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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 
 
The ex-ante evaluation of the ESPON 2013 Programme has made use of a number of 
standard methods / techniques in the wider context of an interactive / iterative process, which 
allowed producing a substantial amount of results that are presented in the Main Report. 
 
The interactive and iterative process of the ex-ante evaluation as a whole was 
characterised by a very open and constructive working climate. Despite the rather tight initial 
time schedule, it permitted both sides involved to organise a maximum of exchanges on 
crucial issues at stake during each phase of the programme elaboration process. The 
various “general observations” of the early evaluability assessment, the “first 
recommendations” resulting from the in-depth evaluation and the “key findings” of the 
progress evaluation were nearby all pro-actively taken into consideration in the subsequent 
versions of the ESPON 2013 programming document, thus leading to a progressive and 
steady improvement of the programme as such. 
 
The following paragraphs only highlight a number of summary conclusions with respect to 
the most recent situation (“Final Draft ESPON 2013 Programme”, version of 1st 
December 2006) that are presented alongside the prescribed “Main Evaluation Tasks”. 
 
 

The analysis of the socio-economic situation and the relevance 
 of the strategy to the needs identified 

 
The key sectors of intervention identified in the most recent version of the ESPON 
2013 Programme are characterised by a high degree of relevance in relation to the wider 
socio-economic (and territorial) situation analysis and the specific needs identified in the 
concluding section of the programming document (II.2.4). 
 
The ESPON 2013 Programme takes adequately into account the territorial challenges 
of the present situation and of coming decade. In this respect, it is more forward-looking 
than the ESPON 2006 Programme was and its usefulness for decision makers will therefore 
be higher. The SWOT-like analysis of the European territory is rather detailed and 
differentiated.  
 
The analysis of the achievements and limitations of the ESPON 2006 Programme 
(SWOT-like analysis) is extensive and precise. It makes possible the conception of a new 
ESPON Programme which capitalises on the experiences made in recent years and departs 
from a number of shortcomings shown by the past programme.  
 
The listing of “general needs” reflects correctly the expectations of policy makers 
towards a European programme delivering territorial information. It addresses the 
territorial potentials and the larger territorial context of regions, the territorial impacts of sector 
policies, the territorial challenges resulting from mega-trends, the possible evolution of the 
EU Cohesion Policy and the diversity of policy makers involved. 
 
The strategy pays a great deal of attention to the use of ESPON results in practice and 
contains provisions regarding the identification of expectations of potential users, the 
need of making knowledge more operational, the dissemination of results up to the 
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generation of awareness-raising processes etc. This is likely to eliminate one of the 
shortcomings of the past ESPON 2006 Programme. 
 
 

The programme strategy’s rationale, its overall consistency and  
the degree of risk involved in the choice of priorities 

 
An in-depth appraisal of the ESPON 2013 programme’s objective system reveals that the 
overall rationale of the strategy is characterised by a very high degree of internal 
consistency. There is a logical progression from a limited number of general objective 
statements defining the main focus of the programme (i.e. one “overall aim” and 3 “overall 
objectives”) towards a wider range of more targeted objective statements making further 
concrete the aforementioned ones (6 “strategic objectives” and 13 “specific objectives”) and 
down to the 23 “operational objectives” defined across the 5 programme priorities, which 
specify what the programme interventions should actually achieve. 
 
The intervention logic of the ESPON 2013 programme is valid, as the 5 programme 
priorities are strongly corresponding to the higher-ranking programme objectives (“overall 
aim”, “overall objectives”, “strategic objectives”, “specific objectives”) and because the 
envisaged actions are generally well linked to the “operational objectives” defined across the 
respective priorities.   
 
The relations between the 23 higher-ranking programme objectives (i.e. “overall aim”, 
“overall objectives”, “strategic objectives”, “specific objectives”) are characterised by a very 
high degree of interdependence (i.e. primary relations in a downward direction) as well as 
by an existence of strong additional support effects and cross-cutting effects (i.e. 
secondary relations in an upward direction). 
 
The relations between the 23 priority-level “operational objectives” and the higher-
ranking programme objectives are generally characterised by an absence of objective-
conflicts and by very strong mutual reinforcement effects. This overall situation clearly 
indicates that the different “objective strings” make - individually and jointly – a considerable 
contribution to achieve the overall aim of the future ESPON 2013 programme.  
 
The 16 envisaged priority-level actions are generally characterised by a very high level 
of overall complementarity as regards an achievement of the stated higher-ranking 
programme objectives. This means, firstly, that no negative contributions of actions could 
be detected which might hamper an achievement of the wider programme objectives. 
Secondly, one can observe that each priory (and its related actions) as well as the 
combination of priorities (and of all actions) make a significant contribution to achieve the 
stated higher-ranking objectives of the ESPON 2013 programme. 
 
Also the overall complementarity of the 16 envisaged priority-level actions as regards 
an achievement of the various “operational objectives” is at a very high level. Across 
the entire programme, no situation could be detected where an action partially or wholly 
tends to counteract the achievement of one or more of the stated operational objectives. 
Within the same programme priority, one can naturally find the highest contribution-levels of 
actions to achieve the respective operational objectives (primary relations). But also the 
additional support effects of priority-specific actions to achieve operational objectives under 
other programme priorities (secondary relations) are generally very high, which clearly 
indicates that substantial synergy effects do exist within the ESPON 2013 Programme. 
 
Our attempt to quantify the hypotheses on potential synergy effects among the various 
actions at priority level has shown that already the 2nd Draft of the ESPON 2013 programme 
as a whole displays a very high synthetic coefficient of synergy (0.85). If one considers the 



VIII 

recent improvements / modifications realised in the subsequent versions of the programme, 
one can certainly assume that the already high level of programme-internal synergy 
was even slightly further increased. This generally positive situation underpins however 
again our general recommendation that existing synergy potentials should be carefully 
exploited and developed further by those managing / realising the implementation of the 
future ESPON 2013 programme. 
 
After the improvements / modifications realised for the most recent version of the 
programming document, one can re-affirm that the future ESPON 2013 Programme shows a 
good balance between standard-type and new / innovative actions that reflect in an 
appropriate way the new needs which had been identified at the end of the 
programme’s SWOT-like context assessment. This means that neither the combination of 
programme priorities nor the actual balance achieved between standard-type and new / 
innovative actions allows identifying major risks, which might seriously hamper the 
implementation of the future programme or compromise an achievement of its objectives.  
 
Our appraisal of the financial allocations to the different programme priorities clearly 
shows that the budgetary distribution is generally adequate, as it tends to positively 
support a realisation of various aspects that are of strategic importance for the success of the 
future ESPON 2013 programme (i.e. achievement of all stated higher-ranking programme 
objectives; achievement of the stated “Operational Objectives”; potential realisation of 
programme-internal synergies; sufficient financial resource endowment for technical / 
analytical assistance in order to avoid a future capacity lack). 
 
 

The external coherence of the programme strategy 
 
The ESPON 2013 Programmes shows a high degree of external coherence with 
respect to the “Community Strategic Guidelines” (CSG). There are no evident conflicts in 
relation to the stated CSG-objectives and the most significant complementarity-relations can 
be observed in case of those “additional guidelines” that address the territorial dimension of 
cohesion policy (broad coverage, strong direct & indirect support effects). In case of the 
strategic guidelines for cohesion policy in general, a significant and widespread contribution 
can also be observed in case of Guideline 1 (Making Europe and its regions more attractive 
places to invest and work) and Guideline 2 (Improving knowledge and innovation for growth). 
 
The ESPON 2013 Programme shows a very high degree of external consistency with 
respect to the entire set of wider Community policy objectives as stated in the Lisbon / 
Gothenburg Strategies. However, due to the specific nature of the ESPON 2013 
programme, one can “only” expect an indirect support to actions carried out elsewhere that 
aim at delivering elements of the Lisbon and Gothenburg Strategies (focus on issues related 
to “sustainable development” and “infrastructure investment”, but also to themes / objectives 
that are in a wider sense related to research & development, new technologies and the 
Information Society).  
 
 

The expected outputs, results and impacts 
 
Under all 5 programme priorities, the output-statements have to be considered 
appropriate. They are fully in line with the corresponding priority-level objectives and the 
planned priority-level actions.  
 
Some weaknesses regarding the coherence of various result- and impact-statements 
in relation to existing higher-ranking programme objectives and/or operational 
objectives continue to persist under most of the existing programme priorities (Priority 



IX 

1: result- & impact-statements; Priority 2: impact-statement; Priority 3: result- & impact-
statements, Priority 4: result- & impact-statements). 
 
The individual indicator types (i.e. output-, result- and impact-indicators) mentioned in 
the Annex V.4 to the Final Draft ESPON 2013 Programme are all very useful and show 
a high level of quality. This overall judgement can be confirmed for the large majority of 
quality assessment criteria applied, which examined for example the possible quantification 
of indicators at regular intervals (availability of data), the sensitivity of indicators, their 
reliability and credibility as well as the meaning of indicators. Some improvements should 
however be made to further strengthen the “normativity” and “validity” of some indicator types 
(i.e. sufficiently sound relation of indicators to a programme-specific normative concept; 
adequate reflection of this normative concept by indicators).  
 
Seen as a whole, however, the entire programme indicator system displays very high 
level of quality. It is characterised by an extensive coverage (i.e. the system includes the 5 
programme priorities and 100% of the planned expenditure), a good balance between the 
different indicator types, a well-developed selectivity (i.e. the system respects the future 
programme managers' capacity to absorb the related information) and a high level of 
relevance. 
 
 

The proposed implementation system and its compliance with the 
Council Regulations governing the new Structural Funds period 2007-2013 

 
The provisions elaborated for the designated programme authorities are generally in 
line with the prescriptions of the new EU Structural Funds Regulations. They clearly 
describe the specific roles / tasks / responsibilities of the Managing Authority, the Monitoring 
Committee, the Certifying Authority, the ESPON-CU and the Audit Authority / Group of 
Auditors. The provisions also specify the co-operation mechanisms / working procedures 
between these individual components of the wider management system and the related 
reporting procedures.  
 
Beyond these formally required programme authorities, the ESPON 2013 programme also 
defines transparent provisions for setting up specific facilitating bodies / networks (i.e. 
Concertation Committee, ESPON Contact Point Network) and for clarifying the 
relationship between involved Partner States (non-EU Member States) and ESPON.  
 
In addition, the provisions clearly describe a number of other programme-related 
implementation / management / control procedures (i.e. selection & approval of 
operations, control system, eligibility of expenditure, mobilisation & circulation of financial 
flows, computerised exchange of data, delivery of additional information) and define the 
context for a future evaluation of the ESPON 2013 Programme.  
 
Finally, the ESPON 2013 Programme also contains detailed provisions on “Information & 
Publicity” that are fully in line with the basic requirements as laid down in the 
Structural Funds Regulations and enable to increase the awareness on future ESPON 
work as well as to disseminate research results / findings to a broader audience. 
 
Considering the above-said, one can say that the overall management and 
implementation system is convincing and appropriate for realising a smooth delivery 
of the future ESPON 2013 programme. This means also that the entire set of provision 
elaborated is actually able to support a concrete realisation of the “strategic objective” 
mentioned in the programme that explicitly refers to this particular issue of crucial 
importance.  
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PART I: GENERAL INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 
 
 
1. Basic objectives and scope of the ex-ante evaluation 
 
According to Article 48 (2) of the Council Regulation EC 1083/2006 laying down general 
provisions on the ERDF, ESF and Cohesion Fund1, ex-ante evaluations have to be 
carried out for operational programmes that aim (…)  
 

to optimise the allocation of budgetary resources under operational programmes and 
improve programming quality. They shall identify and appraise the disparities, gaps and 
potential for development, the goals to be achieved, the results expected, the quantified 
targets, the coherence, if necessary, of the strategy proposed for the region, the 
Community value-added, the extent to which the Community's priorities have been taken 
into account, the lessons drawn from previous programming and the quality of the 
procedures for implementation, monitoring, evaluation and financial management. 

 
The European Commission’s “Draft Working Paper on Ex-ante Evaluation” stresses 
that the main concerns are (…)  
 

relevance (of the strategy to needs identified), effectiveness (whether the objectives of 
the programme are likely to be achieved) and utility (judging the likely impacts against 
wider social, environmental and economic needs). More specific evaluation questions for 
each ex-ante evaluation are (…) internal and external coherence and the quality of 
implementation systems.  Internal and external coherence relates to the structure of the 
strategy and its financial allocations and the linkage of the strategy to other regional, 
national and Community policies. Of particular importance in relation to external 
coherence are the Lisbon Agenda and the Community Strategic Guidelines. The quality 
of the proposed implementation system is important to understand how it may affect the 
achievement of programme objectives.  Finally, ex ante evaluation needs to examine the 
potential risks for the programme, both in relation to the policy choices made and the 
implementation system proposed. 

 
Based upon these general prescriptions, the Terms of Reference (ToR) have formulated 
six strategic questions that should be addressed by the ex-ante evaluation of the ESPON 
2013 programme. In addition, the ToR have also prescribed that the ex-ante evaluation 
should include a proposal for an “examination of the likely significant environmental 
effects of the ESPON 2013 programme”, based on the criteria defined by the SEA 
Directive 2001/42/EC, Art. 3 (5) and Annex II.  
 
In order to fully cover the above-outlined scope of the ex-ante evaluation, the consortium 
EureConsult-TERSYN-ECOSYSTEMS has developed a comprehensive approach that 
consists of the following elements: 
 

• Six “main evaluation tasks” were identified that group together the basic 
prescriptions of the ToR. They cover both the six strategic ex-ante evaluation 
questions and the provisions on an “examination of the likely significant 
environmental effects of the ESPON 2013 programme”. An overview on this re-
grouping effort can be found in the overview table below (see: Figure 1).  

