during the selection process:  

- In phase 1: pre-selection of projects on the basis of preliminary 
requirements such as the relevance of the project to the selected 
axis/objective or on the basis of evaluation of the capacity of the lead 
partner to carry out the planned activities (database of competences, cf. 
Sheet No. 10) ĄThis should take place before the "objective" part of the 
technical evaluation. 

- In phase 2: contribution by thematic experts in the qualitative evaluation 
phase: technical evaluation on the basis of the competences of the 
experts recruited 

2) In both phases, selection is complementary between the experts and the 
JTS personnel in charge of reviewing applications:  

- The JTS evaluates the compliance of the projects with the programme 
(specific evaluation grid) 

- The 2 grids (JTS and experts) are included in a uniform notation system 
allowing projects to be selected on the basis of their "technical" 
relevance and their compliance with the programme constraints (EU 
regulations and priorities) 

Implementation conditions: Part of the Technical Assistance budget is allocated to 
expertise 
Terms of reference produced for the selection of experts 
Experts selected at the beginning of the programme: compilation of a list of 
experts who can be mobilised for each call for projects (see the EC procedures for 
thematic programmes: Framework Programme for Research and Development 
(FPRD), etc. 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(7)  
External advices were requested as part of the strategic 
process CP (CP1), in parallel with the investigation conducted 
by the JTS. 
A similar system could be implemented for the evaluation of 
applications targeted for CP. 

 
The procedures for taking into account of 
these opinions are entirely to the discretion of 
the JTS. 

 

Title recommendation Operational recommendations 

(8) 
Reorganising the evaluation of 
application, option: creation of a 
reference instrument 

1) Compilation of an evaluation grid with respect to the state-of-the-art, 
theme by theme, i.e. what is expected from an Interreg project: This 
grid enables evaluation of the real capacity of the results put forward 
in the application to improve the initial situation. 

2) Creating of a database describing competences of the organisation , 
Member State by Member State (such documents exist in certain co-
operation programmes)  

Implementation conditions: Need for a Committee of thematic experts (cf. 
list of external experts in Part II) to compile the "thematic state-of-the-art" 
grid. 
Part of the Technical Assistance budget of the programme is allocated to 
expertise 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(8) This type of process will be facilitated by the online library being 
established. 
Benchmarking missions that will be recruited within the framework 
of the Task Force preparing for the future program could usefully 
contribute to the definition of this state of the art. 

A dedicated working group could be 
formed within the framework of the 
Task Force to achieve this goal. 
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Title recommendation 
Operational recommendations 

 

(9) 
Project result monitoring 
method, option: 
modification of the 
application 

 
1) Results: project evaluation should be monitored as from the application phase, 

encouraging future project partners to target the type of results they produce 
in order to encourage mutualisation of project results and experience from the 
programme. In order to assist the lead partner to find its place in terms of this 
typology, applications could show the pooled indicators (e.g. environmental 
indicators) centred on the form of results (strategic studies, common protocols, 
methodological transfers, advocacy action networks, etc.)  

2) Capitalisation : to integrate "obligations" into the application for 
capitalisation/communication of results: 
- Establishment of a capitalisation group among project partners and 

between projects with similar themes/types of results (compulsory 
transversal activities)  

- To demonstrate common activities between projects (not only in the 
description of the capitalisation strategy, but also on the level of project 
work) 

3) Internal evaluation of the results: this should be made a compulsory 
requirement in the application.  A description by the lead partners of the 
internal evaluation methodology put in place by the partners: composition of 
an internal evaluation reference group and a description of the instruments 
used (indicators, diagram showing objectives/effects, multi-criteria analysis, 
etc.) 

Implementation conditions: Results: definition of the type of results according to 
the thematic calls for projects (network, innovation or transversal) and definition of 
the indicators enabling these results to be achieved 
Capitalisation: following the pre-application phase, establishment of a database to 
be put at the disposal of the lead partners of the selected projects and allowing 
them to identify projects with which they could form the capitalisation group and 
implement common activities. 
Internal evaluation of results: lead partners offered a range of instruments which 
they can use for internal evaluation of their results 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(9) 
Capitalisation obligations and formalizing of 
the results and project indicators were 
introduced in the strategic CP, and in a less 
formalized way in the target CP. 
The compilation process of project results 
contribute to a better monitoring, and may, 
within the framework of feedback, be the 
subject of specific decisions for the future 
program. 
The database currently at the JTS will 
facilitate this process. 

 
The process is encouraging and should maximize the integration 
of a culture of efficiency and mutualisation of the procedures at 
the very heart of the future program. Monitoring and feedback 
should be conducted with selected projects within the strategic 
and targeted CP to formalize this process for the future program. 
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Title recommendation 
Operational recommendations 

 

(10) 
Scientific committee, option: 
incorporating an internalised 
expertise approach in the projects 

 
1) A requirement should be included in the application for an external 

project evaluation by establishing a Scientific Committee. 
- Composition: at least one external expert project (academic, 

expert, stakeholder, etc.) for each partner. The link between the 
Committee and the lead partners is maintained by the liaison 
officer of each partner.  

- Description of the activities conducted by the Committee 
2) During project implementation: Committee meetings at least twice 

per year + establishing an internal communications system between 
the Committee and its partners 

3) Putting the results of the external evaluation to good use by means 
of the project capitalisation activities: particularly activities mutually 
involved with the Scientific Committees of other projects 
Implementation conditions:  

- Modified application by creating a section on the external evaluation 
strategy 

- Terms of reference addressed to the lead partners defining the status 
and role of the Scientific Committee:  

- Constitution of the Committee: status of external expert of the 
partner (a choice between "voluntary" participation or the possibility 
to show the costs of the expert involvement);  

- Possible Committee activities (benchmarking and comparative 
analysis with other projects/similar approaches, design of technical 
indicators, joint meetings with the Committees of other projects in 
the capitalisation phase, etc.) 

- Deliverables which can be implemented by the Committee 
(evaluation report, etc.) 

- Contribution of the Scientific Committee to a thematic Internet portal 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(10) 
This requirement appears indirectly in the strategic and targeted CP (obligations 
/ incentives for formalization and capitalisation of results in particular), but the 
approach is still emerging and will be followed in the context of the guidance of 
projects. 

 
To be seen in the context of 
the Task Force "Future 
MED" newly created. 
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Title recommendation Operational recommendations 

(11) 
Administrative and 
financial management 
secretariat 

 
1) To give feedback on the tasks implemented during the administrative review and 

project management phase (compiling and filling in a performance chart and a 
file to re-group the available instruments), to be conducted by the JTS 
coordinator 

2) To make provision for a workload schedule on the basis of this experience 
feedback (to be revised regularly according to the programme schedule and the 
work implemented) 

3) To allocate tasks per person (time spent on tasks, task descriptions, etc.) included 
in a forecast performance chart adapted to the programme schedule. 2 options 
for operational monitoring (apart from technical advice and capitalisation): to 
allocate some JTS staff time or to appoint people specially to perform this 
function. To allow for a period of adaptation and/or personnel training for this 
new approach 

4) To organise regular meetings to discuss this measure and to analyse the 
discrepancy between planned and implemented activities with a view to 
capitalising the management procedures  

5) Implementation conditions:  
- Sufficient number of persons/tasks to implement/management time needed 
- Staff allocated to a specified workload schedule 
- Level of competence appropriate to the tasks (financial management) 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(11) 
The internal feedback is not yet formalized. 
Planning of activities, to a certain level of 
detail, is carried out so in a predictive way for 
2012, but monitoring of this planning is not yet 
available. 
Exchanges between members of JTS remain 
largely informal, which brings a dimension of 
flexibility and adaptability interesting and 
revealing a strengthened dynamic team, but 
puts a strain on objectivised monitoring of the 
processes accompanying set up. 

 
The need for an instrument panel is remembered, especially 
if the turnover usually found on many cooperation programs, 
in addition to providing recruitment program for the future, 
remains a reality in the future. How to make more flexible 
the appropriation of the procedures and operating 
procedures by the new staff? How to optimize workloads 
based on a comparison of projected / achieved? How to 
organize training or changes of position? ... Working without 
a low minimum formalized. 
The scale and novelty of tasks also require closing the 
achievement of these tools before the next program, to avoid 
the mismatch between resources and tasks to do. 
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Title 

recommendation 
Operational recommendations 

(12) 
Coordination 
secretariat 

 
1) In liaison with the capitalisation and evaluation missions, to consider the positioning 

of the JTS in terms of the coordination function (methodological workshop with three 
sessions) 

2) To evaluate and specify coordination needs according to the programme and 
capitalisation schedule. To make provision for a planned workload schedule (to be 
regularly revised according to the programme schedule and the work implemented) 

3) To allocate tasks per person (time spent on tasks, task descriptions, etc.) included in a 
forecast performance chart adapted to the programme schedule. 2 options for 
operational monitoring: to allocate some JTS staff time or to appoint special 
personnel to perform this function. To allow for a period of adaptation and/or a staff 
training for this new approach 

4) To organise regular meetings to discuss this measure and to analyse the discrepancy 
between planned and implemented tasks with a view to capitalising coordination 
procedures  

Implementation conditions: 
- Sufficient number of persons/workload/time spent 
- Personnel allocated to a specified workload schedule 
- Level of competence appropriate to the tasks  

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

(12) 
The animation function is provided by the recent 
recruitment of dedicated staff, able to link evaluation - 
capitalisation and monitoring projects. 
The phasing closure of projects selected in calls to 
traditional projects, and the launch of calls for more 
targeted projects, procedures, more clearly defined 
beforehand (strategic and targeted projects), and 
resulting in the selection of a smaller number of 
projects, facilitates the development of a leadership 
function more personalized of the projects, 
particularly for new projects, and promotes the 
development of process feedback in relation to issues 
of capitalisation and communication. 
 