                                                
1 COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006, laying down general provisions on the European 
Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) 
No 1260/1999 
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Figure 1: Main Evaluation Tasks and Strategic Questions in the ToR  
 

Main Evaluation Tasks Strategic Questions 
Main Evaluation Task 1:  
Appraisal of the socio-economic situation of the eligible 
area and an analysis of the needs as well as of the 
relevance of the strategy to the needs identified 
  

Does the programme represent an appropriate strategy 
to meet challenges confronting the area? 

Main Evaluation Task 2:   
Evaluation of the rationale of the strategy, its overall 
consistency and the degree of risk involved in the 
choice of priorities 
 

Is the strategy well defined with clear objectives and 
priorities and can those objectives be realistically 
achieved with the financial resources allocated to the 
different priorities? 

Main Evaluation Task 3:  
Appraisal of the external coherence of the strategy with 
Community Strategic Guidelines 
 

Is the strategy coherent with policies at Community 
level? How will the strategy contribute in particular to 
the achievement of the Lisbon objectives? 

Main Evaluation Task 4:  
Evaluation of the expected outputs/results and impacts  

Are appropriate indicators identified for the objectives 
and can these indicators and their targets form the 
basis for future monitoring and evaluation of 
performance? 
What the impact of the strategy is likely to be? 
 

Main Evaluation Task 5:  
Appraisal of the proposed implementation systems, 
compliance with Council Regulation laying down 
general provision on the ERDF, the ESF and the 
Cohesion Fund  
 

Are implementation systems appropriate to deliver the 
objectives of the programme? 
 

Main Evaluation Task 6:   
Screening of the likely significant environmental effects 
of the ESPON 2013 programme  
 

Application of the SEA Directive (EC 2001/42) to the 
new programme. 
 

 
 

• A number of specific “sub-tasks” had been identified for these main evaluation 
tasks and various “evaluation questions” were formulated for each sub-task. 
The sub-tasks were mainly derived from an in-depth review of the Commission’s 
“Draft Working Paper on Ex-ante Evaluation”, which contains clear expectations in 
this respect. The evaluation questions, in turn, were elaborated by reviewing previous 
experiences with the ESPON 2006 programme and the initial debate on a new 
ESPON 2013 programme. These questions aim at better taking into account the 
specific nature of the ESPON 2013 programme2 and shall help focussing each step of 
the ex-ante evaluation process on key issues that are of a particular relevance for the 
future programme. A summary overview on the specific sub-tasks and the related 
evaluation questions can be found in ANNEX 1 to this report.  

 
• The most appropriate “methods / techniques” were chosen for accomplishing 

the above-mentioned main evaluation tasks / sub-tasks. In the actual choice, a 
number of methods / techniques suggested by the Commission in its working paper 
on ex-ante evaluation were not considered. This was either because their application 
would not be appropriate for a study programme such as ESPON 2013,3 or because 

                                                
2 The ESPON programme 2007-2013 will not involve activities that tend to directly change the socio-economic or 
spatial context of partners involved. It will concentrate – as the previous ESPON 2006 programme – on producing 
studies (e.g. in the context of applied research projects) that are meant to produce territorial information and 
knowledge as well as related tools of analysis. As a study and research programme, ESPON is therefore very 
different from other programmes supported under the EU-Structural Funds. 
3 E.g. an analysis of administrative data on income levels, qualifications, labour market participation and market 
characteristics; more sophisticated statistical and macro-economic models to set up comparisons with 
comparable settings.  
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their use tends to create “double work” with respect to other and already available 
study-results.4 However, it has been ensured that the minimum standards required by 
the European Commission for any ex-ante evaluation of Structural Funds 
programmes for the 2007-2013 period were met. 

 
 

2. Methods and techniques used by the present ex-ante 
evaluation  

 
 
2.1. The ex-ante evaluation properly speaking 
 
The ex-ante evaluation properly speaking covered all activities that had been realised in 
relation to Main Evaluation Tasks 1-5. In practice, the ex-ante evaluation has been carried 
out in three steps: 

1. An “evaluability assessment”, realised at a very early stage of the programming 
process. 

2. An “in-depth evaluation”, realised in relation to a sufficiently complete version of the 
ESPON 2013 Programme by applying the generally recommended standard methods 
and techniques for ex-ante evaluations. 

3. A “progress evaluation” in relation to subsequent programme drafts and the 
formulation of “summary conclusions” on the most recent version of the programming 
document.  

 
Evaluability Assessment 

 
A first analysis in form of an “evaluability assessment” was realised in relation to the 1st Draft 
of the ESPON 2013 Programme (version of 18th June 2006). According to the on-line guide 
for an evaluation of socio-economic development,5 this is (…)  
 

an assessment prior to commencing an evaluation to establish whether a programme or 
policy can be evaluated and what might be the barriers to its effective and useful 
evaluation. It requires a review of the coherence and logic of a programme, clarification 
of data availability, an assessment of the extent to which managers or stakeholders are 
likely to use evaluation findings given their interests and the timing of any evaluation vis-
à-vis future programme or policy decisions. In addition to assisting evaluators, 
'evaluability assessment' has been acknowledged as useful for policy makers, 
programme managers and other stakeholders or partners. The process of undertaking 
an assessment early on can help clarify the logic of programmes and lead to fine-tuning 
or improvement before the programme has progressed too far.  

 
This evaluability assessment was inspired by the logical framework technique (LOGFRAME) 
and focussed mainly on checking the “vertical logic” (or intervention logic) and the “horizontal 

                                                
4 E.g. consultative and participatory methods, involving stakeholders at an early stage (i.e. focus groups, social 
surveys, local polls, public meetings, SWOT-analysis undertaken with different groups of stakeholders etc.). The 
use of consultative / participatory approaches was restricted by the limited budget available for the entire ex-ante 
evaluation and by the very tight time-schedule concentrating the bulk of evaluation work on the summer holiday 
season. In addition, two recent studies have – among other aspects - carried out surveys on the current 
experience with the ESPON 2006 programme as well as on future perspectives for an ESPON 2013 programme. 
These are the “ESPON-INTERACT Thematic Study on Spatial Visions and Scenarios” (Summer 2006) and the 
Commission study on “Territorial cohesion – lessons from the ESPON programme projects and strategy for the 
future” (Summer 2006). 
5 The evaluation of socio-economic development – The Guide. December 2003. (Information on: 
www.evalsed.info).  
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logic” of the future ESPON 2013 programme. The results of this assessment were presented 
in form of “general observations”, providing practical suggestions for further fine-tuning the 1st 
Draft Programming Document.  
 

In-depth Evaluation 
 
An in-depth evaluation alongside the prescribed “Main Evaluation Tasks” 1-5 was realised for 
the 2nd Draft of the ESPON 2013 Programme (version of 25th July 2006), which showed 
already a significant degree of overall completion.   
 
The appraisal of the socio-economic situation / the needs and of the strategy’s 
relevance to the needs identified (Main Evaluation Task 1) has been realised through a 
review of general text parts related to these issues and an in-depth examination of the 
programme’s SWOT-analysis through a “cross-referencing exercise”. For the latter, a number 
of documents with a significant direct/indirect relevance for the ESPON 2013 programme had 
been reviewed alongside the evaluation questions formulated for sub-task 1.1. This review 
has allowed isolating additional strategic issues that characterise the past/present situation 
(Strengths / Weaknesses) or describe future challenges and needs (Opportunities / Threats). 
These strategic issues were systematically compared to the ESPON 2013 Programme’s 
SWOT-analysis of the socio-economic / territorial situation. As a result of this cross-
referencing process, suggestions for further improving the socio-economic / spatial context 
analysis of the ESPON 2013 programme were elaborated for issues showing considerable 
gaps and shortcomings. On ground of this, a qualitative appraisal of the relevance of the 
approach underlying the ESPON 2013 programme strategy was realised alongside the 
evaluation questions defined for sub-task 1.2. 
 
For an evaluation of the internal and external coherence of the ESPON 2013 programme 
strategy (Main Evaluation Tasks 2 & 3), we have generally made use of empirical methods 
and techniques that are generally recommended for analysing the synergy of programmes as 
well as their cross-impacts.6 The actual scope of their application had however to be adapted 
to the specific framework conditions characterising this ex-ante evaluation (i.e. limited 
financial resources and tight time schedule). 
 

• Our analysis of the ESPON 2013 programme strategy’s internal coherence has 
applied a number of standard techniques that are normally used for preparing an 
identification of programme-internal synergies.7 Beyond a general assessment of the 
programme strategy’s rationale and the validity of its wider intervention logic, the ex-
ante evaluation has mainly focussed on analysing the relationships between the 
various programme objectives (interdependencies)8 and the complementarity of 
envisaged priority-level actions with respect to an achievement of the different 
programme objectives.9 For actually localising and quantifying programme-internal 
synergy potentials, we followed - as much as possible - a generally recommended 

                                                
6 See also European Commission: “Analysing the synergy and cross-impacts of programmes – an empirical 
method” (MEANS Handbook no. 7, 1996). 
7 The issue of internal synergy implies that at least three constituent elements are analysed: (1) The 
interdependence of programme objectives, i.e. the way how objectives are related to one another. (2) The internal 
coherence, i.e. the extent to which the priorities / the related actions are relevant as regards the programme 
objectives. (3) The complementary of priorities / related actions and programme objectives, i.e. the extent to 
which priorities / actions are mutually supportive in achieving the objectives. 
8 By elaborating an “objective tree diagram” and a “matrix” showing mutual reinforcement effects between priority-
level operational objectives and higher-ranking programme objectives. 
9 By elaborating a “matrix” showing the complementarity of priority-level actions as regards an achievement of 
higher-ranking programme objectives and a “matrix” showing the complementarity of priority-level actions as 
regards an achievement of priority-level objectives. 
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step-by-step approach.10 The first step focussed on an interactive elaboration of a 
“matrix of cross-impacts among actions at priority level”,11 which had been further 
finalised by the evaluators through calculating “coefficients of potential synergy”. In a 
second step, the evaluators have explained synergies / potential negative synergies 
and elaborated recommendations for improving synergy effects within the 
programme. Finally, also a simplified benchmarking exercise has been used for 
appraising the innovativeness of new programme priorities / actions and for 
identifying potential risks that could be associated to them.12 

 
• Our assessment of the ESPON 2013 Programme strategy’s external coherence 

with respect to key Community policies and objectives, as reflected in the 
“Community Strategic Guidelines” (CSG) and in the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies, 
has again used some of the above-mentioned evaluation methods / techniques. The 
analysis of the external coherence with respect to the Community Strategic 
Guidelines (CSG) has realised a matrix-based mapping of potential direct an indirect 
effects that priorities and actions of the ESPON 2013 Programme might develop in 
relation to the stated set of Guidelines, mainly to reveal relations of complementarity 
or conflict. For appraising the ESPON 2013 Programme’s potentials to deliver 
aspects that support an achievement of the Lisbon / Gothenburg strategies, a 
simplified “cross-referencing exercise” has been realised. It aimed at mapping 
potential indirect supportive effects of the envisaged programme priorities (and 
actions) with respect to a wider set of general and specific objectives stated in these 
strategies. 

 
For verifying the proposed priority-level output / result / impact statements and their 
quantification, but also for assisting an identification of reliable indicators at priority- 
and action-level (Main Evaluation Task 4), different techniques had been used in a step-
by-step approach. The main aim was to ensure an adequate response to each of the issues 
at stake (i.e. interactive elements, causality-relation analysis, quality assessment). 
  

• In a first step, a working meeting was organised that involved the evaluators and 
representatives of the future programme management (i.e. Managing Authority & 
ESPON CU). The participants have jointly examined the relationships that exist 
between the already elaborated output-, result- and impact statements at the level of 
each programme priority. In parallel, also a number of potential indicators had been 
pin-pointed for the expected outputs, results and impacts at priority level.  

 
• In a second step, a comprehensive cross-referencing exercise was realised by the 

evaluators to reveal the complex causality-relations between the already elaborated 
output/result/impact statements and the envisaged actions and objectives at priority-
level (output/results) or the higher-raking programme objectives (impacts). The main 
outcomes of this process were a suggestion of more fine-tuned output/result/impact 
statements and the identification of a coherent set of related indicators at priority- and 
action-level.  

 
• In a third step, the finally chosen set of output, result and impact indicators was 

appraised alongside a specific “quality assessment approach”. This approach made 

                                                
10 The third recommended step “empirical verification” involving a series of interviews with future beneficiaries of 
priorities / measures can not be realised in the context of this evaluation due to a lack of resources (workload 
involved, short time available before the summer brake etc.). 
11 During a “working meeting” involving the evaluators and the future programme managers, hypotheses on the 
effects of synergy were further developed. 
12 i.e. by comparing the new programme to the previous ESPON 2006 programme and its most recent state of 
experiences. 
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use of a number of quality control criteria, which are described in the on-line 
evaluation guide of the European Commission13.  

 
Our appraisal of the proposed implementation system (Main Evaluation Task 5) was 
realised by a desk research based “cross-referencing process”. It compared in a systematic 
way the provisions suggested for the future ESPON 2013 programme with the formal 
requirements as laid down in the final version of the EU-Structural Funds regulations 
governing the period 2007-2013. Also previous experiences made under the ESPON 2006 
programme had been considered in this cross-referencing process, however acknowledging 
eventual changes and new elements that were introduced in the ESPON 2013 programme 
management / implementation system. 
 

Progress Evaluation 
 
This part of the ex-ante evaluation process focussed mainly on appraising the progress 
achieved under the “Draft Final ESPON 2013 Programme” (version of 12th September 2006) 
and the “Final Draft ESPON 2013 Programme” (version of 1st December 2006). The main 
aim of this progress evaluation was to assess whether the modifications in these drafts were 
generally improving the quality of the programme and / or putting into practice the 
recommendations resulting from the previously realised in-depth evaluation.  
 
 
2.2. An assessment of the likely significant environmental effects 

of the ESPON 2013 programme 
 
The approach adopted for applying the Directive on “Strategic Environmental Assessment” 
(SEA-Directive 2001/42/EC) was based upon the assumption that the future ESPON 2013 
programme does not fall into one of the two categories listed in Article 3(2) of the SEA 
Directive, which makes the SEA automatically mandatory. Considering this basic 
assumption, a screening of the programme was realised (based on the criteria defined by 
Article 3(5) and Annex II of the SEA-Directive 2001/42/EC) in order to provide the 
responsible authorities with sufficient information to decide whether an SEA is required. This 
screening focussed on two elements:  
 

• The first is whether the ESPON 2013 programme falls under the definition of 
programmes given in article 3(3) or 3(4) of the SEA-Directive.  

 
• The second is whether the programme is likely to have a significant environmental 

effect. For the latter, a number of questions had to be asked according to Annex II of 
the SEA-Directive in order to determine whether the potential environmental effects of 
ESPON are likely to be significant or not (see ANNEX 1, Main Evaluation Task 6). If 
the answer to any of these questions was something other than clearly negative, 
these particular issues were investigated and analysed further in order to be able to 
make a more informed judgement on their significance in terms of the environment.  

 
The conclusions of the screening process were consolidated and summarised in a report, 
and reasoning had been given for whether or not an SEA was required. This not only helped 
the responsible environmental authorities to make an informed decision on whether an SEA 
is required for the ESPON 2013 programme, but it also gave them the necessary elements 
for explaining why they decided not to undertake an SEA if this turns out to be the case. 

                                                
13 Although there is no standard method for this quality control, an approach is proposed in the on-line guide that 
is based on two groups of different criteria: (1) Quality criteria applicable to each indicator and (2) quality criteria 
applicable to the entire system. More information on: www.evalsed.info. 
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2.3. The work organisation for this ex-ante evaluation and a 
summary appraisal of the interactive / iterative process 

 
The Commission’s “Draft Working Paper on Ex-ante Evaluation” clearly states that (…) ex-
ante evaluation should be an interactive process whereby judgement and recommendations 
are provided by experts on the content of programmes drawn up by those responsible for 
their composition. It should be also an iterative process whereby the recommendations of the 
experts are taken into account by the planners in subsequent drafts of different parts of 
programmes.  In this regard, it is important to facilitate a constructive dialogue between the 
people responsible for programme formulation and the experts.  
 
The Terms of Reference (ToR) for this ex-ante evaluation deliberately followed this general 
recommendation and defined a very detailed time-schedule for the entire process (see: 
ANNEX 2), which also prescribed direct and regular contacts between the evaluators and the 
Managing Authority / the Coordination Unit (CU) of the current ESPON 2006 programme. 
 
Based upon the above-mentioned recommendations of the Commission and the ToR-
prescriptions, the work-organisation for this ex-ante evaluation was initially structured 
alongside 3 operational phases:  
 

• “Preparation Phase”, early June 2006: The ex-ante evaluation started in early June 
2006 with a kick-off meeting that was organised in Luxembourg between the 
evaluators and representatives of the ESPON Managing Authority / the ESPON 
Coordination Unit. 

 
• “Ex-ante Evaluation Phase”, mid June–beginning of August 2006: At an early 

stage, the evaluators assisted the ESPON-Monitoring Committee discussion on a 
future ESPON 2013 programme (26th-27th of June 2006) and elaborated a first 
analysis of the 1st Draft of the ESPON 2013 Programme, which was presented at the 
very beginning of July in form of an “evaluability assessment” (June/July 2006). 
Subsequently, the evaluators started an in-depth evaluation of the 2nd Draft ESPON 
2013 Programme and formulated “preliminary recommendations” that should inform 
the elaboration of the Draft Final ESPON 2013 Programme. In parallel, also the 
“Screening Report on Environmental Effects” was finalised and delivered to the 
ESPON Managing Authority (July - beginning of August 2006). During the entire 
phase, a number of working meetings were organised in Luxembourg between the 
ex-ante evaluation team and representatives of the ESPON Managing Authority / the 
ESPON Coordination Unit. 

 
• “Synthesis Phase”, early August – mid October 2006: During the rest of the 

month of August, the ex-ante evaluators further completed the in-depth assessment 
of the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme and delivered their Draft Final Ex-ante 
Evaluation Report by the 1st September 2006. Very shortly after the delivery of this 
ex-ante evaluation report, a Draft Final Version of the ESPON 2013 Programme was 
elaborated and has been presented at the ESPON Monitoring Committee Meeting in 
Brussels (20th-21st of September 2006). In the initial work plan, it was expected that 
the evaluators assess the progress made in this Final Draft ESPON 2013 Programme 
and appraise the comments formulated by members of the ESPON Monitoring 
Committee. The results of this up-dated assessment should be included into the Final 
Ex-ante Evaluation Report, which was initially due for the 13th of October 2006.  

 
In practice, however, the programme elaboration process as well as the ex-ante 
evaluation continued beyond the 13th of October 2006 (“Prolongation Phase”, mid 
October – December 2006)). As a consequence of still ongoing discussions with DG REGIO 
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on content-related aspects / financial matters, but also due to necessary clarifications with 
respect to some operational / implementation-related issues, not all elements needed for a 
finalisation of the Ex-Ante Evaluation Report could be made available on due time to the ex-
ante evaluation team. Considering these external circumstances and the delay that had 
occurred in the elaboration process of the ESPON 2013 Operational Programme, the 
deadline for a delivery of the Final Ex-Ante Evaluation Report was postponed to the 31 
December 2006. 
 
As a part of the interactive ex-ante evaluation process, the evaluators have attended two 
ESPON Monitoring Committee (MC) meetings and organised a number of working meetings 
with the ESPON Managing Authority / the ESPON Coordination Unit. A short summary of 
these events can be found in the overview table below (see: Figure 2). Beyond these formal 
meetings, an intense and regular informal exchange by phone has taken place between 
those involved in the programme elaboration process and the ex-ante evaluation team. 
 
 
Figure 2: Overview on the interactive dimension of the ex-ante evaluation process 
 

Meeting / date / place 
 
Kick-off meeting, organised at the premises of the Ministry of Interior in Luxembourg (15th of June 2006). 
 
 
ESPON Monitoring Committee Meeting, taking place in Amsterdam (26th & 27th of June 2006). 
 
 
1st Working Meeting, organised at the premises of the Ministry of Interior in Luxembourg (30th of June 2006). 
 
 
2nd Working Meeting, organised at the premises of the ESPON-CU in Esch-sur-Alzette / Luxembourg (19th of 
July 2006). 
 
 
3rd Working Meeting, organised at the premises of the Ministry of Interior in Luxembourg (3rd of August 2006). 
 
 
4th Working Meeting, organised at the premises of the Ministry of Interior in Luxembourg (14th of September 
2006). 
 
 
ESPON Monitoring Committee Meeting, taking place in Brussels at the premises of DG-REGIO (20th & 21st of 
September 2006). 
 
 
 
With respect to the iterative ex-ante evaluation process, one has firstly to remark that - 
from the beginning on - evaluation activities were always realised across all chapters 
elaborated in the respective versions of the ESPON 2013 programming document (i.e. 1st & 
2nd Draft Programme, Draft Final Programme, Final Draft of the Programme). In other words, 
the evaluation process did not follow a progressive section-by-section analysis14, as already 
the 1st Draft Programme of June 2006 has shown a significant degree of overall completion. 
A short overview on the different steps of the iterative ex-ante evaluation process is given in 
the diagram below (see: Figure 3). 

                                                
14 Elaboration of socio-economic analysis à evaluation à revision of socio-economic analysis & elaboration of 
the strategy à evaluation à revision of the strategy & elaboration of priorities à evaluation à revision of 
priorities & elaboration of implementation system à evaluation. 
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Figure 3: Overview on the steps of the iterative ex-ante evaluation process 
 
 
Elaboration of 1st Draft Operational  
Programme (OP) & preparation of  
ex-ante evaluation.        Presentation of 1st  
          Draft OP to the  
          ESPON-MC & to the 

evaluators. 
 
 
Open discussion of the 1st  
Draft OP in ESPON-MC 
and realisation of the 
evaluability assessment 
by the evaluators. 
 
          Joint discussion of  

evaluability 
assessment and 
elaboration of 2nd 
Draft OP 

In depth evaluation  
of 2nd Draft OP 
by the evaluators  
and preparation of  
SEA-screening 

      Continuing in-depth  
 evaluation and  

elaboration of 
outputs / results / 
impacts for the OP 

 
Elaboration of Draft Final   
Evaluation Report and  
elaboration of Draft  
Final OP 
 
 
          Discussion of Draft 

Final OP & Draft  
Final Evaluation  
Report; comments of 
MC-members 

 
Summary assessment of  
Draft Final OP / MC-comments  
and Final Draft OP; elaboration  
of conclusions 

Monitoring 
Committee 

Meeting 
(June 2006) 

Kick-off meting 
(June 2006) 

3rd working 
meeting 

2nd working 
meeting 

4th working 
meeting 

Submission of  
Final Draft ESPON 2013 Programme & Final Ex-ante Evaluation Report  

to the  
European Commission 

1st working 
meeting 

 

Monitoring 
Committee 

Meeting 
(September 2006) 
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The interactive and iterative ex-ante evaluation as a whole was characterised by a very 
open and constructive working climate. Despite the rather tight initial time schedule, it 
permitted both sides involved to organise a maximum of exchanges on crucial issues at 
stake during each phase of the programme elaboration process. The various “general 
observations” of the early evaluability assessment, the “first recommendations” resulting from 
the in-depth evaluation and the “key findings” of the progress evaluation were in most cases 
pro-actively taken into consideration in the subsequent versions of the ESPON 2013 
programming document, thus leading to a progressive and steady improvement of the 
programme as such. 
 
 

3. Presentation of the ex-ante evaluation results  
 
Based upon a use of the above-described methods / techniques in the wider context of the 
interactive / iterative ex-ante evaluation process of the ESPON 2013 Programme, a 
substantial amount of results could be produced. 
 
These evaluation results are presented in Part II of the main report alongside the 
prescribed “Main Evaluation Tasks” 1-5 (Chapters 4-8). In order to highlight better the 
interactive / iterative nature of the entire ex-ante evaluation process, each chapter adopts a 
relatively similar structure:  
 

• The first section presents the “general observations” resulting from the 
evaluability assessment on the 1st Draft Operational Programme (17th of July 2006) 
and briefly appraises the follow-up action taken by the programming authorities with 
respect to the “general observations” elaborated.  

 
• A second section presents the in-depth evaluation realised on those parts of 2nd 

Draft Operational Programme (25th of July 2006) showing already a significant degree 
of completion and the related “first recommendations”. The in-depth evaluation is 
elaborated alongside the main evaluation tasks and addresses the specific sub-tasks 
and evaluation questions outlined in our initial proposal. This analysis is the core part 
of the ex-ante evaluation and provides a baseline for judging the next steps of the 
programme elaboration process.  

 
• The third section presents the “key findings” of the progress evaluation, which 

was realised in relation to subsequent versions of the ESPON 2013 Programme (i.e. 
Draft Final ESPON 2013 Programme of 12 September 2006; Final Draft ESPON 
2013 Programme of 1 December 2006). It also includes an appraisal of the comments 
formulated at the Monitoring Committee Meeting of September 2006 and an in-depth 
evaluation of those parts of the programme that had not reached a sufficient stage of 
maturity under the 2nd Draft Operational Programme.  

 
• The fourth section formulates summary conclusions with respect to the most 

recent situation, which were also the main source for drafting the executive summary 
of this final ex-ante evaluation report. 
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PART II: EX-ANTE EVALUATION OF THE ESPON 
PROGRAMME 2007-2013 

 
 
4. The analysis of the socio-economic situation and of 

the strategy’s relevance to the needs identified 
 
 
4.1. “General observations” resulting from the evaluability 

assessment  
 
The evaluability assessment has extensively examined those parts of the 1st Draft ESPON 
2013 Programme that aim at describing the wider European policy context (Chapter I 
“Introduction”, especially sections I.1 & I.2) and at assessing the current trends / future 
challenges to be met by the new programme (i.e. Section II.1 “Analysis of the present 
situation”).  
 

• The introduction and Sections I.1 & I.2 already contained many text elements that 
describe the new context of the EU’s Cohesion Policy (2007-2013) and identify 
specific needs for the new ESPON 2013 programme. Also references with respect to 
more general objectives for EU-policy that will play a major role during the years to 
come were included (i.e. Lisbon & Gothenburg agenda; Rotterdam agenda & follow 
up).  

 
• The analysis of the present situation (Section II.1) briefly re-described the new 

context of the EU’s Cohesion Policy, identified some of the future territorial challenges 
in the EU and tried to specify a number of strong and weaker points concerning the 
information / evidence support to regional policy development. In addition, it also 
highlighted some of the expected added value for the years 2007-2013, which can be 
derived from the experience gained under the current ESPON 2006 programme.  

 
Our first analysis has allowed formulating a number of “general observations”, which are 
summarised in ANNEX 3 of this report (boxes 1 & 2). They aimed at further deepening / 
fine-tuning the introduction and Sections I.1 & I.2 and at initiating more substantial 
modifications in the context of Section II.1 (analysis of the present situation). These general 
observations were intensively discussed during a joint working meeting between the 
evaluators and representatives of the future programme (Managing Authority; ESPON-CU).  
 
All suggestions of the evaluability assessment were - in a very pro-active manner - taken into 
consideration during the next step of the programme elaboration process. This openness has 
allowed presenting a significantly improved analysis of the socio-economic situation and of 
the existing needs with respect to applied territorial research in the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 
Programme.  
 
Due to these improvements, the evaluators were able to start their in-depth evaluation 
according to the suggested methodology. 
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4.2. The in-depth evaluation and related “first recommendations”  
 
According to the overall approach adopted for this ex-ante evaluation, the evaluators were 
required  
 

• to examine the preliminary analysis of the socio-economic (and territorial) situation of 
the European territory (SWOT-like) and the key sectors of intervention presented in 
the draft ESPON 2013 programming document (sub-task 1.1),  

 
• to appraise and assess the relevance of the approach underlying the programme 

strategy, i.e. relevance of the programme priorities and objectives proposed, in 
relation to the needs identified (sub-task 1.2). 