 
Monitoring and targeted strategic projects would be 
necessary in this context to avoid the "temptations" 
of falling in a "traditional" achievement to which the 
project partners are used. 
Care must be taken into the risk of overinvestment 
on personalized support where support can 
sometimes be a substitute for efforts to be 
undertaken by project beneficiaries themselves. A 
grid delineating the roles for each one of them could 
usefully be made to that effect. 
It should also be possible to delineate the functions 
and the support by members of the JTS (and possible 
support of other instances of the program, 
particularly the NCP (National Contact Points) and 
liaison offices: between coordination, monitoring -
management and communication, resources are 
limited; they should be better organized. Here again 
training would be required. 
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Title 

recommendation 
Operational recommendations 

(13) 
Communication 
function 

1) To define and prioritise communication actions in the form of an action plan to be 
brought into line with capitalisation and coordination actions (terms of reference): a 
brainstorming workshop bringing together the person in charge of communication, 
the JTS (including the liaison offices), the  National Contact Points and the 
capitalisation mission, including an experience feedback phase on the communication 
evaluation, feedback on the needs of various target sections of the public 
(beneficiaries, stakeholders and other groups to be defined) and adaptation of key 
messages and the action to be planned 

2) To allocate human, technical and financial resources to the action plan internally and 
externally 

3) To define the action monitoring indicators and to monitor their development 
(performance chart) 

Implementation conditions: 
- Sufficient number of persons/workload/time spent 
- Personnel allocated to a specified workload schedule 
- Level of competence appropriate to the tasks  
- Good coordination between communication, capitalisation and coordination 

 

Methods of implementation Comments 

 (13) 
Actions carried out in 2011: 
- Hiring a person dedicated in January 2011. 
- For 2012, an action planning communication is 
integrated in the work plan of the JTS. 
- The website content is rich, but its attractiveness 
and readability are still limited. This should be 
corrected in 2012, the process is ongoing. 
- Social networks are requested: Facebook (March 
2011), Twitter (October 2011), with 683 dedicated 
LinkedIn group members (April 2012) 
- Three newsletters were produced in 2011 (June, 
October and December) 
- The annual event MED and 5 other events including 
two dedicated to the capitalisation and the 3 strategic 
projects. An event was held in an IPA area (Albania, 
March 2011). And national events organized by the 
liaison offices have also taken place, but they are not 
directly accessible in a page "events" centred on the 
website of the program, for instance. 
- Organization of a joint training in communication 
skills for project partners (April 2012): Outsourcing of 
animation at a specialized advertising agency, whose 
performance has been generally appreciated by the 
project promoters present (joint event MED and 
Alpine Space) although the approach of the provider 
was seen as too standardized and not adapted enough 
to the specific cooperation programs. 
- Starting of an online library of productions from the 
financed projects, still in stand-by 

The update of the communication strategy is 
necessary as noted in the draft annual report 2011 
MED (no updating of the communication plan since 
2008), but this action has not yet been formalized so 
far. Preparatory actions have been launched and will 
materialize in 2012, the coordination of messages and 
communication action plan should gradually settle. As 
mentioned in some interview evaluations, ownership 
of processes and challenges of successful 
communication remain a major challenge of this 
program. 
The recruitment of a person dedicated to 
communication about the program represents a step 
forward, especially since the links are made between 
this function and the new coordination functions of 
the program, which allow establishing links between 
communication, coordination and capitalisation, as 
recommended by the 2010 evaluation report. 
However, a coordinated and effective coordination in 
terms of communication requires the contribution of 
all stakeholders of the program, especially for better 
size the resources available compared to the 
ambitious objectives of the program's 
communication. For instance, a person dedicated to 
communication spends much of his time updating the 
various communication media and responding to 
requests from projects, which strain on the 
opportunities to launch actions in order to coordinate 
and develop new axes and communication actions. It 
should be noted that the work is ongoing although 
the results of the communication activity are not yet 
quite visible. 
Still lacking a preparation beforehand of the target 
groups in relation to objectives of the proposed 
events, especially for the annual event. A major effort 
of communication and interactivity was produced for 
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Methods of implementation Comments 

the last MED annual event in Barcelona, but its 
positive impact has been limited by the lack of prior 
strategic positioning. 
More generally, the declination of the strategic 
expectations of instances of the program is still to 
work on the ground (promoting quality beyond mere 
logistical planning), taking care to work this variation 
by harmonizing the messages delivered by all 
instances outside the program. 
Seminars for strategic project leaders have not 
prevented a high rate of ineligible projects for the 
second Strategic CP. 
In conclusion, it is essential to work towards a better 
coordination and involvement of different 
stakeholders in the communication program and 
optimize these different resources to make realistic 
and feasible operational implementation of the 
communication plan, which must also be revised to 
this end, taking into account the internal and external 
services and opportunities for automating updates 
online materials.. 
Furthermore, in view of the future program, the issue 
of creating obligations from the launch of calls for 
projects to link communication of the projects with 
the objectives of communication and capitalisation 
plan will be treated in 2012. A feedback is in 
formalizing within this framework, as well as inclusion 
of communication issues in discussions of the Task 
Force constituted to draft the future program. 
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IV-RECOMMENDATIONS 2012 

 

 

Recommendations for the year 2012 are mostly envisaged as preparation for the transition to the future 

programme. To this effect, several points appear to be a priority, so as to optimise the work on feedback from 

projects and putting the MED programme in perspective in time and space with, on the one hand, options for 

future programming to be envisaged given the regulatory framework of the next programming period, on the 

other hand the context of local, national and European policies in place in the MED region (mainstream 

programmes, other thematic territorial cooperation programmes managed by the European Commission). 

As such, the capitalisation that is under way on MED appears to be a key process in terms of the projects and 

the programme and its governance and is the subject of specific recommendations. 

But to successfully conduct this process without bringing it to a halt, and remaining conscious that the 

operational incentives generated by the launch of new calls for projects can only be mobilised to a limited 

degree by the end of the programming period (apart from, perhaps, a call for capitalisation projects, this means 

of gradual changes to procedures through calls for project is now at an end), there should now be an emphasis 

on short-term recommendations on two key points: 

ω Internal (governance) and external communication on the programme, vital for the creation and 

strengthening of links of trust between the programme and its current and future stakeholders with a 

view to the efficiency of the processes of capitalisation, mutualisation and feedback. 

ω Monitoring and support of projects under way and in the finalisation phase, in order to implement this 

feedback in an optimised way. 

 

GOVERNANCE COMMUNICATION 

 

These two items have been put in the same category of recommendations due to the approach adopted here. 
Governance will be analysed from the point of view of internal communication between the different bodies of 
the programme, so as to facilitate the definition and dissemination of key harmonised-messages for target 
groups of the current and future programme, as far in advance of the current process as possible (capitalisation 
with a view to the future programme in particular). This coordination will be a key to the success of the process 
of finalising the programme and preparing the future programme. 
 
Moreover, the programme's external communication, which was already the subject of recommendations in 
the previous evaluation, particularly to advocate an overhaul of the programme's communication strategy 
(improved targeting of messages and actions according to the targets of the communication) and tying issues 
of communication into issues of capitalisation and the management and of the programme and projects, is the 
second subject of these recommendations. 
 
List of points giving rise to recommendations 
 
These points mainly arose from interviews with representatives of the Member States and bodies of the 
programme, participation in programme meetings and events and the return of questionnaires from finished 
projects and strategic projects. They also summarise the main points of analysis for monitoring the 
recommendations published in 2011.  
As the integrated incorporation of strategic issues related to communication is still a new feature of the 
cooperation programme (at the level of bodies as beneficiaries from the programme), each of these points 
gives rise to an optimal recommendation and a secondary recommendation 'by default' taking into account the 
possible limits to the implementation of the optimal recommendation within the suggested time-scale 
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Theme 
Points giving rise to 
recommendations 

Recommendations 
(A: optimal / B  default) 

G
o

ve
rn

an
ce

 

Definitions of expectations and 
concepts related to the process of 
capitalisation (call for capitalisation 
projects and so on). 

A: Achieving consensus on a Capitalisation call for projects 
based on a SWOT analysis and rediscussion of possible 
scenarios for the content and process of a Capitalisation call for 
projects. 