 
The main elements of the socio-economic and territorial situation analysis in the 2nd Draft 
ESPON 2013 programme are presented in the programme introduction (Chapter I, sections 
I.1-I.4) and in the programme-related SWOT-analysis properly speaking (Chapter II, sections 
II.2.1-II.2.4).  
 
The following sub-sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 present an in-depth analysis of the 2nd Draft 
ESPON 2013 Programme that was realised with respect to the above-mentioned ex-ante 
evaluation tasks. 
 
 
4.2.1. An appraisal of the socio-economic (and territorial) situation analysis 

and of the key sectors of intervention  
 
Due to the substantial progress that has been made between the 1st and the 2nd Draft 
ESPON 2013 Programme, one can generally observe that the analysis of the socio-
economic and territorial situation and of future development perspectives has reached a very 
satisfactory level of quality.  
 
Only a few further improvements are necessary in the respective sections of the 2nd Draft that 
will now be highlighted. For this purpose, the assessment is divided in two parts. The first 
part will briefly review some of the introductory sections of the programme that aim at 
describing the wider context in which the future ESPON 2013 programme will operate. The 
second part examines more in depth the assessment of the socio-economic situation / of the 
related needs and proceeds to a more structured evaluation of the programme’s SWOT-
analysis. 
 

Review of programme’s introductory sections  
 
Our brief review focuses on the programme introduction properly speaking (Chapter I and 
sections I.1-I.4), but also on the introductory section of the programme-related SWOT-
analysis (Section II.2.1).  
 
In all these introductory sections of the 2nd Draft Operational Programme, some 
weaknesses could be detected that should be eliminated during the next stage of the 
programme-elaboration process (see also: ANNEX 4, box 1). 
 
In the current Section I.1 describing the “Framework conditions related to the development 
of the European territory”, some minor text improvements should be realised: 
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• The first and last sentences of the section relating both to the contribution of the 
ESPON 2006 Programme for identifying territorial challenges could be grouped 
together and form an introductory statement to the section. 

 
• The first and the last bullets are strongly correlated and address the global economic 

conditions of European territorial development. They could be grouped together, 
showing that internal market forces within the EU are not independent from the global 
economic competition. In addition, the issue of a “fragmentation of the European 
economy” could be added here. 

 
• A new bullet point should be added, showing the growing interactions between the 

EU territory and its environment (neighbourhood, Europe in the world) in terms of 
demography (migration pressure, demographic decline), economy (access to EU 
markets, economic inter-penetration at intercontinental scale), environment 
(Mediterranean, Black Sea) and energy supply (fossil resources, pipelines). 

 
• The bullet point stating that “energy prices are increasing which as well has more 

impacts on some regions than others” should be re-formulated. A suggestion can 
read as follows: “Growing energy prices and the emergence of a new energy 
paradigm have strong territorial impacts, some regions being more affected and 
others showing substantial potential for the production of renewable energy”. 

 
In the present text of Section I.2, describing “Milestones in policy development relevant for 
regions and larger territories”, a clear link with respect to the afore-mentioned Section I.1 
(“Framework conditions...”) is hardly visible. To improve this situation, the following 
suggestion is made:  
 

• After recalling the main EU policy documents (p.6), such as the Structural Policies 
and the Lisbon Agenda, the three bullet points relating to the strategic objectives of 
key importance of (p.7) should be placed immediately after that (creating a logical 
follow-up). These bullet points should then be followed by the sentence “the EU 
Commissioner and Ministers…”.  

 
• Only then, the section “for regions and larger territories …” should be placed, 

however with a number of additional bullet points that provide policy answers to the 
challenges and issues identified in Section I.1.  

 
• From this arrangement it would result that, in addition to the Lisbon Strategy, also 

other policy contributions are urgently needed. The last paragraph of Section I.2 could 
in fact become the first paragraph of Section I.3. 

 
Also in the context of Section I.3, describing the “Expectations to the ESPON 2013 
Programme”, some modifications should be made: 
 

• The last paragraph (“The final beneficiaries”) should be put at the beginning. This 
change would better highlight that the expectations described afterwards are in fact 
those of the various policy makers.  

 
• Beyond that a new paragraph should be added, indicating that policy makers need, 

for the design of their policies, substantial information on long-term evolutions and 
perspectives (which cannot all be derived from trends) and which draw the attention 
on changing framework conditions. 
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Section I.4 (“Structural Funds”) is well structured, but its title should be changed into 
“ESPON 2013 in relation to Structural Funds”. 
 
Our review ends with a number of more substantial remarks that concern the introduction 
to the programme-related SWOT-analysis (Section II.2.1 “Main European territorial 
structures and characteristics”). Despite the significant progress achieved with respect to 
the 1st Draft, there are several aspects in Section II.2.1 that should be revised in order to 
make it more homogeneous:  
 

• The title of the introductory section is extremely ambitious compared to the 
description that follows. Some parts of the text actually correspond to the title, but 
they only enumerate a few characteristics of European territorial structures. Others 
are related to potential territorial dynamics and to policy aspects that should not be 
mentioned here. To convert this part into a sufficiently robust introduction for the 
following SWOT-like analysis of “the European territory and its evolution”, our 
suggestion is to summarise in a few paragraphs the basic characteristics and 
dynamics of the European territory.  

 
• In addition, also the present and future changes in the global context (especially the 

accelerating globalisation and climate change) and in Europe’s neighbourhood (for 
instance growing in-migration pressure) should be better highlighted. Also the related 
impacts on changes of the European territory, generating new regional challenges 
such as the needs for stronger competitiveness, for prevention measures related to 
climate change, for better socio-cultural integration policies etc., should be better 
stressed. 

 
Assessment of the programme’s SWOT-analysis 

 
To prepare our in-depth evaluation of the SWOT-like analysis on the current socio-economic 
situation and of future territorial development challenges (Section II.2.2 “The European 
territory and its evolution”), a number of strategic reference documents have been 
reviewed (see: text box 1 below) alongside the basic evaluation questions that were 
elaborated in relation to sub-task 1.1. 
 
 

Text Box 1 
 

• “Third Cohesion Report” (European Commission, February 2004). 
• “Third progress report on cohesion: towards a new partnership for growth, jobs and cohesion” (European 

Commission, May 2005). 
• “Community Strategic Guidelines 2007-2013: Cohesion Policy in support of growth and jobs” (European 

Commission, July 2005) 
• “Facing the challenge: the Lisbon Strategy for growth and employment”. Report from the High Level 

Group chaired by Wim Kok (November 2004). 
• “Working together for growth and jobs. A new start for the Lisbon Strategy”. Communication of the 

European Commission to the Spring European Council (2005). 
• “Time to move up a gear. The new partnership for growth and jobs”. Communication from the 

Commission to the Spring European Council 2006. 
• “Creating an innovative Europe”. Report of the Independent Expert Group on R&D and Innovation 

appointed following the Hampton Court Summit. January 2006. 
• Commission’s “Thematic Evaluation of the Structural Fund’s contribution to the Lisbon Strategy” 

(Synthesis Report, February 2005). 
• “Mid-term evaluation of the ESPON 2006 Programme”. Prepared for the ESPON Co-ordination Unit 

(December 2003). 
• “ESPON Mid-term Evaluation Update, Final Report”. Prepared by MVA for the ESPON programme 

(September 2005). 
• Towards an ESPON II programme: Outline prepared by the ESPON Monitoring Committee as input for 

discussion in the SUD Committee on 16 December 2005 (Version 5 December 2005).  
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• ESPON-INTERACT “Thematic Study on Spatial Visions and Scenarios” (May 2006). 
• ESPON Synthesis reports 2004 and 2005. 
• ESPON Project 3.2. on long-term scenarios related to territorial development in Europe 

 
 
 
Based upon this document-review, a cross-referencing exercise was realised to examine 
whether the programme-related SWOT-analysis sufficiently aware of the most important 
strategic issues related to territorial development and – if necessary – to identify 
complementary / additional strategic issues that should be mentioned in the analysis. The 
outcome of this exercise is presented in a SWOT-like cross-referencing table (see : figure 
4), which lists a number of quotations from the documents reviewed in relation to which the 
programme-based SWOT-analysis could be further improved. 
 
The cross-referencing exercise allows concluding that the overall assessment in the 2nd 
Draft does already well reflect a wide range of strategic issues that should have been 
taken into consideration. Most of the ex-ante evaluation questions formulated in relation to 
sub-task 1.1 are also sufficiently addressed by the current programme version.  
 
The cross-referencing table points however to some strategic issues that need to be 
better taken into consideration during the next stage of the programme-elaboration 
process (see also: ANNEX 4, box 2): 
 

• In the paragraph on Strengths, it should also be mentioned that the catching up 
process of the weakest regions of the EU has been significant in recent years. 

 
• In the paragraph on Weaknesses, some aspects under the 1st bullet point should be 

re-considered. It is true that regional disparities in the EU have been increasing as a 
result of the recent EU enlargement. But it should also be considered that overall 
disparities have been falling across the EU since 1995. The second bullet point (p.15) 
concerns more the future than the present situation and is therefore rather “threat” 
than a “weakness”. Finally, there are also some other important aspects that could be 
better highlighted in the context of weaknesses (i.e. weak productivity and 
employment growth after 2000; widening of Europe’s innovation gap compared to the 
USA and Japan). 

 
• In the paragraph on Opportunities, it should be added in a bullet point that the 

increasing production of renewable energy will provide substantial development 
opportunities for a number of rural regions throughout the EU. 

 
• In the paragraph on Threats, it should be considered that disparities in GDP per head 

between Member States remain marked and that continued high growth will be 
needed for more than a generation in many new Member States if this gap is to be 
substantially reduced. This would also converge with the content of the 2nd bullet point 
of the “Weaknesses”, which should in fact be transferred here. In the context of the 1st 
bullet point (“Market forces support geographical concentration”), it is worth adding a 
sentence indicating that, in the context of accelerating globalisation, external 
competition is also growing, bringing with it numerous asymmetric shocks and adding 
to the process of geographical concentration of activities and population. It is finally 
worth adding a sentence under the bullet point “Ageing of population”, indicating that 
immigration from outside Europe, which may partly compensate for declining 
European population, is also likely to increase the issues of socio-cultural integration, 
especially in large cities. 
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Figure 4: SWOT-like cross-referencing table  
 
Evaluation 
Questions 

Strengths *) Weaknesses *) 

Situation and 
evolution of 
the European 
territory 

“Overall disparities have 
been falling across the EU 
since 1995. This fall has 
been more rapid between 
countries than between 
regions with internal 
regional disparities in 
several Member States 
increasing”.  (See “Third 
progress report on 
cohesion: towards a new 
partnership for growth, jobs 
and cohesion” European 
Commission; 2005); 
 

“After a promising start in 2000, employment growth 
slowed sharply, while productivity growth has been 
disappointing throughout, owing partly to the failure to 
take full advantage of the knowledge economy and 
information and communication technologies 
(Community Strategic guidelines 2007-2013); 
 
 “Europe‘s innovation gap is widening: the European 
Innovation Scoreboard shows that Europe lags behind 
the US in 9 out of 11 innovation indicators. Also within 
Europe, the innovation gap persists, as the Union too 
often fails to transform technological development into 
commercial products and processes” (Community 
Strategic Guidelines 2007-2013). 
 

Evaluation 
Questions 

Opportunities *) Threats *) 

Long-term 
perspectives 
and 
challenges of 
territorial 
development 
in Europe 
 

“High potentials exist in 
rural areas for the 
production of bio-fuels. The 
production of energy crops 
will progressively bring new 
sources of income to 
farmers, alleviating 
somewhat the problems of 
agriculture in peripheral 
rural regions. Set aside 
land will be reconverted 
into energy production.” 
(See ESPON Project 3.2., 
Synthesis Report June 
2006, Baseline Scenario). 
 

Regarding increasing energy price: “At European-wide 
scale, peripheral regions the economy of which is more 
dependent upon transportation, are likely to lose a part 
of their competitiveness because no major substitution 
possibilities to road and air transportation are possible. 
This trend works against polycentricity at global 
European level.” (See ESPON Project 3.2., Synthesis 
Report June 2006, Baseline scenario) 
 
“Disparities in GDP per head between Member States 
remain marked and continued high growth will be 
needed for more than a generation in many new 
member states if this gap is to be substantially 
reduced” (Third progress report on cohesion). 
 
“The socio-economic integration of specific population 
groups (in many cases young generations of non-
European origin) progressively becomes a serious 
issue in numerous European countries and generates 
socio-cultural manifestations.” (See ESPON Project 
3.2., Synthesis Report June 2006, Baseline Scenario) 
 

 
*) The text quotations only indicate aspects requiring further improvement in the programme-related SWOT-
analysis 
 
 
With respect to the SWOT-like analysis of experiences gained with the ESPON 2006 
Programme (Section II.2.3), already the mid-term evaluation and the up-date of mid-term 
evaluation have shown a number of aspects that worked out well, while others required 
immediate improvements or changes in the medium-term (especially in case of a potential 
successor programme).15 In addition, a policy-document of December 2005 entitled “Towards 
an ESPON II programme”16 has also capitalised on previous ESPON 2006 experiences and 
                                                
15 “Mid-term evaluation of the ESPON 2006 Programme”. Prepared for the ESPON Co-ordination Unit (December 
2003). “ESPON Mid-term Evaluation Update, Final Report”. Prepared by MVA for the ESPON programme 
(September 2005). 
16 Towards an ESPON II programme: Outline prepared by the ESPON Monitoring Committee as input for 
discussion in the SUD Committee on 16 December 2005 (Version 5 December 2005).  
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enumerated a large number of aspects that were successful or that will require further 
improvements and changes under a future ESPON 2013 programme (challenges / needs). 
Finally, also the “Thematic Study on Spatial Visions and Scenarios”17 has extensively 
reviewed the actual take-up of ESPON 2006 results by transnational and cross-border spatial 
visioning processes and formulated practical recommendation for further improving 
stakeholder-ownership, usability and demand-orientation under a future ESPON 2013 
programme. Beyond these sources, more recent and further up-dated reference documents 
expressing opinions on the experiences with and the wider achievements of the ESPON 
2006 Programme were not available at date of this in-depth evaluation. 18 
 
A cross-referencing of key messages in the above-quoted documents in relation to the 
programme’s SWOT-analysis has shown that nearby all aspects are actually covered by the 
respective Section II.2.3. Therefore, an elaboration of a SWOT-like cross-referencing was 
not considered necessary. There are however some suggestions for further 
improvements that relate mostly to formulations / text presentation, which should be taken 
into consideration during the next stage of the programme-elaboration process (see also: 
ANNEX 4, box 3): 
 

• In the paragraph on Strengths, the important role of awareness rising of decision-
makers about future development perspectives and issues should be added. 