B: Consensus on arrangements for maintaining the 
capitalisation objectives outside of the dedicated call for 
projects:  strengthening working groups (Task Force) on 
mutualisation and feedback, potential abandoning of existing 
projects in favour of a capitalisation action, strengthened 
support for projects under way to make it easier to obtain 
capitalisable data.  

Limit: Absence of consensus on a call for capitalisation project 

Common definition and shared 
road map in terms of external 
communication (level of 
involvement of different bodies) 

A: Creation of these joint documents in an ad hoc working 
group (feedback session, definition session, validation session) 
along the lines of the feedback workshops mentioned in the 
2011 recommendations report and sharing out of actions 
between the members of this working group. 

B:  Validation of an external communication roadmap put 
forward by the JTS with attendance at at least one discussion 
workshop in the process for drawing up the roadmap, possibly 
in the presence of communication experts. Implementation 
partially outsourced 

Limit: Programme bodies and representatives of Member 
States (MS) not available 

Incorporating issues and 
communication actions in the 
preparation of the future 
programme 

A: Incorporating a dedicated working group into the Task Force 
(for the drafting of the future programme) 

B: Volunteers appointed to put together a small working group, 
possibly with outside expertise, in order to put forward 
proposals to be approved when drawing up the future 
programme. 

Limit: Members of the Task-Force unavailable 

Impact of internal communication 
on the transition between 
programmes (optimised 
procedures, effectively 
incorporating external expertise in 
the process for preparing the 
future programme and so on). 

A: Incorporating a dedicated working group into the Task Force 
(for the drafting of the future programme) 

B: Volunteers appointed to put together a small working group, 
possibly with outside expertise, in order to put forward 
proposals to be approved when drawing up the future 
programme. 

Limit: Members of the Task-Force unavailable 

C
o

m
m

u
n

ic
at

io
n

 

Defining expectations and concepts 
related to the process of 
capitalisation (Demarcation of 
different fields of intervention 
between capitalisation ς animation 
ς communication) 

A: Workshop bringing together JTS, MS and capitalisation 
mission to share out roles and actions and links between these 
different components. 

B: Outsourcing the service 

Limit: Availability of resources in the finalisation phase of the 
programme / framework for the capitalisation mission (codicil 
necessary?) 

Defining key messages adapted to 
each identified target group 
(current and potential 
beneficiaries, other stakeholders, 
other programmes etc.) 

A: Collecting data on the target groups from the programme 
bodies and establishing a dedicated database indicating the key 
messages and tailored actions (changes to communication 
plan)  

B: Outsourcing the service 

Limit: Availability of resources in the finalisation phase of the 
programme 

Delimitation of the work program 
in communication (adapting to 
internal and external resources): 

A: Devising a system for monitoring the activities of staff 
involved in communication (creation of a dedicated table) in 
order to continuously adapt planned actions and available 
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Theme 
Points giving rise to 
recommendations 

Recommendations 
(A: optimal / B  default) 

optimization of activities and 
media 

resources to, where necessary, draw on the right external 
expertise to successfully complete the missions defined under 
the action plan within the stipulated deadlines. 

B: Outsourcing of process for training staff in devising and 
monitoring time management tools 

Limit: Possibility of regularly monitoring staff work schedule 

Arrangements for meeting the 
requirements of programme 
beneficiaries 

A: Setting a framework for responding to the anticipated 
requests of beneficiaries by staff associated with the 
management and communication functions, allowing all 
requests to be processed by optimising the time spent by 
dedicated staff (automatisation, creation of FAQ, bringing in 
other stakeholders, creation of documents and so on) and 
favouring the professionalism of communication by 
beneficiaries for their projects. 

B: Outsourcing the service 

Limit: Availability of resources in the finalisation phase of the 
programme 

Contribution to the process of 
developing feedback and 
mutualisation tools 

A: Organising a feedback workshop (see 2011 
recommendations) and drawing up specifications for necessary 
technical services for implementing tools. 

B: Outsourcing the service 

Limit: Availability of resources in the finalisation phase of the 
programme 

 

For the most part, the deadlines given for each recommendation make it possible to determine with precision: 
The JTS work plan for the year 2012 through the continuous evaluation of the work schedule of the staff in 
question 
The availability and the level of mobilisation possible of other programme bodies for the year 2012, given the 
provisional workload on other programme themes. 
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CAPITALISATION 

 

CAPITALISATION PROCESS 

 

We have deliberately made a distinction between a capitalisation "approach" and a "call for capitalisation 
projects". The capitalisation approach is much broader than the object of the call for projects. In the list of 
recommendations of July 2011, we set out a table showing the general objectives of the approach: 
 
 

Summary table showing links between "capitalisation" and other work under the MED programme  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

"Capitalisation" approach 

 

Main comments and suggestions on the current capitalisation process: 

Many projects have welcomed the approach (Capitalisation mission assigned to CESPI). The projects identify 

the "capitalisation" approach as developmental. The project partners adopt it as action for disseminating 

results and good practices. 

For example, interesting questions and suggestions were put forward in the Capitalisation workshops in July 

2011 on the real added value of the products and deliverables of the projects with regard to the target groups, 

the stakeholders and the declared aims of the projects. Contacts were made and ideas exchanged between the 

project representatives present. This benefit justifies multiplication of the opportunities for exchange. 

The work of identifying and describing the project products and deliverables (CESPI case studies) is extremely 

useful for defining the contents of the library (or database) and to better define the form of the results/project 

types. This also contributes to enriching a common vocabulary in the course of time, starting from the 

definitions given by toolbox-type projects such as "platforms", "libraries", "marketplaces", etc. 

The following priority issues have been raised: Who can capitalise what and with whom? At which moment? 

For what kind of specific results (projects/programme)? In this sense it is important to make an initial 
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distinction between mature stakeholders and new stakeholders, as well as an analysis of the capacity of 

projects to transfer or receive a capitalisation product. 

For some, the objectives of capitalisation are still rather general and poorly targeted from an operational point 

of view (who will obtain what from the approach in the short, medium and long-term?), Particularly in terms of 

"clustering" (clustering for what?) 

Several possible interpretations for projects can be drawn from the evidence on the projects tabled during 

workshops: 

¶ Setting up a project to follow up the current projects, particularly by bringing together partners from 

the South via ENPI/CBC MED (INS MED, TEXMEDIN, etc.), or other programmes (FP7) or in the future 

programme, which would involve having sufficient visibility or taking part in discussions about the 

priorities of this future programme. In fact, some projects assumed that their results will be modelled 

beyond the duration of the project (IC-MED). How can capitalisation be organised, including after the 

end of the projects, starting from their undertaking to ensure the sustainability of their actions? 

¶ Links should be established between projects  which are not only thematic, but also methodological 

(TEXMEDIN, MET3, IC-MED), for example by means of ICT, building links between SMEs and investors 

irrespective of the sector covered, etc.). In this connection, projects targeting a particular sector do 

not seek out other projects in their field. This gives rise to the problems involved in exclusively 

thematic or sectorial clustering (TEXMEDIN) 

Following evaluation discussions and during the capitalisation workshops in Rome in July 2011, we have 

identified possible ways to achieve horizontal clustering on the basis of a transversal methodology involving 

several themes raised by the projects: technology transfer, ICT tools/platforms, financial or managerial 

personnel, marketplaces or communities, mapping of stakeholders/competences, drafting position papers or 

white/green papers, lobbying, etc. 

1) The thematic classification issue. In fact, INTERACT already has a data repository organised by 

keywords (KEEP keywords): is there a need to invent a new one or can this one be adapted? 

2) In parallel, the importance of a common glossary (and an obligation to have one glossary per project) 

has been raised (TERCONMED/PORTA). For example, the Mediterranean Institute has put forward a 

definition of a "project cluster" as a more or less formalised "community of interests between 

projects" (formalisation can take various forms, from a common website to a capitalisation project or 

a judicial entity bringing together the partners of several projects). This type of clarification allows all 

stakeholders involved to identify the interests of other stakeholders and to combine their personal 

objectives with other objectives, converging on overall discussions on the MED space. 

3) A request for specific, individual technical assistance to establish capitalisation has been submitted (a 

specially appointed coordinator has been provided by the programme), in particular to reactivate 

projects in other programmes (mainstreaming, thematic programmes). The benefits of capitalisation 

for programme instances is currently well understood, but its role and benefits for projects is unclear 

and should be better communicated. 

4) A welcome development would be an event database with Mediterranean or European, or even 

international coverage, with which projects could associate. Moreover, this database could be fed by 

the projects themselves (cf. PORTA: the event on capitalisation in connection with ports, bringing 

together 11 MED, SUDOE and ENPI CBC MED projects in Valence on 29.09.2011). Similarly, to avoid 

duplication of current status reports and studies on projects with closely related themes, it would be 

desirable to encourage more discussion among stakeholders, improved project training and expertise 

and a database bringing together all the work implemented under the programme.  
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5) A requirement for a detailed description of an evaluation procedure (guidelines rather than 

indicators) and a monitoring procedure would facilitate the establishment and monitoring of a 

capitalisation  procedure. 