 
• In the paragraph on Weaknesses, it should be highlighted that the currently strong 

academic orientation of numerous projects tends to make the access to ESPON 2006 
results difficult for decision-makers and planners. 

 
• In the paragraph on Opportunities, the related statements are mostly formulated like 

policy objectives. This should be changed through adopting a new type of formulation 
(e.g. Existing demand for support to policy documents in particular the 
implementation of Structural funds…; Existing potential for further improving 
systematic evidence…; Existing potential for strengthening a European dimension in 
territorial development policy … etc.). 

 
• In the paragraph on Threats, some statements seem to be related more to the 2000-

2006 period than to the future period 2007-2013 (e.g. Heavy procedures…; 
Insufficient analytical capacity…; Insufficient continuous quality control…etc.). It 
should be checked in how far these issues are also risks for the future and if - on the 
contrary - improvements in this respect are expected. In addition, it should be 
mentioned in relation to the lack of data that the new territorial challenges identified 
above will also require new territorial data, which still have to be collected and 
elaborated (i.e. on energy issues, impacts of globalization and of climate change, 
socio-cultural integration etc.). 

 
Our in-depth examination of the section on “Conclusions and main orientations for an 
ESPON 2007-2013 Programme” (Section II.2.4) shows that the various needs listed do 
well reflect the range of issues already highlighted in the policy-document “Towards 
an ESPON II programme”19 and are also linked in a very logic manner to programme’s 
SWOT-like analyses (Sections II.2.2 and II.2.3). The only points requiring minor 

                                                
17 ESPON-INTERACT “Thematic Study on Spatial Visions and Scenarios” (May 2006). 
18 Unfortunately, the Commission study on “Territorial cohesion – lessons from the ESPON programme projects 
and strategy for the future” (forthcoming publication of the final report expected by summer 2006) could not be 
reviewed, as the final version was not completed at date of the in-depth evaluation. 
19 “Towards an ESPON II programme - Outline prepared by the ESPON Monitoring Committee as input for 
discussion in the SUD Committee on 16 December 2005 (Version 5 December 2005). 
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changes, to which we would like to draw the attention of those elaborating the final Draft 
programme, are the following (see also: ANNEX 4, box 4):  
 

• The first point is of rather marginal importance. While comparing the section-title with 
its actual contents, it could be wise to slightly change the overall title of this section. A 
suggestion for a more appropriate solution could be the following: “Conclusions on 
main needs shaping the demand for an ESPON 2007-2013 Programme”. 

 
• A second point is more important and refers to an issue that should be better 

highlighted in the context of the “general needs”: The considerable impact of present 
and future changes in the global context and in Europe’s neighbourhood will result in 
new territorial challenges that have to be anticipated and studied. This creates new 
needs for the ESPON 2013 Programme in terms of data collection and substantial 
needs with respect to prospective and exploratory research, also involving forecasts 
based upon long-term oriented scenarios. 

 
 
4.2.2. An appraisal of the relevance of the approach underlying the programme 

strategy. 
 
Considering the substantial improvements that have been made between the 1st Draft and 
the 2nd Draft Operational Programme, but provided that the above-made suggestions are 
also pro-actively taken into consideration, one can already state that the proposed 
strategy as outlined in the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme largely corresponds to 
the needs identified in the concluding analysis of the socio-economic and territorial 
situation (Section II.2.4). 
 
There are however a number of points that were already raised above in our assessment 
of the programme’s SWOT-analysis (see: 4.2.1), in relation to which more concrete 
“connecting-points” within the programme strategy should be created:  
 

• A first point relates to the need to make possible exploratory investigations (new 
driving forces, future territorial challenges, changes in the global context), even if 
these are not strictly based on an immediate policy demand. An important function of 
such research activities is namely to contribute to awareness-raising, which will lead 
at a later stage to changes in policy demand.  

 
• A second point relates to the need to explore more systematically territorial flows 

throughout Europe and to develop the ESPON data base consequently.  
 

• A final and important point relates to the realisation of a feasibility investigation on 
further comparable territorial data in Europe (before contracting a project for 
improving the data base). The objective is to gain more knowledge on what is feasible 
and where are the limits of comparability, so as to better define the terms of reference 
of the data base project itself. 

 
The above-raised points would require a punctual fine-tuning and clarification of some 
statements for strategic and specific objectives (Section II.2) as well as a number of text-
improvements in the description of the suggested main types of action at the level of the 
priorities concerned (Section II.3).  
 
Due to this, a number of recommendations is elaborated that should be considered in a 
further revision of these parts of the programme (see also: ANNEX 4, box 5), which will also 
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have to be realised on ground recommendations formulated in other parts of the in-depth 
evaluation. 
 
 
4.3. “Key findings” of the progress evaluation  
 
For the elaboration of the Draft Final ESPON 2013 programme (12 September 2006), a 
larger number of modifications were realised throughout the various introductory sections 
(Chapter I, sections I.1-I.4) and within the programme-related SWOT-analysis (Chapter II, 
sections II.2.1-II.2.4). The progress realised by these modifications and the concrete 
effects regarding a quality-improvement of the programming document can be 
summarised as follows:  
 

• The modifications have further improved the socio-economic (and territorial) 
situation analysis in the programme and increased the overall relevance of the 
approach underlying the programme strategy. The recommendations formulated 
by the ex-ante evaluators on the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme (ANNEX 4, 
boxes 1-5) have extensively been taken into consideration, including those 
suggesting a further fine-tuning / clarification of some programme objectives (Section 
II.2) and of several programme priorities (Section II.3).  

 
• Only in the context of the SWOT-analysis, minor shortcomings do persist. 

These shortcomings can however be easily be eliminated. The third bullet point under 
“weaknesses” (Dominant core in economic terms: …) and the second bullet point 
under “opportunities” (Disparities between regions: …) should both be transferred to 
“threats”, as they are much more related to the future than to the present situation. 

 
The comments formulated by delegations attending the ESPON Monitoring Committee 
meeting (20-21 September 2006) did not suggest many changes that aimed at further 
improving the analysis of the socio-economic situation and the relevance of the strategy in 
relation to the needs identified. The delegations from Germany, Finland and Sweden 
suggested that the introductory chapter should place the existing intergovernmental spatial 
development co-operation and related strategy documents in a more prominent position. 
 
The Final Draft ESPON 2013 programme (1 December 2006) has been improved in 
several respects with regard to the relevance of the programme strategy for the needs 
identified. The following changes made are considered as appropriate: 
 

• In the section on “general needs”: The addition of a reference to the further 
evolvement of EU Cohesion Policy needing support by territorial indicators takes 
account of the fact that the EU Cohesion Policy may be modified and may need 
additional territorial indicators for its definition and implementation. 

 
• In the section on “needs to ensure a smooth operation of the ESPON 2013 

Programme”: The inclusion of a reference to a Capitalisation Strategy is important, 
as the results already achieved in terms of research and collection of relevant 
territorial information should actively be used in addition to the carrying out of further 
research. 

 
• In the “Summing up” section: The reference to a need for further work on territorial 

indicators and indexes measuring territorial cohesion is important, as the concept and 
objective of territorial cohesion is so far insufficiently precise and its measurement 
remains difficult for this reason. 
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Yet, however, we suggest a number of additional changes to further improve the quality of 
the existing text in the most recent version of the programming document: (1) The third 
“general need” (p.22) “Comparable evidence on sector policies with a territorial impact is 
needed” should be formulated as “Comparable evidence on the territorial impacts of sector 
policies influencing the territory”. The evidence needed refers to the territorial impacts of 
such policies and not to the sector policies themselves. (2) Second bullet point of “Summing 
up” (on p.24), second sentence: “Territorial cohesion and cooperation has become explicit 
issues” should be “Territorial cohesion and cooperation have become explicit issues”. (3) 
Specific objectives (tenth bullet on p.28): “A monitoring system for European territorial trends 
and policy impacts shall be established to ensure relevant information to the target groups on 
the territorial in relation to...”. Either a word is missing or it should be “on the territory”.  
 
 
4.4. Summary Conclusions  
 
If one considers the most recent version of the ESPON 2013 Programme (1 December 
2006), the following summary conclusions can be formulated with respect to the socio-
economic (and territorial) situation analysis and to the relevance of the approach underlying 
the programme strategy: 
 

• The ESPON 2013 Programme takes adequately into account the territorial 
challenges of the present situation and of coming decade. In this respect, it is 
more forward-looking than the ESPON 2006 Programme was and its usefulness for 
decision makers will therefore be higher. The SWOT-like analysis of the European 
territory is rather detailed and differentiated.  

 
• The analysis of the achievements and limitations of the ESPON 2006 

Programme (SWOT-like analysis) is extensive and precise. It makes possible the 
conception of a new ESPON Programme which capitalises on the experiences made 
in recent years and departs from a number of shortcomings shown by the past 
programme.  

 
• The listing of “general needs” reflects correctly the expectations of policy 

makers towards a European programme delivering territorial information. It 
addresses the territorial potentials and the larger territorial context of regions, the 
territorial impacts of sector policies, the territorial challenges resulting from mega-
trends, the possible evolution of the EU Cohesion Policy and the diversity of policy 
makers involved. 

 
• The strategy pays a great deal of attention to the use of ESPON results in 

practice and contains provisions regarding the identification of expectations of 
potential users, the need of making knowledge more operational, the 
dissemination of results up to the generation of awareness-raising processes 
etc. This is likely to eliminate one of the shortcomings of the past ESPON 2006 
Programme. 
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5. The rationale of programme strategy, its internal 
coherence and the degree of risk involved in the 
choice of priorities  

 
 
5.1. “General observations” resulting from the evaluability 

assessment  
 
The evaluability assessment has extensively examined those parts of the 1st Draft ESPON 
2013 Programme that refer to the strategy properly speaking, i.e. the introduction to the 
programme strategy and Section II.2 on “Objectives” as well as Section II.3 on “Priorities”. 
 

• The introduction contained a clear and short description of the main elements that 
make up the strategy of the future ESPON 2013 programme, highlighting also six 
“basic principles” that have guided the elaboration of the programme strategy.  

 
• In the section on Objectives, a clear hierarchy had been established between the 

three types of programme objectives20 and also a larger number of statements were 
elaborated that aimed at further specifying each of these objective-types.  

 
• The entire section on Priorities was already well-elaborated and contained a broad 

variety of information on the operational part of the future ESPON 2013 Programme. 
Throughout the various sub-sections, the objectives for the individual priorities were 
more or less well elaborated and also a detailed description for the envisaged 
programme actions was given (at that stage, 15 actions in total).  

 
As concerns the introduction, only one general observation relating to the basic principles 
had been formulated (i.e. they could stronger focus on some important strategic aspects21 
that were already mentioned in several policy documents22 issued during the initial debate on 
the future programme). With respect to the other sections (Objectives & Priorities), an 
already lager number of general observation had been formulated that are summarised in 
ANNEX 3 of this report (boxes 3 & 4). They provided suggestions for further improving and 
fine-tuning the objective system in order to strengthen its overall coherence / logic and for 
improving the overall presentation of the programme priorities in order to sharpen the overall 
intervention logic. These general observations were intensively discussed during a joint 
working meeting between the evaluators and representatives of the future programme 
(Managing Authority; ESPON-CU).  
 
Subsequently, nearby all suggestions made in the evaluability assessment were - in a very 
pro-active manner - taken into consideration during the next step of the programme 
elaboration process. Due to this positive attitude, a substantially improved strategy section 
could be presented in the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme.  
 
This has enabled the evaluators to start with their in-depth assessment according to the 
suggested methodology. 

                                                
20 In the 1st Draft: “strategic objective” à“overall objectives” à “specific objectives”. 
21 Clearer focus on “demand-orientation”, the user-friendly approach and the transfer-orientation (communication, 
networking, dialogue and awareness-raising). Further widening of the “quality” principle. 
22 “Dialogue on an ESPON II programme” (April 2006). “Towards an ESPON II programme” (December 2005) 
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5.2. The in-depth evaluation and related “first recommendations”  
 
According to the overall approach adopted for this ex-ante evaluation, the evaluators are 
required  
 

• to examine the programme strategy’s rationale and its validity (sub-task 2.1),  
 

• to realise an in-depth cross-analysis of the relationships and complementarities 
between the different priorities and assess the adequacy of the financial allocation to 
each priority (sub-task 2.2),  

 
• to appraise the degree of policy risk involved in the choice of priorities and to examine 

the level of innovativeness of the programme (sub-task 2.3).  
 
The main elements of the ESPON 2013 Programme strategy are presented in Chapter II of 
the 2nd Draft, i.e. the basic programme objectives (in section II.2) and the different 
programme priorities (in section II.3) are defined.  
 
The following sub-sections 5.2.1-5.2.4 present an in-depth analysis of the 2nd Draft ESPON 
2013 Programme, which was realised with respect to the above-mentioned ex-ante 
evaluation tasks. Only an appraisal of the adequacy of financial allocations to the different 
programme priorities could not be realised at this stage, as the financial tables in Chapter 4 
of the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme were not yet completed. This specific aspect will 
therefore be addressed at a later stage of the ex-ante evaluation (see: section 5.3). 
 
 
5.2.1. The rationale of the programme strategy and the validity of its 

intervention logic 
 
The rationale of the ESPON 2013 programme strategy is spelled out through an initial 
statement on the wider programme purpose and through various objective statements at 
different levels of hierarchy (i.e. wider programme objectives; objectives at priority level). 
These objective statements altogether make up the wider “objective system” of the 
programme.  
 
The overall purpose of the ESPON 2013 Programme is (…) to support the “reinforcement of 
regional policy with studies, data and observation of development trends”, seen as a 
necessity as part of Structural Funds 2007-2013, in particular related to actions under 
Objective 3, “European Territorial Cooperation”.23  
 
In relation to this main purpose, the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme defines an objective 
system that covers two main hierarchical layers (see: figure 5): 
 

1. An “Overall Aim” and a set of 25 higher-ranking objectives (Section II.2), with 
the latter split up into 3 “Overall Objectives” (OVOs), 6 “Strategic Objectives” (STOs) 
and 16 “Specific Objectives” (SPOs). 

 
2. A set of 27 “Operational Objectives” (OPOs) defined at the level of the 5 

programme priorities (Section II.3), which are distributed as follows: Seven OPOs 
under Priority 1, three OPOs under Priority 2, six OPOs under Priority 3, four OPOs 
under Priority 4 and finally seven OPOs under Priority 5. 

 

                                                
23 Second Draft ESPON 2013 Programme (25th of July 2006), p. 5 
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A comprehensive presentation of all objective statements mentioned in the 2nd Draft 
ESPON 2013 programme can be found in ANNEX 5 of this report. 
 
 
Figure 5: “Objective System” of the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme 
 

 
 
 
An in-depth appraisal of all objective statements shows that the overall rationale of the 
ESPON 2013 programme strategy is already characterised by a significant degree of 
consistency. One can observe a logical progression from a limited number of general 
objective statements defining the main focus of the programme (i.e. overall aim; overall 
objectives), over a wider range of more targeted objective statements making further 
concrete the aforementioned ones (strategic objectives; specific objectives), down to 
objectives at priority-level specifying what the programme interventions should actually 
achieve (operational objectives). Within the wider objective system, especially the strategic 
and specific objectives (STOs, SPOs) have to be considered the “core element” of the 
programme strategy. Altogether, they establish an integrated meta-level of objectives with 
clear links towards both the more general objectives and the lower-ranking operational 
objectives (i.e. defined for the 5 priorities). 
 
Despite this generally positive situation, there are still several cases where the clarity and 
quality of objective statements could be further improved (see also: ANNEX 12, box 1).  
 

• Substantial improvements are considered necessary at the level of the “overall 
aim” and the 3 “overall objectives” (OVOs). The overall aim should normally 
contain the most general objective-statement, which is then further specified by the 

 
Overall Aim 

3 Overall Objectives (OVOs) 

6 Strategic Objectives (STOs) 

16 Specific Objectives (SPOs) 

Priority 1: 
 
 

7 
Operational 
Objectives 

(OPOs) 

Priority 5: 
 
 

7 
Operational 
Objectives 

(OPOs) 
 

Priority 4: 
 
 

4 
Operational 
Objectives 

(OPOs) 
 

Priority 3: 
 
 

6 
Operational 
Objectives 

(OPOs) 
 

Priority 2: 
 
 

3 
Operational 
Objectives 

(OPOs) 
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objectives at the next lower levels. In case of the 2nd Draft of the ESPON 2013 
programme, this clear hierarchy regarding the level of concreteness of the statements 
is not yet fully realised. In addition to that, the different OVO statements in the 2nd 
Draft all make reference to the previous ESPON 2006 programme. In fact, a single 
reference on ESPON 2006 could be made at the level of the “overall aim” in order to 
make the 3 OVO-statements more straight-forward. As a consequence, we suggest 
re-formulating slightly the “overall aim” and the three OVOs. 

 
• Minor improvements are also required in the context of the 6 “strategic 

objectives”. In fact, the current statements for STO 2 - 6 still lack of a sufficiently 
straight-forward formulation that clearly indicates what the respective objectives are 
expected to achieve. As a consequence, we suggest that a number of minor text 
modifications for the above-mentioned STOs are made.  

 
The above-suggested changes will – according to our judgement – neither affect the basic 
nature of the programme objectives concerned nor the overall orientation of the strategy’s 
rationale. The main effect of these changes is mostly to further strengthen the hierarchical 
positioning of individual objectives within the wider programme objective system and/or to 
improve the straight-forwardness of individual objective-statements (i.e. increased clarity on 
what should actually be achieved by the programme). 
 
The intervention logic of the ESPON 2013 programme is made up of the “objective 
system” as well as of the envisaged actions that shall be realised in the context of the 
different programme priorities and the related implementation provisions (operational 
provisions, target group & beneficiaries).  
 
Across the five programme priorities, a total of 14 different actions are envisaged to be 
realised in the future (see: figure 6). Regarding the description of actions and of other 
provisions (i.e. operational provisions, specification of target groups/beneficiaries), some 
improvements are however considered necessary (see also: ANNEX 12, box 2): 
 

• Priority 1: In case of the detailed description of the first action (P1-A1), the title in 
bold should correspond to the above-mentioned one in the bullet-pointed 
enumeration of actions. In fact, the current reference to “territorial impacts” should be 
eliminated and be replaced by “studies of territorial trends and prospective studies. In 
the description of P1-A1, the last paragraph could be linked to the second one in 
order to provide a more comprehensive description for future trends analyses/ 
prospective studies. 

 
• Priority 2: The first larger paragraph after the bullet-pointed enumeration of actions 

could actually go to the sub-section on operational provisions, as it specifies aspects 
that apply to all actions under this priority. One could also give a thought to including 
a reference on “European associations representing local/regional authorities” in the 
description of the target group / beneficiaries, as they might be one specific group of 
actors that is considered in a future “European screening of interest” (see operational 
provisions of P2). 

 
• Priority 3: The first two paragraphs of the description of P3-A1 should in fact form 

one single paragraph that adopts the same title as outlined in the bullet-pointed 
enumeration of actions above. The current split tends to create confusion in the 
identification of this action. Within the new paragraph, however, the individual 
elements (Territorial Database, Tools) could again be highlighted separately (e.g. by 
underlining or putting into bold characters). 
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Figure 6: Envisaged actions under the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme 
 
Priority Reference Title of the Action 

P1-A1 Cross-thematic and thematic analysis (defining 
territorial potentials and challenges), including studies 
of territorial trends and prospective studies 

P1-A2 
 

Territorial impact studies on EU policies 

Priority 1:  
Applied research on territorial 
development, competitiveness and 
cohesion: Evidence on territorial 
trends and policy impacts 

P1-A3 Knowledge Support System  
 

P2-A1 
 

Integrated studies and thematic analysis 

P2-A2 Knowledge support to experimental and innovative 
actions 

Priority 2:  
Targeted analysis based on user 
demand: European perspective to 
development of different types of 
territories P2-A3 Joint actions related to other Structural Fund 

Programmes 
P3-A1 ESPON Territorial Database, including data validation 

and improvement 
P3-A2 

 
Tools development and maintenance 

Priority 3:  
Scientific platform and tools: 
Comparable regional data, analytical 
tools and scientific support 

P3-A3 Territorial Monitoring System and Reports 
 

P4-A1 
 

European seminars and events  

P4-A2 
 

Transnational networking activities  

Priority 4:  
Awareness raising, empowerment 
and involvement: Capacity building, 
dialogue and networking  
 P4-A3 

 
Synthesis reports and publications 

P5-A1 
 

Implementation of Communication Strategy Priority 5: 
Communication and 
technical/analytical assistance 
 

P5-A2 ECP national networking and dissemination carried 
through by the ECP network 

 
 

• Priority 4: The basic difference between “European Seminars” (P4-A1) and 
“Transnational Networking Activities” (P4-A2) should be better highlighted, as the 
current description tends to create some overlap between them. This could be 
achieved by better stressing the differences with respect to the basic purpose / the 
geographical scope / the themes addressed (in the description of each action), but 
also by further differentiating the operational provisions and the target group 
orientation for each of them (in the respective sub-sections of Priority 4). The current 
listing of main stakeholder groups to be addressed by P4-A1 could be further 
improved. OECD and the Council of Europe’s CEMAT should be grouped under a 
common heading “international organisations”. The MOT is in fact an advisory 
structure set up by the French central government, which should not be brought into 
relation with European associations / networks of local and regional authorities (it 
could be included into the last bullet point). The target group specification for the 
entire Priority 4 should be further improved, which could support our first remark in 
this paragraph. This could be achieved by transferring the current listing of main 
stakeholder groups to be addressed by P4-A1 under this sub-section and by creating 
a similar one for P4-A2. 

 
• Priority 5: The entire description in the various sub-sections of this priority needs to 

be reviewed and further completed. With respect to the sub-section “main types of 
action”, a major inconsistency exists between the bullet-pointed enumeration of 
actions and the following in-depth description. In fact, there are 7 bullet-pointed 
actions foreseen and only 2 in-depth descriptions provided. We therefore suggest 
creating only three bullet points (merger of bullet points 2 & 3 into one; merger of 
bullet points 4-7 into one) and at providing a comprehensive description for all 
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activities related to administrative & financial programme management, technical 
assistance, analytical activities etc. (introduction of a new action P5-A3 in the context 
of the detailed description). In addition to that, also other sub-sections need to be 
reviewed / changed (i.e. “operational provisions”) or further elaborated (“target groups 
& beneficiaries” in relation to the communication strategy and the ECP-networking). 

 
In case of Priorities 1-4, the above-suggested changes will – according to our judgement – 
not affect their basic nature, as they only aim at correcting smaller errors and at 
strengthening further their consistent presentation. In case of Priority 5, however, the 
suggested improvements will however lead to a major change in the programming document. 
They add another action (P5-A3) and increase the total number of envisaged actions across 
all priorities to 15. 
 
By relating the priorities and envisaged actions to the entire objective system, one can 
conclude the following: The 5 priorities of the programme are strongly corresponding 
to the higher-ranking programme objectives and the envisaged actions are generally 
well linked to the objectives defined under the respective priorities. Provided that the 
above-recommended improvements are largely taken into consideration at a later stage of 
the programming process, it appears that the ESPON 2013 programme’s intervention 
logic as a whole can be considered valid.  
 
In addition to this more general judgement, some specific observations should however be 
added:  
 

• Although the ESPON 2013 programme refers at various occasions to the renewed 
Lisbon Agenda and the Gothenburg Strategy, its interventions will not directly 
contribute to promote the related objectives on economic growth, social 
cohesion and sustainability. This is a result of the ESPON 2013 programme’s 
specific nature, i.e. a programme realising “only“ immaterial interventions that focus 
on improving existing and generating new European-wide knowledge in relation to 
territorial development (studies, international seminars & other events, scientific 
networking etc.).  

 
• The ESPON 2013 programme strategy explicitly provides for a pronounced 

“openness” with respect to other EU-programmes addressing similar / related 
aspects, i.e. the future Objective 1 & 2 programmes and in particular the future 
programmes of the Objective 3 on “European Territorial Co-operation”. The issue of 
synergy and complementarity with other EU-activities (including neighbouring 
programmes) is even made a “strategic objective” (STO5) and appears to be at the 
very heart of several programme activities (P2-A3; P3-A2; P4-A1). 

 
 
5.2.2. The relationships between the various programme objectives 

(interdependencies) 
 
The present section focuses on an analysis of the relationships between the different 
programme objectives and generally aims at revealing how programme objectives condition 
one another (interdependencies) and to what extent programme objectives are supporting 
each other (mutual reinforcement). On ground of this relationship-analysis, one can also pin-
point potential inconsistencies or objective-conflicts within the objective system and highlight 
potential synergies that exist within the wider programme. 
 
In our case, the relationship-analysis will focus on examining the interdependencies that exist 
among the higher-ranking programme objectives and on exploring effects of mutual 
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reinforcement between operational objectives at priority-level and higher-ranking programme 
objectives.  
 

Relations between higher-ranking programme objectives 
 
In a first step, the relationship-analysis makes use of an objective tree diagram to illustrate 
existing interdependencies among the different types of higher-ranking programme 
objectives (SPOs, SPOs, OVOs), both in a downward and in an upward direction (see: 
ANNEX 6).  
 
The objective tree allows revealing the following main features that characterise the 
relations between higher-ranking programme objectives:  
 

• Most of the higher-ranking objectives share a similar focus that connects themselves 
through solid primary relations in a downward direction (OVOs à STOs à SPOs). 
This clear logic link between those objectives allows grouping them into 3 “objective 
families”, for which the main reference base is one of the 3 OVOs. The first family 
regroups all objectives that focus on “enhancing European evidence and knowledge 
in relation territorial cohesion and development” (OVO1 & STO1 & SPOs 6-11). The 
second one regroups all objectives that focus on realising a “policy-demand driven 
approach for defining themes and policies to be addressed by applied research 
actions” (OVO2 & STO2 & SPOs1-3). Under the third family, all objectives are 
regrouped that focus on “adopting a user-oriented approach for the ESPON 2013 
programme” (OVO3 & STOs 3-4 & SPOs 4, 5, 12-14).  

 
• There are a few higher-ranking objectives that can not directly be related to one of the 

three above-mentioned “objective families” (STOs 5 & 6, SPOs 15 & 16). They 
develop a somehow cross-cutting effect in relation to these objective families and 
have therefore to be considered horizontal objectives. The upward effects of these 
horizontal objectives are partly directed towards the 3 OVOs (in case of STOs 5 & 6) 
and partly towards other STOs belong to one of the objective families (in case of 
SPOs 15 & 16). The fact that these horizontal objectives are located at different levels 
within the objective system indicates however a certain inconsistency that needs to 
be further examined during the next steps of the analysis.  