6) "Competition" between projects should be taken into account when considering capitalisation. This, 

however, is potentially a major bottleneck in the pooling and exchange process: several projects work 

in one and the same sector and develop similar instruments, but may not wish to share one single 

project with too many partners in cases where several projects could arise. The lack of prior visibility 

of the existing bases among the programme authorities in principle hampers monitoring of the 

relevance of new projects and opportunities for bringing several similar projects together at their 

design stage. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A CALL FOR CAPITALISATION PROJECTS 

 

Objectives of the call for capitalisation projects 
 
A call for capitalisation projects must address the question (raised several times during the workshops in Rome 
in July 2011): why capitalise and for whom?  
 
Possible objectives for the call for capitalisation projects in terms of added value could be as follows: 
 
Allowing projects which combine to respond to this call: 
 

¶ To extend the dissemination of their results and to make use of the lessons learned. 

¶ To create or consolidate networks on the scale of the cooperation area and/or on a larger scale 
around specific themes (as happened to some extent in the course of the calls for strategic projects). 

¶ To ensure synergy between the instruments and methods to benefit a broader range of target 
groups. 

 
Allowing the programme to make use of project products directly: 
 

¶ Some of the products should be used directly for a data pooling strategy on the scale of the 
cooperation area. This pooling is required to avoid duplication of products addressing identical themes 
in the course of the programmes. It also enables local stakeholders throughout the cooperation area 
to benefit from a reference base. 

¶ By extension, the project products should feature in the analysis conducted for the purposes of 
selecting themes for programming the 2014-2020 periods (Task Force). 

 
In order to achieve this double objective on a project and programme scale, we believe that the requirement 
with regard to project products is crucial. The orientation of the call for projects can be established by 
considering the expectations in terms of results. 
 
 
Issues and risks for the call for projects. 
 
The first issue is to succeed in establishing a call for projects and a selection procedure guaranteeing certain 
types of viable results. 
 
The second issue is to cover the themes considered important for the results of the programme and for future 
programming. The following familiar aspects for 2014-2020 are clearly relevant in this respect: the draft 
regulations and the 2020 strategy. 
 
At this stage in the capitalisation approach (early 2012), the project "clusters" formed in the course of 
capitalisation work resulted in strong mobilisation. Some of the proposed themes are very similar and too 
numerous, while others are absent.  
 
The current clusters reflect the most successful themes in the calls for traditional projects. 
The suggestion would be to put forward 6 to 10 themes in order to cover a broad range. Some would originate 
from the current capitalisation approach and others would be proposed by the programme. 
 
The question remains of where to situate this "spontaneous" combination and to what extent the future call 
for projects should be directed towards absent themes. 
 
Since the objective is to capitalise on a theme and a geographical area (the Med cooperation area), the call for 
projects could be opened to partners which have participated in other cooperation projects besides Med 
(SUDOE, South East Europe, ENPI MED). 
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Methods 
 
The main idea of the proposal is to address difficulties frequently encountered in the calls for traditional 
projects and evaluated in the in itinere work on the 2011 report: 
 

¶ A large number of possible themes allowing cross-checking. 

¶ The application form did not allow any direct link between themes, expected results and products. 

¶ No proposed direction for the form of the results. 
 

As a direct consequence of this lack of precision, it is difficult to assess the results and the added value of some 
projects. 
Note that for strategic projects, considerable progress has been made by introducing new elements in the 
terms of reference and the application form (action plan). 
Drafting of the terms of reference for this call for projects could also draw on the calls for strategic projects, 
mainly for the WORK PACKAGES.  
 
The objective of the terms of reference must be to establish a direct link between 4 crucial points in the 
applications and to ensure that the following are clearly set out: 

1. The operational and/or political (governance, lobbying) objectives, (instruments and method) 
2. The field of analysis, the selected approach and the type of project (for example, those proposed in 

table 2 of this chapter) 
3. The type of activities, i.e. the means used directly by the partners in the project for which the funding 

is to be expended. 
4. The Target groups for whom the activities and results are intended.  

 
In other words, building a logical frameworkΧ 

 
The form of the results can be deduced directly from these 4 questions (cf. Table 2) 

 
Each project could make 2 initial choices:  
 

Table 1 

(1) the theme. 
 

(2) the type of results for the given theme (next 
paragraph). 

6/10 possible themes Three types of results. 

Theme 1 
Type 1: A network of networks 

Theme 2 

Theme 3 
Type 2: Pooling and synergy between instruments 

Theme 4 

Theme 5 
Type 3: Dissemination, opening to the broader public 

Etc. 

 
 
At the time of application, all partners must have convertible results, products, instruments and good practices 
which can be pooled with others (on a "donor/recipient" principle, cf. IVC capitalisation projects). The planned 
duration of short-term projects (18 to 24 months) requires a specific type of work. 
All possible activities should represent capitalisation activities linked to the expected results (research 
seminars, case studies, forums, terms of reference for data pooling or instruments and methods, 
communication campaigns, specialised training, Living Lab type activities, etc.) 
 
As for strategic projects, a support/advisory approach for applications could be organised at the JTS and the 
Member States. In this case, the purpose of the support would be to help projects to improve the form of their  
expected results 
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Types of expected results 
 
The basic principle is to consider that projects bring together partners which have already taken part in 
cooperation projects and that these projects have yielded products. In other words, their products, instruments 
and good practices are directly exchangeable with others. 
The proposed project types are the result of analysis of the types of product which can be realised under 
cooperation projects by a fairly large partnership with 10 or 15 partners. 
 
 

Table 2 

Possible types of project/activities Types of expected result 

 
"Network of network" type projects with a 
lobbying approach. 
 
Conducting successive thematic seminars  
 
 

 
These must undertake to produce "documents" of a 
"research paper" type (documents must be multilingual) 
They must also undertake to compile a dissemination list. 
Production of action plans to integrate good practices into 
regional policies. 

 
"Consolidation/optimisation"  
or "toolbox" type projects 
Projects involving "synergy between 
instruments", i.e. projects which have produced 
databases, exchange platforms, etc. 
 
A cost effectiveness type of criterion could be 
applied to evaluate these applications. 

 
The applications should undertake to co-ordinate and 
widely disseminate these instruments. 
 
For example, ensuring the continued existence of a long-
term technical database by establishing a judicial entity to 
manage it. (Climate change, risks, maritime safety, other 
risks, etc.) 
 

 
"Mass-dissemination of an initiative" type 
projects, i.e. projects aiming to open out to a 
very broad target group 
 

 
These projects should undertake to organise events 
bringing together the users and final beneficiaries. 
 
For example culture and heritage projects or innovation 
projects targeting companies? 
 

 

 

Possible links between capitalisation projects and the future programme 

 

In order to establish a link between the capitalisation project approach and the generation of results directed 

towards the prospects for the future 2014-2020 programme, a triple approach could be adopted. 

 

 

Choice of strategic orientation Choice of theme Choice of result type 

According to the 2020s strategy 
and future 2014-2020 regulations. 

In the themes put forward by the 
programme 

Of a type proposed by the 
programme (cf. previous 
paragraph as an example) 
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PROJECT MONITORING RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In the recommendations from the previous evaluation report, the emphasis was placed on the need to change 

the JTS assignments from a management approach to an advisory approach. This development has been 

undertaken and numerous projects have been redirected. 

The purpose of this chapter is to apply the approach in continuity with the list of recommendations from June 

2011, but this time together with project monitoring recommendations. The previous recommendations were 

more programme-oriented. 

 

Analysis of the difficulties encountered by the selected projects in the monitoring phase shows that these 

problems frequently recur. The projects are hampered by various restrictions in 3 major categories: 

 

1. Inherent weaknesses in the project as from the time of its creation. For example, the objectives, 

activities, deliverables and capacities of the partners may diverge excessively. A certain type of 

partner can directly produce a certain type of result. A University would be more capable of 

conducting study and research, while a municipality would have the capacity to implement activities 

requiring public works, experimentation in the area of transport, renewable energies, etc. Any 

imbalance in this area could be rectified by strongly mobilising the partnership, but could also lead to 

delays which are incompatible with the project schedules. 

2. The second category of difficulties can arise during the term of the project. These may be caused by an 

imbalance in the level of involvement of the partners in the activities. The lead project partner will 

then have to find a balance between creating enough variation to allow the project to achieve its 

aims and maintaining a coherent partnership. The same difficulty may be encountered if, conversely, 

the partners ignore each other. 

3. The third case involves factors which are "external" to the project and sometimes to the programme. 

E.g. economic and financial crises, changes in the political orientation of certain municipalities, etc.  

 

The idea of the early warning system is to allow quick detection and identification of possible solutions from 

typical situations arising from the causes described above. 

 

The idea of this table is to outline a way of triggering an early warning on the basis of a risk identified during 

the project monitoring phase or from the grading according to the more complex criteria when the applications 

are evaluated. 

The approach would be to identify the most important difficulties corresponding to the 5 following factors 

which could trigger the early warning:  

 

¶ Absorption of funds 

¶ The details and the form of exchanges 

¶ Non-compliance with schedules 

¶ Compliance or non-compliance with the application with regard to the target groups and the form of the 

final deliverables.  

¶ Questions about the impacts/induced effects/how the project work addresses the issue raised in the 

application. 

 

The operating principle of the application instrument would be a database of the following type:  
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Project 
monitoring 

 

Example 
 project 1 

E.g. project 2 E.g. project 3 E.g. project 4 E.g. project 5 E.g. project 6 E.g. project 6 E.g. project 7  E.g. project 8 E.g. project 8 

Nature of the 
warning 

Capacity to 
absorb the 
budget within 
the specified 
deadlines (the 
constraint being 
the end of the 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜύ Ҧ 
by partner 

Capacity to 
absorb the 
budget within 
the specified 
deadlines 
(overall) 

Capacity to 
absorb the 
budget within 
the specified 
deadlines (the 
constraint being 
the end of the 
programme)  

Capacity to 
absorb the 
budget within 
the specified 
deadlines (the 
constraint being 
the end of the 
programme)  

Capacity of the 
partnership 

Capacity of the 
partnership 

Capacity of the 
partnership 

Suitability and 
type of project 

Results Results 

Early warning 
criteria 

Nature of the 
expenditure/ 
delays in 
procurement 
procedures and 
realisation 

Amount of 
expenditure/ 
capacity to 
absorb funding 
within the 
deadlines 

Amount of 
expenditure/ 
capacity of the 
partner to 
absorb funding 
within the 
deadlines 

Amount of 
expenditure/ 
financial 
capacity of the 
partner 

Relationship 
between the 
aim and the 
technical/ 
operational 
capacity 

Relationship 
between the 
aim and the 
legal capacity 

Relationship 
between the 
aim and the 
organisational/ 
financial 
capacity 

Relationship 
between 
results/aims/ 
activities/ 
partnership 

Insufficiently 
tangible, 
specific, 
innovative or 
sustainable 
products and 
results 

Insufficient 
transferability of 
results 

Description: 

E.g. feasibility 
studies: risk of 
non-completion 
of the work plan 
within the 
assigned 
deadlines 

E.g. a large and 
fragmented 
budget which 
could give rise 
to problems 
with 
procurement 
procedure 
deadlines 

E.g. a large and 
fragmented 
budget which 
could give rise 
to problems 
with the 
partner's 
decision-making 
cycle 

Cash flow 
problems 
hampering the 
absorption of 
funds in the 
event of 
delayed ERDF 
returns 

The partner is 
insufficiently 
recognised in its 
field (expertise, 
etc.) 

The partner 
does not have 
the legal 
competences 
required to 
carry out the 
assigned 
operation or 
activities 

The partner 
does not have 
the resources 
required to see 
through the 
activities for 
which it is 
responsible or is 
involved in too 
many projects 
to be able to see 
them all 
through to a 
conclusion 

The project 
claims to be 
situated in a 
project category 
to which its 
activities, results 
and 
partnerships do 
not correspond 

Insufficiently 
tangible, 
specific, 
innovative or 
sustainable 
products and 
results 

Insufficiently 
transferable 
results 

Analyses of projects and types of situation  
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Reference data 
Work plan/ 
timing chart of 
the project 

Budget/ 
timing chart/ 
work plan/ 
project type 

Project budget/ 
budget 
justification/ 
work plan 
- partner forms 

- project 
budget/ 
work plan 
- partner forms 

- type of 
project/ 
type of partners 
- partner forms 
+ partnership 
strategy 
- action plan 

- type of 
project/ 
type of partners 
- partner forms 
+ partnership 
strategy 
- action plan 

- type of 
project/ 
type of partners 
- partner forms 
+ partnership 
strategy 
- action plan 

type of project  
Project work 
plan/type of 
project 

Project work 
plan/type of 
project 

Conditions for 
triggering an 
early warning 

Potentially 
"blocking" 
activities which 
may prevent 
implementation 
of other 
activities in the 
work plan 

Detection from 
the budget 
justification: in 
the case of 
multiple 
purchases and 
determining the 
activity which 
triggers the 
early warning 

Detection of a 
partner in a 
high-risk 
situation: early 
warning 
triggered 

Detection of a 
partner in a 
vulnerable 
situation: early 
warning 
triggered 

Absence of a 
partner with the 
suitable capacity 
or non-
involvement of 
the partner 
concerned in 
action in which 
it could put its 
competences to 
work 

Absence of a 
partner with the 
suitable capacity 
or non-
involvement of 
the partner 
concerned in 
action in which 
it could put its 
competences to 
work 

Absence of a 
partner with the 
suitable capacity 
or non-
involvement of 
the partner 
concerned in 
action in which 
it could put its 
competences to 
work 

Project type and 
activities/results 
or partners 
prove 
inadequate: 
early warning 
triggered 

Insufficiently 
tangible, 
specific, 
innovative or 
sustainable 
products and 
results: early 
warning 
triggered 

Insufficiently 
transferable 
results: early 
warning 
triggered 

Corrective 
action to be 
applied (if 
applicable) 

Modification of 
the work plan  
(if possible)  

Budget 
reduction and 
modification of 
high-risk 
expenditure 

Budget 
reduction 

- transfer of the 
activity to 
another partner 
- budget 
reduction for 
the partner 

Including the 
competent 
organisations in 
one way or 
another 

Including the 
competent 
organisations in 
one way or 
another 

Including the 
competent 
organisations in 
one way or 
another,  or 
requesting 
justification of 
the resources 
allocated to the 
project in 
comparison 
with other 
current projects 

    
Modification of 
the work plan (if 
possible)  
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE PROGRAMME 

 

We have entered our recommendations for the future programme in the course of the evaluation work already 

implemented. In other words, the experience feedback from the current programme should be used to the 

maximum extent possible.  

 

The current MED programme, with more than 100 traditional, strategic and targeted projects, is an appropriate 

basis for evaluating many of the possible benefits and constraints of a territorial cooperation programme 

adapted to the MED zone.  

Although the programmes differ from one generation to another (INTERREG II, III and now IV), the foundations 

and the target groups have remained relatively stable. 

Unfortunately, although certain forms of cooperation were very strong in terms of training, the previous 

programmes were unable to achieve capitalisation due to changes in governance and lack of continuity in some 

specific aspects of the work. 

For this programme, due to arrangements made in the JTS and the MA and in the external missions 

(Capitalisation, in itinere evaluation), the available information on the benefits and shortcomings of projects 

has greatly increased. 

Finally, increased participation by the Member States, particularly in the training of strategic projects, has 

resulted in a great deal of improvement in experience feedback.  

 

We are also aware that the next programme will be drafted on the basis of internal aspects of the current 

programme, but also of external aspects essential for bringing the programme into line with the 2020 strategy 

and the 2014-2020 programme regulations. We also consider it important that the future programme should 

be strongly influenced by a macro-regional approach, reflecting developments in the Mediterranean territories 

of the corporation area and the neighbouring areas.   

Only if these 3 approaches are applied, the programme will finally be able to move away from the excessively 

linear approach which has resulted in the generation of almost identical projects as a result of unchanging 

orientations from one programme to another and from one cooperation area to another! 

 

ISSUES IN THE MEDITERRANEAN AREA: 

 

Our assessment of the issues involved in a new programme generation for the Mediterranean area is 

summarised in the following table: 

 

1 

 

Building a macro-regional strategy 

 

  

Political governance 

2 

 

Organisation and continuity between the various 

programmes 

 

 

 

 

Strategic governance 

3 

 

New MED programme 

 

  

Operational governance 

 

Our recommendations are clearly taken into account in the preparation of the future programme and, in 

consequence, more in level two and level three issues. 



 Evaluation report 2011 deliverable 4- In-itinere MED Evaluation  51 

 

 

CHOICE OF A WORKING METHOD FOR THE TASK FORCE. 

 
The Task Force has now been set up and its first working meeting took place in Marseille on 10 May 2012. 
Informal meetings of a "Future Med" working group were organised in 2011. 
 
Our proposals were adopted in this action. In addition to the need to define the major objectives of the future 
programme, a working method must be selected to bring the work already implemented in the current 
programme into line with the new issues. Our proposals are additional to the tasks and the work themes 
already defined in the Task Force. They also take on board the decision of the Task Force to Involve External 
Missions (Moderator, Indicators, ex-ante and environmental evaluation) 
 
In terms of the method, there are 3 priority objectives to optimise the Task Force meetings: 
 

¶ To maintain a participatory approach allowing the experience acquired by each programme 
partner, the MA/JTS and the Member States to be utilised. 

¶ To optimise the work implemented by the current programme in terms of learning, evaluating and 
capitalising the current projects (databases, library of products, capitalisation cluster, work carried 
out by the MED contact points, etc.) 

¶ To ensure that the major issues on a macro-regional scale are more easily taken into account in 
mobilising external resources (ESPON, INTERACT, EUROSTATS) 

 

A method with 2 main instruments: Experience Feedback and Case Studies: 

 

Two ideas to justify this choice: 

¶ Experience feedback, for the reasons set out above 

¶ Case studies, to facilitate the work by targeting the points already known to be the most sensitive. 