 
• The large majority of STOs and SPOs belonging to one of the three “objective-

families” are also characterised by strong secondary links in an upward direction 
(SPO à STOs à OVOS). This means that they make an additional contribution to 
the achievement of other objectives. Secondary links are either developed in relation 
to objectives of another “objective family” or in relation to some of the horizontal 
objectives (STOs 5 & 6). 

 
This layer of the programme objective system is characterised by a high degree of 
interdependence among the objectives concerned and by an already well-developed 
level of overall consistency. The large majority of higher-ranking objectives (21 out of 25) 
are linked to one another through logical links that allow grouping them together into 3 
objective families (primary relations, in a downward direction). Nearby all higher-ranking 
objectives (23 out of 25) establish also a wide range of secondary relations in an upward 
direction, which indicate either an additional support effect towards another objective-family 
or a cross-cutting effect in relation to these objective families. 
 
There are however still some weaknesses that should be addressed during the next 
stage of the programme-elaboration process in order to further increase the internal 
consistency (see also: ANNEX 12, box 3): 
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• The two STOs that are currently linked to the user-oriented approach (STO 3 & 4) do 

not yet represent a sufficiently robust concretisation of OVO 3. Both objective 
statements have a rather precise focus and should therefore be transferred to a lower 
level, i.e. be converted into “specific objectives”. A simple transfer that maintains the 
current statements has the advantage that the secondary links of both objectives 
would be maintained (now in relation to STO 1 & 2). The transfer would however 
create a gap in the representation of “objective families” at the level of STOs, 
wherefore a new STO-statement should be elaborated that links up better to the 
formulation of OVO 3.  

 
• Improvements of individual objective-statements should also be considered in the 

case of SPOs 1-3: The current statements tend to create confusion, as two different 
terms are used in relation to the policy-demand approach (policy-demand & user-
demand). It is therefore suggested making use only of the term mentioned under 
OVO 2 (policy-demand). In addition, the focus of SPOs 1-3 is not yet fully clear, as 
they seem to address different types of actors / interests or aspects in relation to the 
policy-demand approach that should be better differentiated. It is therefore suggested 
to elaborate more clear-cut statements that precisely highlight the focus that should 
actually be addressed in each case. 

 
The above-suggested changes will add value to the important role of some objectives and 
help streamlining the entire set of specific objectives (by reducing their total number). 
 

Relations between priority-level operational objectives and  
higher-ranking programme objectives 

 
The second step of the relationship-analysis aims at identifying the potential magnitude of 
mutual reinforcement effects that tend to exist between both layers of the wider programme 
objective-system. For this purpose an extensive cross-referencing exercise is realised, which 
compares the relations between all operational objectives at priority-level and all higher-
ranking programme objectives.  
 
The matrix-based mapping of reinforcement effects (see: ANNEX 7) allows revealing the 
following main features that characterise the relations between both layers of the wider 
programme objective system:  
 

• With respect to an enhancement of European evidence and knowledge in 
relation territorial cohesion and development, the strongest mutual reinforcement 
effects (core relationships) do exist between the operational objectives of Priorities 1-
3 and the higher-ranking objectives jointly sharing this particular focus (OVO1 & 
STO1 & SPOs 6-11). Across all core relationships, the effects are very widespread at 
the level of OVO 1 / STO 1 and tend to become more selective if one looks across the 
specific objectives (SPOs 6-11). This selectivity also indicates a priority-specific 
division of labour in relation to the wider aspect of knowledge generation. Within this 
wider context, one has however to highlight the comparatively weak position of the 
specific objective focussing on a “quality control / validation of results and data 
through knowledge support within the programme” (SPO 9). Beyond the above-
mentioned core relationships, some isolated but still very strong reinforcement effects 
do exist in the context of Priorities 4 and 5, especially at the level of some specific 
objectives (SPOs 7, 9, 11). These are clear indications for synergic effects within the 
programme that should be exploited during the future programme implementation 
process. 
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• As regards a realisation of the policy-demand driven approach that shall define 
themes and policies to be addressed by applied research actions, the strongest 
mutual reinforcement effects (core relationships) do exist between the operational 
objectives of Priorities 1 and 2 and the higher-ranking objectives jointly sharing this 
particular focus (OVO2 & STO2 & SPOs1-3). The effects of these core relationships 
are comparatively more widespread under Priority 2 than under Priority 1, with the 
latter becoming more selective at the level of SPOs. Beyond these core relationships, 
some isolated and very strong reinforcement effects do exist in the context of Priority 
3 (at OVO and STO-level) and of Priority 4 (with respect to SPOs 2 & 3). Especially 
the latter relationship is interesting, as it highlights clear synergy potentials of 
awareness-raising & empowerment activities in relation to a realisation of the policy-
demand driven approach that should be carefully explored in the future. 

 
• Concerning the realisation of a user-oriented approach under the ESPON 2013 

programme, the strongest mutual reinforcement effects (core relationships) do exist 
between the operational objectives of Priorities 2, 3 and 4 and the higher-ranking 
objectives jointly sharing this particular focus (OVO3 & STOs 3-4 & SPOs 4, 5, 12-
14). The mutual reinforcement effects of these core relationships are comparatively 
more widespread under Priorities 2 and 3 than under Priority 4, with the latter 
becoming more selective already at the level of STOs and further on in the context of 
SPOs 12-14. Beyond these core relationships, a number of additional and very strong 
reinforcement effects do also exist in the context of Priority 1 (for STO 14) and 
especially of Priority 5 (with respect to SPOs 5, 12-14). According to this, there are 
clear synergy potentials between applied research generation and communication / 
technical assistance activities on the one hand and some specific components 
making up the user-oriented approach under the programme on the other hand (i.e. 
role played by the ECP-network; publishing of synthesis reports; consolidation of 
public access to ESPON results and data). 

 
• With respect to the horizontal strategic objectives cutting across the above-

mentioned “objective families” (STOs 5 & 6; SPOs 15 & 16), the mutual 
reinforcement effects can briefly be described as follows:  

 
o The strongest mutual reinforcement effects for achieving a “wide geographical 

coverage of ESPON activities” (STO 5) do exist under Priority 1 and confirm its 
strategic role in this respect (core relationships). At a less generalised level, 
however, very strong effects can also be observed under Priorities 3-5. They 
stress the important role played by a consolidated territorial knowledge base, a 
continuous assessment of territorial development trends, a European-wide policy 
dialogue, a publication of written evidence and communication measures as well 
as by ECP national networking to ensure internal coherence and co-ordination.  

 
o In case of an achievement of “synergy and complementarity with respect to other 

Community activities” (STO 6), strongest mutual reinforcement effects do exist 
under Priorities 3 and 4 (core relationships). More isolated but still very strong 
reinforcement effects do also exist in the context of Priority 1 (i.e. identification of 
spatial structures & options for synergy through territorial co-operation) and of 
Priority 2 (analytical support & evidence for other Structural Funds programmes).  

 
o The “horizontal issues relating to the management and implementation system” 

(SPO 15 &16) show the strongest mutual reinforcement effects only in the context 
of Priority 5 (core relationship), however with considerably varying degrees of 
intensity. This variation of effect-intensity can in both cases be explained by the 
different levels of concreteness adopted in the respective objective statements. 
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The highly focussed statement of SPO15 results in a relatively weak core 
relationship at the level of Priority 5 and in more widespread secondary support 
relations with respect to a larger number of other operational objectives. The less 
specific statement of SPO16 results in a widespread core relationship at the level 
of Priority 5 and in a generalised coverage of all other programme priorities (P1-
P4) with secondary support relations. The above-said clearly indicates the precise 
nature of the inconsistency that characterises both horizontal objectives: The SPO 
16 should in fact be a horizontal objective at the same level as STOs 5 & 6, 
whereas SPO 15 should be moved further downwards in the hierarchy of 
programme objectives (i.e. at priority level). 

 
The relations between higher-ranking programme objectives and priority-level 
objectives are generally characterised by very strong mutual reinforcement effects. In 
most cases, these mutual reinforcement effects are becoming increasingly selective (or less 
widespread) at the level of SPOs and confirm that this objective-type is generally well 
fulfilling its intended function. The very strong reinforcement effects also clearly indicate that 
the different “objective strings” make - individually and jointly – a considerable contribution to 
achieve the overall aim of the ESPON 2013 programme. At a more general level, the 
above-said allows concluding that no conflicts do exist in the wider objective system 
and that both layers are already characterised a high level of overall consistency.  
 
There are however still some weaknesses that should be addressed during the next 
stage of the programme-elaboration process in order to further increase the internal 
consistency (see also: ANNEX 12, box 4): 
 

• The relatively weak position of SPO 9 in the wider context of an enhancement of 
European evidence and knowledge related to territorial cohesion and development 
should be eliminated. Quality control and a validation of results are of major 
importance for all territorial research actions that will be realised under the ESPON 
2013 programme. This important aspect is addressed by various objectives (SPOs 6 
& 9, OPO 1.7 and partially OPO 4.3), however with a different perspective in each 
case (i.e. programme-internal direct; programme-external). Due to this, the above-
mentioned objective statements should be used to elaborate a new and more 
comprehensive SPO-statement. The specific perspectives currently mentioned should 
however be maintained in the new SPO-statement and an additional link towards a 
usability check should be created. The more specific text references in SPO 6 (i.e. 
task forces / sounding boards) could be included into OPO 1.7, which seems to be 
the most appropriate location for this.  

 
• The inconsistency existing at the level of the two horizontal SPOs 15 & 16 needs to 

be eliminated. The less specific SPO 16 should be moved further up in the hierarchy 
of programme objectives (as a strategic objective). This requires however that a new 
and even wider objective statement is elaborated for this new STO, which also covers 
other aspects directly related to Priority 5 (e.g. communication activities). The highly 
focussed SPO 15 should be included as an operational objective under Priority 5, e.g. 
by merging it with OPO 5.5 that addresses the same aspect.   

 
The above-suggested changes will further strengthen the important role of some objectives / 
issues addressed and help streamlining the entire set of specific objectives (by reducing their 
total number).  
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5.2.3. The complementarity of envisaged priority-level actions and potential 
synergies among them  

 
This section of the ex-ante evaluation focuses mainly on analysing the complementarity of 
actions envisaged at priority level. A complementarity-assessment generally intends 
revealing whether / to what extent several actions contribute to achieve the same objective 
and thus are aimed at solving the same problem.  
 
In our case, complementarity of priority-level actions is analysed in relation to both layers of 
the programme objective system. It will examine their contribution to an achievement of 
higher-ranking programme objectives and to a realisation of operational objectives defined at 
priority-level. In addition, this section also aims at localising and quantifying potential synergy 
effects that might emerge from the mutual relations among envisaged actions at priority level.  
 

Complementarity of priority-level actions as regards the achievement  
of higher-ranking programme objectives 

 
In a first step, the complementarity-assessment shows how each priority (and its actions) as 
well as the combination of priorities (and their actions) contribute(s) to achieve the higher-
ranking objectives of the ESPON 2013 programme. For this purpose, an extensive cross-
referencing exercise has been realised that aimed at determining a degree of contribution for 
each of the 14 actions with respect to all of the 25 higher-ranking programme objectives. The 
overall result is presented in a specific matrix (see: ANNEX 8), in which only the highest 
contribution levels were earmarked by colours in order to facilitate a quick visual appraisal of 
the most significant complementarities.  
 
This matrix-based mapping approach allows revealing the following main features that 
characterise the complementarity-relations between programme actions and higher 
ranking objectives:  
 

• If one looks across all of the different priority actions and objectives individually, one 
can observe that 10 out of 14 priority actions are characterised by very high levels of 
complementarity.24 These highly complementary actions can be found under Priority 1 
(A1 & A2), Priority 2 (A1), Priority 3 (A1-3), Priority 4 (A1 & A2) and under Priority 5 
(A1& A2). Without reducing the importance of other programme priorities / actions, 
one has to consider the above-mentioned actions the “backbone” of the programme. 
They bear the most significant potentials for achieving the defined higher-ranking 
programme objectives. The different priority-level actions contribute at a particularly 
high level to the achievement of 13 programme objectives at various levels (out of 
25)25. These objectives are OVOs 1-3, STOs 1-4 and SPOs 1-4, 12 and 14.  

 
• With respect to the entire objective-family focussing on an “enhancement of European 

evidence and knowledge in relation to territorial cohesion and development” (OVO1 + 
STO1 + SPO 6-11), the highest levels of complementarity can be observed for the 
actions of Priority 1 and 3. They tend to make the most significant contribution to 
achieve these objectives and should therefore be in the centre of attention when 
implementing and monitoring this aspect of the future programme. The actions of 
Priorities 2, also contribute to an achievement of these objectives, however at a 
significantly lower level. 

 
• The actions of Priority 2 and 1 are generally characterised by the highest levels of 

complementarity with respect to the objective-family that focuses on realising a 
                                                
24 Coverage of 17 or more high-ranking programme objectives (out of 25) per action at levels of +++ and ++. 
25 Each objective is addressed by more than 10 actions at once at levels of +++ and ++. 
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“policy-demand oriented approach with respect to applied research actions and the 
themes / EU policies that need to be addressed”  (OVO2 + STO2 + SPO 1-3). But 
also Priority 4 contributes to an achievement of these objectives, however at a slightly 
lower level. The individual actions that are of major importance for the success of this 
approach are P2-A1, P2-A2, P2-A3, P1-A1, P1-A2 and P4-A1. 

 
• In case of the objective-family that focuses on realising “the user-oriented approach to 

be adopted for the ESPON 2007-2013 programme” (OVO3 + STO 3 & 4 + SPO 4 &5, 
12-14), the highest levels of complementarity can be observed for actions under 
Priority 2 and 3, followed at slightly lower levels by the actions of Priority 4 and 5.  
Also the first two actions of Priority 1 tend to contribute to an achievement of these 
objectives, however at a significantly lower level. 