 

The general objective would be to contribute to building the following process: 

 

Initiating good projects and benefits... 

...building up a programme culture.... 

...and positioning the programme in its environment. 

 

¶ Building on the basis of good projects and lessons learned; this involves capitalisation, pooling and 

experience feedback. 

¶ Building a programme culture; this involves a departure from the dual "improvisation/replication" 

dimension which has been characteristic of the transition from one programme to the next. 

¶ Positioning the programme in its environment; this involves being able to adapt the future programme 

to new issues and new stakeholders in the Mediterranean region, both from a spatial (micro-regional 

approach) and from a thematic point of view.   

 

Choice of case studies: 

 

The case study method draws on work implemented by the Commission (e.g.  "tool_case-study_europeaid 3).  

                                                                 
3
 In complex situations, case studies are the preferred evaluation tool when ñhowò and ñwhyò questions are 

being posed.  They allow detailed examination of the actual elements in line with the evaluation goals.   
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Organising meetings, method, products. 

 

For the purposes of this work, the group would have 3 main sources of information at its disposal. 

 

A 

ESPON/INTERACT work and the 

benchmarking carried out with other 

programmes. 

 
To be obtained for INTERACT and ESPON and 

a benchmarking study  

B 
Evaluation of strategic projects 

 
 

Monitoring work  (JTS and MED contact point 

and in itinere evaluation) 

C 
Project results  

 
  JTS Database and capitalisation work 

 

Other sources of information could be used in the course of work, such as the experience gained in programme 

governance (JTS/MA), progress made in the preparation of new programmes at the Commission and in 

Member States, etc. 

 

Method: 

 

Work would be carried out in 3 stages for each meeting: 

(1) Listing the questions. 

(2) Proposals, feasibility? 

(3) Prioritising the selected proposals. 

 

The organisation and functions will be as defined by the Task Force (including internal regulations)  

 

Deliverable: 

 

Each workshop would feature in a proposal summary grid in the form of an action plan. 

 

Types of usable information: 

 

- 

 
Project and expert 
consultations, etc. Documentation 

and statistics 

Observations, specific 
studies 

Case studies 
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Work themes  

 

The proposed work themes are on various levels and a number of them can be regrouped or broken down into 

sub-groups if necessary. This presentation is not set out in order of importance. It is based on aspects arising 

from the evaluation project. 

 

 Themes Objectives, issues, means, etc. 

1 
Project types (innovation, 
network, transverse 
themes) 

The objective is to move away from the current tendency towards uniform 
calls for traditional projects which prevent lessons from being learned from 
projects with different trajectories or types of results: 
Å Projects which create or try out a method or a concept (energy, 

transport, etc.) 
Å Projects which build or develop a network of stakeholders in order 

to disseminate good practices (governance) 
Å Projects which exchange good practices in order to ensure shared 

knowledge in cross-cutting fields (climate change adaptation, risks) 

2 Strategic projects 

Strategic projects have 2 specific intentions:  
1) To bring together stakeholders on various levels around one and the 

same theme 
2) To have a genuine strategy for pooling results.  
Should case studies be used to evaluate the relevance and effectiveness of 
the choices made? 

3 
Capitalising the results of 
traditional projects. 

The question will be as follows: how can aspects enabling feedback of 
information on results be introduced into the design of calls for projects in 
order to capitalise and pool benefits effectively? The first working meetings 
on capitalisation and the evaluation discussions have shown that some 
existing information is lost.  

4 

Intersection of MED and 
NEPI/MED with the 
process of accession of 
new member states 

Example method: Consultations with the stakeholders in the 2 programmes 
and/or examining projects addressing one and the same theme in the 2 
programmes. The specific objective is to examine the possible combinations 
or mergers and the procedures which could be shared despite differences in 
regulation.  

5 

Level of direct 
representation of non-
eligible stakeholders or 
non-participants in the 
programme 

The objective is to study how important target groups for the effectiveness 
or legitimacy of the programme could be brought in on a project level (and 
possibly on a programme level). For example, economic stakeholders, final 
beneficiaries of projects, users, etc. (e.g. a committee of users or consumers 
for projects aiming to establish a public or professional service?) 

6 
New issues, new sections 
of the public 

The economic and social complexity of the Mediterranean area does not 
always fit in with pre-established classifications (innovation, research, etc.) 
Major sectors are poorly represented, if at all (e.g. the tourist industry). 
There are also mixed social and economic issues, such as the integration of 
certain population groups, the link between culture and the economy, etc. 
The objective is to find ways to  address these issues and sections of the 
public 

7 Multi-level governance 
To find ways to facilitate exchange or participation between co-operation 
programmes, regional operational programmes, networks of municipalities, 
etc. 

 Initial provisional list to be completed on request of the participants in the meetings. 
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS BETWEEN THEMATIC EUROPEAN PROGRAMMES AND INTERREG MED
4
 

In the framework of specific analyses, a comparative study of the added value of MED projects and other 

European programmes will be conducted. 

Report 

All the themes and orientations of the MED programme are also eligible for various programmes of the 
Directorates General of the European Commission (Framework Programme for Research and Development, 
Intelligent Energy Europe (IEE), LIFE +, Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) etc.). 

Evaluation has confirmed that MED programme partners frequently figure in these programmes as well.  

On certain themes, the expected results in European programmes (apart from Interreg) occasionally appear 
more significant. The question arises of a long-term comparison of added value to ascertain whether all of the 
themes have a place in the future MED programme and what synergy can be achieved between the two 
approaches. 

Accordingly, the MED programme should pay particular attention to the specific added value of the territorial 

co-operation dimensions of approved projects. The need for this research into the added value has been 

stressed in the MED programme in the case of Strategic Projects and Calls for Projects on target themes such as 

those adopted since 2011. 

Objectives and expected results 

Å Easier choice of themes for calls for projects under the programme. Ways to assess the added value 

specifically of the MED programme in comparison with that of the thematic programmes. How and 

why the MED programme can complement other approaches with regard to themes addressing the 

major issues in this cooperation area at present (transport, energy, environment, etc.) and in the 

future (social inclusion, equal opportunities, etc.). 

Å Improved application documents, taking into account key factors to improve definition of the 

expected territorial impact: a territorial scale in line with the desired results, short/medium/long-

term impact and taking into account specific geographic and thematic issues for the MED area. 

Å Information for the purposes of evaluation grids and for analysis of applications under future calls for 

projects in order to ensure optimum, fair and comparable treatment of applications by a panel of 

internal and external experts.  

Å More precise communication with future project applicants by providing them with information 

specifying the expectations of the programme as opposed to the thematic programmes before they 

submit their applications. The objective will be to move away from the current situation where the 

programmes follow parallel development trajectories!  

Å In time, the results of certain thematic programmes targeting the cooperation area could be made 

accessible online on a common pooling database (Library) 

 

 

 

                                                                 
4 Une note spécifique a été réalisée pour ceǘǘŜ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŎƻƳǇƭŞƳŜƴǘŀƛǊŜ Ł ƭΩŞǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƛǘƛƴŜǊŜ Ŝƴ Ƨǳƛƴ 

2011 pour une réunion informelle « futur Med » 
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Method: 
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V-ANNEXES 

  

ESTABLISHING A HIERARCHY OF THE PROPOSAL SCHEDULE  

 

 

 Classification of the level of importance: 

 

 

 

N° Proposals 2011 2012 2013  2014 2015 - 2020 

Drafting of the future programme 

 

1 
Organising capitalisation, mutualisation and 

experience feedback 

   

N
e

w
 p

ro
gram

m
e 

  

2 Mutualisation instruments       

3 Organising experience feedback workshops      

4 Scientific Committee or "Committee of Experts"      

5 
Definition of themes targeted by strategic projects 

from the OP 

     

Calls for projects and evaluation of the applications 

 

6 Thematic call for  innovation-type projects    

N
e

w
 p

ro
gram

m
e 

  

7 Thematic call for network projects      

8 Thematic call for transversal projects      

9 
Reorganisation of the evaluation of applications. 

Option: using external experts  

     

10 Reorganisation of the evaluation of applications. 

Option: creation of a reference instrument 

     

Improving the relevance of the projects and the added value of the results 

 

11 Project result monitoring method. Option: 

Modification of the application  

   

N
.P

. 

  

12 
Scientific Committee.  Option: to include an 

internalised evaluation approach in the projects 

     

Organisation of the monitoring of project coordination 

 

13 Administrative and financial management secretariat    

N
.P

. 

  

14  

Coordination secretariat 

     

15 
 

Communication function 

     

        

 

Very strong dependence between some proposals 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

High level of importance  

Medium level  
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STRATEGIC POSITIONIN G OF THE FUTURE PROGRAMME 
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INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR MED STRATEGIC PROJECTS 

 

DǳƛŘŜ ŘΩŜƴǘǊŜǘƛŜƴ  
pour les projets stratégiques MED 
Interview guidelines  
for MED strategic projects 

 

 
Questionnement projet/ Questions on your project 
 

Historique / origine du projet 
 

¶ hǊƛƎƛƴŜ ŘŜ ƭΩƛŘŞŜ : pourquoi choisir de faire un 
projet stratégique ? 

¶ tŀǊŎƻǳǊǎ ŘŜ ƭΩƛŘŞŜ ŀǳ ǇǊƻƧŜǘ όƛƴŎƭuant 
ŞǾŜƴǘǳŜƭƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƭŀ ǇƻǳǊǎǳƛǘŜ ŘΩǳƴ ŀǳǘǊŜ ǇǊƻƧŜǘ Ŝǘ 
sa description) 

¶ Partenaires : qui, comment, pourquoi ? Ceux 
ǉǳΩƻƴ ŀǳǊŀƛǘ Ǿƻǳƭǳ ŀǾƻƛǊ όƻǳ ǉǳƛ ŀǳǊŀƛŜƴǘ Ǿƻǳƭǳ 
venir) mais qui ne sont pas venus (raisons 
internes ou externes eg éligibilité)  

¶ Qui sont selon vous les acteurs clefs du projet 
(dans ou hors du partenariat) ? 

¶ Quel est le partenaire qui a la plus grande 
expérience dans le thème du projet ? 

tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ κ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ  
 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƛŘŜŀΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴΥ ǿƘȅ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƻ Řƻ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 
project? 

¶ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛŘŜŀ ŎƻǳǊǎe (possibly including the 
pursuit of another project and its description)  

¶ Partners: who, how, why? Those that we would 
have liked to have (or that would have liked to join 
ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ƧƻƛƴŜŘ όƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƻǊ 
external reasons e.g. eligibility) 

¶ Who are according to you the key actors of the 
project (inside and/outside the partnership)?  

¶ Which partner has the best experience on the 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘƘŜƳŜΚ 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 

 
5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛŦ Řǳ ǇǊƻƧŜǘ Ŝǘ ŦƻǊƳŜ ŘŜǎ ǊŞǎǳƭǘŀǘǎκtǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ  
 

 
Descriptif du projet 
 

¶ Finalité et (forme des) Résultat(s) à court, moyen 
Ŝǘ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳŜ όƛƴŎƭΦ ŜŦŦŜǘǎ ƛƴŘǳƛǘǎ ƴƻƴ ǇǊŞǾǳǎΧύ 

¶ Partenaires ? les rôles de chacun (gestionnaire, 
ƻǇŞǊŀǘƛƻƴƴŜƭΣ ǇƻƭƛǘƛǉǳŜΣ ŜȄǇŜǊǘΧύ ? 

¶ vǳŜƭ Ŝǎǘ Ł ǾƻǘǊŜ ǎŜƴǎ ƭΩƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƛǘŞκƭŀ ǎǇŞŎƛŦƛcité de 
votre projet ?  

¶ Activités-clés 

¶ Investissements-clés 

¶ Comment classez-vous le projet plutôt 
ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǳ ǊŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŘΩǳƴ ǊŞǎŜŀǳ ? 
ǊŞŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘΩǳƴŜ ŜȄǇŞǊƛƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ Κ ŘΩǳƴ 
transfert de méthodes ? autre ? 

¶ Quel est le résultat qui ferait que le projet peut 
être considéré comme un succès ? et par qui ? et 
à quel moment, pendant et après le déroulement 
du projet ? 

 
tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 
 

¶ Purpose and (form of) result(s) at short, medium 
and long term (including induced unplanned 
effects ...) 

¶ Partners? Their individual role (managerial, 
operational, political, experts....)? 

¶ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ 
originality/uniqueness? 

¶ Key activities 

¶ Key investments 

¶ How do you classify the project, rather network 
building or strengthening? Experimentation? 
Methodological transfer? Other? 

¶ What result would make the project be 
considered as a success? And by whom? And 
when, rather during and after the project? 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 

 
!ǾŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ Řǳ ǇǊƻƧŜǘ κ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ 
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Candidature 

¶ Modalités, délais, organisation du partenariat, 
des activités et des résultats 

¶ Comparaison avec les procédures des appels à 
projets classiques (si possible) 

 
Avancement du projet  

¶ activités/planning/budget,  

¶ résultats 

¶ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ŝƴ ŎƻǳǊǎ ƻǳ ǎƻǳƘŀƛǘŞŜǎΧ 
 

Application  

¶ Procedure, time frame, organisation of 
partnership, activities and results 

¶ Comparison with procedure for standard 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ Ŏŀƭƭǎ όƛŦ ŀƴȅύ 

 
tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ  

¶ activities/planning/budget,  

¶ results 

¶ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǿƛǎƘŜŘ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Χ 
 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 

 
Pérennisation/Perenniality 
 

 

¶ Pérennisation et suite à donner en fin de projet ?  

¶ autres programmes, à nouveau MED ?  

¶ Autres sources de financement ?  

¶ autres acteurs ? 

¶ Quelle est la plus value principale du projet ? En 
quoi est-ŜƭƭŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŞƎƛǉǳŜ ǇƻǳǊ ƭΩŜǎǇŀŎŜ a95 ? 

 

¶ Perenniality and continuation at the end of the 
project?  

¶ Other programmes, MED again? 

¶ Other funding sources?  

¶ Other actors? 

¶ What is the main added value of the project? 
How is it strategic for the MED area? 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 
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Questionnement programme / Questions on programme 

Connaissance et compréhension du programme MED / Knowledge and understanding of MED programme: 

¶ Dans quelle circonstances avez-vous connu le 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ  όǉǳŀƴŘΣ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΧύΣ  

¶ Que pensez-vous des objectifs stratégiques du 
programme ? Des priorités présentées dans 
ƭΩŀǇǇŜƭ Ł ǇǊƻƧŜǘǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŞƎƛǉǳŜǎ ? 

¶ En quoi votre projet contribue à ces objectifs ? 

¶ Le programme actuel est-il différent du 
précédent ? dans quel domaine ? 

¶ In what circumstances have you known the 
programme (when, how...), 

¶ What do you think about the proƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ 
strategic objectives? About priorities presented 
in the strategic call for projects? 

¶ How does you project contribute to these goals? 

¶ Is the current programme different from the 
former one? In what field? 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 

Positionnement sur MED / Positioning on MED 

 

¶ Quel est le critère principal qui explique que vous 
êtes dans ce programme et pas un autre ? la 
zone éligible ? les financements ? la durée ? 
autre ? 

¶ Quelle était votre impression de départ et son 
évolution au fur et à mesure du processus de 
sŞƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ŝǘ ŘΩƛƳǇƭŞƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ? pourquoi ? 

 

 

¶ Which is the main criterion explaining that you 
are in this programme and not in another one? 
The eligible area? The funding? The length? 
Other? 

¶ What was your initial belief, and how did it 
evolve through selection and implementing 
processes? Why? 

 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 

/ƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ŀǾŜŎ ƭŜǎ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ Řǳ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ a95  κ /ƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ a95 ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ōƻŘƛŜǎ 

¶ Modalités : documents, réunions et séminaires, 
hot line  

¶ Utilisation de Présage CTE 

¶ interlocuteurs,  

¶ fréquence des contacts,  

¶ moments-clés : sélection, implémentation, 
ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΧύ 

¶ Avez-vous des suggestions qui pourraient aider 
les projets à mieux fonctionner ? 

¶ Comment juger vous, vos relations avec les 
instances de gestion du programme ? avez-vous 
des éléments de compaǊŀƛǎƻƴ  ŀǾŜŎ ŘΩŀǳǘǊŜǎ 
programmes ? 

 

¶ Modalities : documents, meetings and seminars, 
hot line  

¶ Use of Présage CTE 

¶ Contact persons,  

¶ Frequency of contacts,  

¶ Key moments: selection, implementation, 
ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΧύ 

¶ Do you have any suggestion which could help 
projects to better perform? 

¶ How do you judge your relationships with the 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ōƻŘƛŜǎΚ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ 
any comparison elements with other 
programmes? 

 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 
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Capitalisation projet/programme / tǊƻƧŜŎǘκǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 

¶ Connaissance/rencontre/partenariat avec 
ŘΩŀǳǘǊŜǎ ǇǊƻƧŜǘǎ a95 ? En dehors de MED ? 
valeur ajoutée ? 

¶ Suggestions pour aider à la capitalisation du 
projet ? Dans le cadre du programme ? En 
dehors ? 

¶ Suggestions pour la future génération de 
programmes INTERREG ? Modification du cadre 
géographique ? Des modalités de gestion ? De 
ƭΩƻǳǾŜǊǘǳǊŜ Ł ŘΩŀǳǘǊŜǎ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŘŜ ǇŀǊǘŜƴŀƛǊŜǎΚ 

 

¶ Knowledge/meeting/partnership with other 
MED projects? Outside MED? Added-value? 

¶ {ǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΚ 
Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩs framework? Outside MED? 

¶ Suggestions for the future generation of 
INTERREG programmes? Modification of the 
geographical framework? Of the management 
process? Extension to new kind of partners? 

 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 

 

Documentation et autre information /Documentation and other information 

¶ Quels documents pouvez-vous nous donner pour 
comprendre votre projet ? 

¶ A quelle activité pensez-Ǿƻǳǎ ǉǳΩƛƭ Ŧŀǳǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŜǊ 
pour comprendre la plus value de votre projet ? 

¶ Which documents can you give to us to make us 

understand your project? 

¶ Which activity do you think that one can 

attend/participate in to understand the added-

value of your project? 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 
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D¦L59 5Ω9b¢w9¢L9b thUR LES PROJETS MED CLÔTURÉS (CLASSIQUE)  

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR MED FINALIZED PROJECTS (TRADITIONAL)  

 
Résultats, productions & publics cibles/Outcomes, outputs groups 
 

A) Résultats / Results 
 

 
1) Au vu des réalisations de votre projet, 

comment le classez-vous par rapport à sa 
finalité principale :  

¶ /ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǳ ǊŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŘΩǳƴ 
réseau ŘΩŀŎǘŜǳǊǎΚ ¢ƘŞƳŀǘƛǉǳŜ ? Territorial ? 

¶ wŞŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘΩǳƴŜ ŜȄǇŞǊƛƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ Κ ŘΩǳƴ 
ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǘ ŘŜ ƳŞǘƘƻŘŜǎ ƻǳ ŘΩƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ?  

¶ Autre ? 
2) Finalité et (forme des) résultat(s) à court, 

moyen et long terme (incl. effets induits non 
prévus 

1) Regarding the results and products of your 
project, how would you consider it with 
regards to its main finality:  

¶ Network building or strengthening? 
Thematic? Territorial? 

¶ Realization of an experimentation? Of a 
ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΩ ƻǊ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊΚ 

¶ Other? 
2) Purpose and (form of) result(s) at short, 

medium and long term (including induced 
unplanned effects ...) 

ΧκΧ 

 
B) Productions / Productions 

 

1) En une phrase, décrivez votre principale 
production/livrable : 

2) Comment classer les principales productions 
du projet: 

Å Document méthode ? 
Å Base de données ? 
Å Feuille de route ? 
Å Outil partagé ? 
Å Brevet ? 
Å 9ǘǳŘŜΣ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŘŜ ǊŜŎƘŜǊŎƘŜΣ Şǘŀǘ ŘŜ ƭΩŀǊǘ 

? 
Å Document de synthèse des activités et 

résultats du projet ? 
Å Autres ? 
3) Quelle est la (les) production(s) qui fait (font) 

selon vous que le projet peut être considéré 
comme un succès ? 

4) Est-ce une production prévue initialement 
dans la candidature ? Sinon, décrivez le 
processus qui a fait évoluer le projet et ses 
résultats ? 

5) A quel moment cette production a vu le jour, 
pendant ou après le déroulement du projet ? 

1) In one sentence, please describe your main 
production/deliverable : 

2) How would you consider the main 
productions of the project 

Å Method document? 
Å Data basis? 
Å Action plan? 
Å Conjoint tool? 
Å Patent? 
Å Study, research document, state of the art? 
Å Synthesis document of the activities and 

results of the project? 
Å Others? 
3) According to you, which production(s) would 

make our projects considered as successful? 
4) Is it a production initially planned in the 

application form? If not, please describe the 
process which changed the project and its 
results  

5) When the production has been released, 
during or after the project? 

 

ΧκΧ 
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C) Publics cibles / Target groups 
 

Au niveau des publics cibles :  
 
Å Quels sont les publics qui ont participé aux 

activités du projet ? S'agit-il de ceux prévus 
Řŀƴǎ ƭŀ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘǳǊŜ Κ ŘΩŀǳǘres ? 

Å Quelle était la nature de leur participation ? 
/ƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǎΩŜǎǘ-elle concrétisée ? pérennisée 
? 

Å Quelles étaient les catégories les plus 
représentées : des élus, des techniciens ou 
experts, des entreprises ou des 
représentants professionnels, des 
scientiŦƛǉǳŜǎΣ ŘŜǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ Κ ŘΩŀǳǘǊŜǎ 
publics ? 

Å A qui ont été diffusé les livrables, les 
productions, les documents de 
communications du projet ? 

Regarding the target groups : 
 

¶ Which groups did participate in the activities 
of the project? Were they planned in the 
application form? Others? 

¶ What is the nature of their participation? 
How did it become a reality? Made durable? 

¶ Which were the most represented 
categories: representatives, technicians or 
experts, enterprises or professional 
representatives, scientists, associations? 
Other types of groups? 

¶ For which groups the deliverables, 
productions, communication documents of 
the projects have been distributed? 

ΧκΧ 

 
Pérennisation et impacts/Durability and impact 
 
A) Pérennisation / Durability 
 

 
1) Quelles sont les actions de pérennisation 

déjà réalisées : 

¶ /ǊŞŀǘƛƻƴ ŘΩǳƴŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŘΩǳƴ ƎǊƻǳǇŜƳŜƴǘ 
avec un statut juridique défini ? Constitution 
ŘΩǳƴ ζ réseau » sans formalisation 
juridique ? 

¶ 5ŞǇƾǘ ŘΩǳƴ ōǊŜǾŜǘ ? 
Publication professionnelle ou scientifique ? 
Autre type de reconnaissance « expert » ? 

¶ Réunions ou autres activités réalisées 
prévues après la fin du projet ? au niveau du 
partenariat ? au niveau local et régional? 
Transnational ? 

 
2) Autres actions de pérennisation et suite 

entreprises à la fin du projet :  

¶ Dans le cadre de MED : participation à un 
projet stratégique ? Autre appel projet 
classique ? Appel capitalisation ? 

¶ Autres programmes ?  

¶ Autres sources de financement ? Autres 
acteurs ? 

3) Quelle est la valeur ajoutée principale du 
projet ? 

4) Autres résultats que vous considérez comme 
importants pour votre projet ? 

 
1) Which are the actions making the project 

durable  already realized :  

¶ Creation of an association, with a defined 
ƧǳǊƛŘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΚ /ǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ άƴŜǘǿƻǊƪέ 
without juridical legalization? 

¶ tŀǘŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎtion? Professional or 
ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΚ hǘƘŜǊ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΩ 
recognition? 

¶ Meetings or other activities planned aften 
the end of the project? With the partnership 
only? At the local and regional level? At the 
transnational level? 

 
2) Other actions making the project durable 

and pursues undertaken at the end of the 
project: 

¶ In the framework of MED: participation in a 
strategic project? Other call for traditional 
project? Call for capitalization project? 

¶ Other programmes? 

¶ Other fundings? Other actors ? 
3) Which is the main added value of the 

project? 
4) Other results that you consider as important 

for your project? 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ 
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B) Impacts 
 

Quels impacts le projet a eu ou pourrait avoir dans 
votre région : 

¶ Modifications dans les politiques régionales 
? comment ? 

¶ Diffusion et multiplication des 
ŜȄǇŞǊƛƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ Κ ŘŜ ƭŀ ƳƛǎŜ Ŝƴ ǆǳǾǊŜ ŘŜ 
la méthode ? 

¶ Meilleures connaissances par la diffusion 
ŘΩƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴǎ Κ 

¶ Autres impacts ? sur quel type de public ? 
élus, techniciens, experts, entreprises ? 
Associations, grand public ? 

Which are the impacts your projects have or could 
have in your region : 

¶ Modifications in the regional policies? How? 

¶ Diffusion and multiplication of 
experimentations? Of the implementation of 
the method? 

¶ Better knowledges thanks to the diffusion of 
informations?  

¶ Other impacts? On which kind of groups? 
Representatives, technicians, experts, 
enterprises, associations, other ? 

 

ΧκΧ 

 
Gestion & suivi par le programme / Management by the programme authorities 

 

¶ Au terme de votre projet, comment jugez-
vous vos relations avec les instances de 
gestion du programme ? 

¶ Avez-vous rencontré une évolution dans le 
suivi de votre projet par les instances du 
programme ? 

¶ Avez-vous procédé à des changements dans 
votre projet (budget, partenariat, durée...) ? 

¶ Pouvez-vous indiquer selon vous les points 
forts/faibles de la gestion des projets par les 
instances du programme ? 

¶ Avez-vous des suggestions qui pourraient 
aider les projets à mieux fonctionner ? 

¶  avez-vous des éléments de comparaison  
ŀǾŜŎ ŘΩŀǳǘǊŜǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ? 

 

 

¶ At the end of your project, how do you 
consider the relationship you have with the 
programme authorities? 

¶ Do you think there have been some changes 
in the management of your project by the 
programme authorities? 

¶ Did you do some modifications in your 
project (ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ŘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΧύΚ 

¶ Could you please indicate us which are 
according to you the weaknesses/strengths 
of the programme authorities regarding 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΚ 

¶ Do you have any suggestions that could help 
the projects working better? 

¶ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΩǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
other programmes? 

ΧΧΦκΧΧΦΦ  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