 
• With respect to the horizontal objectives (STO5, STO6, SPO15 &16), the following 

situation becomes evident when looking into the matrix: In relation to the objective 
addressing a “wide geographical coverage of ESPON activities” (STO5), the highest 
levels of complementarity can be observed for actions under Priority 3, 4, 5 and 1. In 
case of the horizontal objective advocating for a “synergy and complementarity to 
other Community activities” (STO6), the highest levels of complementarity can be 
observed for individual actions under Priority 2, 3 and 4 (P2-A3, P3-A1, P4-A1). The 
other Priorities (4 & 5) generally contribute to its achievement, however at a 
significantly lower level. The horizontal objectives that are jointly addressing “issues 
relating to the management and implementation system” (SPO15 &16) are only very 
weakly addressed by the different priority actions (some contribution of P1-A3, P5-A1 
and P5-A2). This apparent weakness points out the need to realise additional 
modifications under Priority 5, which should result in a higher contribution to these 
two higher-ranking programme objectives. 

 
To conclude on this first step of the complementarity-assessment, one can firstly 
observe that no negative contributions of actions to an achievement of the wider 
programme objectives could be detected. Secondly, one can also observe that the 
programme strategy is generally characterised by a high level of overall 
complementarity. This means that each priory (and its related actions) as well as the 
combination of priorities (and of all actions) make a significant contribution to achieve the 
stated higher-ranking objectives of the ESPON 2013 programme. Only in case of Priority 5, 
some improvements should however be envisaged for further strengthening its 
contribution to some of the higher-ranking programme objectives.  
 

Complementarity of priority-level actions as regards  
the achievement of operational objectives 

 
This second step of the complementarity-assessment examines to what extent each action of 
the ESPON 2013 programme contributes to achieve the operational objectives of its own 
priority and the objectives of other programme priorities. For this purpose, a second cross-
referencing matrix has been elaborated that relates the 14 priority-level actions to the 27 
operational objectives of the five programme priorities (see: ANNEX 9). Again only the 
highest contribution levels were earmarked by colours, this time however for similar priority 
combinations.  
 
The cross-referencing matrix allows highlighting some of the main features that 
characterise the complementarity-relations between the envisaged programme actions 
and the set of operational objectives at priority level:  
 
If one looks at the “primary relations” (support of actions to achieve operational 
objectives under the same priority), one can normally expect to find here the highest 
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contribution-levels of actions to an achievement of operational objectives. In case of the 
ESPON 2013 programme, this can clearly be validated for Priorities 1-4. In case of Priority 5, 
however, one can observe a clear mismatch between the stated objectives and the 
envisaged actions. In more concrete terms this means that the currently envisaged actions 
P5-A1 and P5-A2 contribute only at a very low degree to an achievement of those Priority 5 
objectives relating to programme management issues and technical assistance (OPOs 5.2, 
5.4-5.7). This also confirms the observations and conclusions that have been made in the 
context of the first step of the complementarity-assessment. 
 
But also with respect to the “secondary relations” (support of actions to achieve 
operational objectives of other priorities), there are a number of interesting key messages 
and indications for potential synergy effects that can be derived from the matrix: 
 

• The highest degree of overall complementarity can be observed for all actions of 
Priority 3 and 2. This means that these actions tend to contribute most to an 
achievement of other operational objectives that are “outside” their own priority. The 
above-mentioned actions are then followed by the actions of Priority 1 and 4, which 
display however comparatively lower levels of overall complementarity. 

 
• A strong symmetrical complementarity26 can be observed for the combinations P2-P4 

and P1-P2, which also points on substantial synergic effects that might exist within 
the programme. In the first case (P2-P4), integrated studies and experimental actions 
as well as joint actions with SF-programmes tend to enhance further awareness 
raising / empowerment / involvement, whereas capacity-building and networking 
activities will provide an additional support to the policy-demand based realisation of 
targeted analysis. For the second combination (P1-P2), this means that applied 
research actions (i.e. thematic / cross-thematic analyses, trends studies, prospective 
studies) and the knowledge support system tend to stimulate significantly the various 
forms of targeted analysis based on policy-demand, whereas integrated studies / 
thematic analyses / experimental actions / joint actions with SF-programmes will 
provide an additional support to achieve the applied research objectives.  

 
• Strong asymmetrical complementarities27 can be observed for the combinations P3-

P1 and P3-P2, which means that also here partial synergy potentials tend to exist. In 
the first case (P3-P1), all actions related to the Scientific Platform / Tools (i.e. 
Territorial Database, tools development, Territorial Monitoring System) tend to 
strongly support an achievement of applied research objectives under Priority 1. For 
the second combination (P3-P2), this means that all actions related to the Scientific 
Platform / Tools (i.e. Territorial Database, tools development, Territorial Monitoring 
System) tend to provide a strong/very strong additional support for achieving the 
objectives related to a policy-demand based realisation of targeted analysis. Within 
this context, it could be wise exploring where the design / orientation / description of 
priority-level actions could be improved in order to further increase their degree of 
inverse complementarity (P1àP3, P2àP3).  

 
To conclude on the second step of the complementarity-assessment, one can observe 
that across the entire programme no situation could be detected where an action 
partially or wholly tends to counteract the achievement of one or more operational 
objectives (à absence of potential negative synergies).  
 

                                                
26 When actions of the same priority generate positive / supportive effects on objectives of another priority, with 
the opposite also being true. 
27 When actions of the same priority generate positive / supportive effects on objectives of another priority, without 
the opposite being true. 
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• In general, Priorities 1-4 of the ESPON 2013 programme envisage sufficiently 
robust actions that allow achieving the operational objectives defined in this 
context. With respect to the secondary relations, most of the actions show high levels 
of overall complementarity. Some priority combinations are even characterised by a 
strong symmetrical or asymmetrical complementarity, which clearly indicates the 
existence of substantial synergy potentials that should be fully exploited and further 
developed in the future.  

 
• In case of Priority 5, however, the analysis clearly revealed the need to create a 

new and appropriate action P5-A3. In order to eliminate the current mismatch in the 
primary relations between envisaged actions and priority-internal objectives, this new 
action must cover all issues related to programme management and technical / 
analytical assistance that are mentioned in the yet weakly addressed operational 
objectives. In addition, it should also contain clear operational prescriptions with 
respect to a programme-internal co-ordination / follow-up of actions, which allows 
exploiting as much as possible the already visible synergy potentials within the 
programme (see also: ANNEX 12, box 5). 

 
Potential synergies among the envisaged actions at priority 

 
In order to further explore the above-made indicated synergy potentials that might exist 
within the ESPON 2013 programme, we will finally analyse more in-depth the relationships 
between the different actions at priority level. To prepare this, an interactive synergy-
screening had been realised between the evaluators and representatives of the Managing 
Authority and the ESPON-CU. The results of this exercise were inserted into a cross-impact 
matrix and subsequently further fine-tuned by the evaluators.  
 
In the next step of the synergy-assessment process, the specific nature of synergy effects 
was further clarified (i.e. symmetrical synergy with reciprocal effects; asymmetrical synergy 
with non-reciprocal effects) and areas within the programme that are characterised by very 
strong symmetrical / asymmetrical synergies were highlighted. After this, the cross-impact 
matrix was further extended to calculate the coefficients of potential synergy (of potential 
negative synergy) for individual actions and the synthetic coefficient of synergy (of negative 
synergy) for the whole of the programme28. The overall result of this process is presented in 
a specific matrix showing the quantified hypotheses on potential synergy among the 
envisaged actions at priority level (see: ANNEX 10). 
 
Based upon this matrix-based mapping of potential synergy effects, the following main 
features of synergic relationships among the envisaged actions at priority level effects 
can be highlighted.  
 
Above all, one can observe that the ESPON 2013 programme as a whole shows a very high 
synthetic coefficient of synergy (0.85) and is characterised by an absence of any negative 
synergy. This confirms the prior results of the objective-relationship analysis (i.e. 
interdependencies & mutual reinforcement effects between the programme objectives) and 
of the complementarity-assessment (i.e. contribution of actions to the achievement of the 
various programme objectives). 
 
If compared to the synthetic coefficient of synergy for the entire programme, half of the 
programme actions show a synergy coefficient (0.92-1) that is significantly above this value 

                                                
28 For calculating positive synergy, the following formula is applied: Coefficient of synergy (CS+) = sum of 
positive marks (s+) / number of positive marks (n+) x 2. For calculating negative synergy, the following 
formula is applied: Coefficient of negative synergy (CS-) = sum of negative marks (s-) / number of negative 
marks (n-) x 2. 
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(P1-A1, P1-A2, P2-A1, P2-A2, P2-A3, P4-A1, P4-A2). These actions also develop 
widespread synergic relationships with many other programme actions, whose effects are 
mostly at a very high level. The synergy potentials among these actions need to be fully 
exploited in the future, as they are closely associated to a larger number of those “backbone-
actions” that make the highest levels of contribution to an achievement of higher-ranking 
programme objectives29.  
 
A few actions (P3-A1, P3-A3, P4-A3) show a synergy coefficient around the average or 
clearly below it (0.75-0.86). These actions develop however generally widespread synergic 
relationships with many other actions (> 10 relations), with a high share of relations showing 
synergic effects that are at a very high level (for each action: half / more than half of the 
relations). Also here  the synergy potentials should be fully exploited in the future, as several 
of the actions belong to those “backbone-actions” contributing most to an achievement of 
higher-ranking programme objectives (Priority 3: A1-A3).  
 
The synergy effects of the remainder actions (P1-A3, P3-A2, P5-A1, P5-A2) are 
comparatively weak, wherefore they do not play a vital role for ensuring the overall success 
of the ESPON 2013 programme. The relatively weak position of Priority 5 actions could - at a 
first view - be somehow astonishing, but this can be explained by the yet not existing action 
covering all issues related to programme management and technical assistance (i.e. 
suggested new action P5-A3). 
 
Very strong and widespread symmetrical synergies (reciprocal effects among the various 
actions) can mostly be observed for actions belonging to the priority combination P2-P4 and 
to the combination P1-P2. This confirms the above-made observation that actions under 
these priority combinations make a very significant and mutually reciprocal contribution to 
achieve the operational P1 and P2 objectives (symmetrical complementarity) and also 
verifies the assumption made on substantial synergies. 
 
The localisation of asymmetrical synergies (non-reciprocal effects among the various actions) 
within the matrix allows formulating the following observations: Firstly, a larger group of non-
reciprocal synergy effects concentrates on the relations between actions of the priority-
combinations P3-P1 and P3-P2. This confirms that priority-level actions under the 
combinations P3-P1 and P3-P2 show strong asymmetrical complementarities with respect to 
an achievement of some of the concerned operational objectives. It also verifies the above-
made assumption on partially existing synergies in this context. Secondly, a less pronounced 
but interesting asymmetrical synergy exists in case of actions belonging to the combination 
P4-A1. It seems that especially the Priority 4 actions “European Seminars/Events” and 
“Transnational Networking” can develop significant synergies in relation to the “Knowledge 
Support System”. This can be explained by their envisaged role as a feed-back platform with 
respect to the usability of ESPON-results. Thirdly, nearby all of the remainder non-reciprocal 
synergy effects are concentrated on the relations between Priority 5 actions and actions of all 
other priorities (P1-P4). This is not very astonishing, as the main purpose of the horizontal 
Priority 5 is to facilitate a smooth implementation of all other thematic programme priorities 
and to ensure a more general capitalisation on their outcomes. 
 

                                                
29 The actions identified by the complementarity-assessment are: P1-A1, P1-A2, P2-A1, P4-A1, P4-A2 (see 
above). 
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5.2.4. An appraisal of the innovativeness of the ESPON 2013 programme and 
of the degree of risk involved in the choice of priorities 

 
Based upon a brief review of previous ex-ante evaluation findings, the innovativeness of the 
programme and its intervention mix as well as the associated risks is assessed. Our 
appraisal of the innovativeness of ESPON 2013 programme is realised on ground of a 
simplified benchmarking exercise, i.e. a comparison of the new constellation with respect to 
the situation prevailing under the ESPON 2006 programme.30 Against this background, the 
overall adequacy of the balance between standard-type and new / innovative actions as well 
as the potential risks associated to this choice under the ESPON 2013 programme are 
evaluated. 
 
The previous steps of the ex-ante evaluation have pointed out that the overall approach of 
the ESPON 2013 Programme shows a very high relevance with respect to the identified 
current and future needs prevailing in the context of applied territorial research. The overall 
rationale of the ESPON 2013 programme strategy is already characterised by a significant 
degree of internal consistency and the wider intervention logic of the programme is also 
considered valid. The various objective strings of programme are generally characterised by 
very strong mutual reinforcement effects, which reveals that the entire objective system is 
already highly consistent in itself. With the exception of Priority 5, all other programme 
priorities (P1-P4) of the ESPON 2013 programme envisage sufficiently robust actions that 
allow achieving the respective operational objectives at priority level and the higher ranking 
programme objectives. The complementarity-relations between the envisaged actions and 
the individual layers of programme objectives have also revealed various synergy potentials 
within the programme that should be fully exploited in the future. Considering the above-said, 
one can state that the envisaged actions are generally well linked to the wider programme 
objective system and are largely adequate and capable of assuring the overall success of the 
ESPON 2013 programme. 
 
An impression on the innovativeness of actions envisaged under the ESPON 2013 
programme can be obtained by analysing the changes that have occurred with respect to 
the situation prevailing under the ESPON 2006 programme. Although both programme 
strategies are based upon 5 priorities, a simple juxtaposition of both programme strategy 
profiles (see: ANNEX 11) shows that the specific focus and the nature of the envisaged 
actions are considerably different from one another. By briefly recalling some weaknesses 
detected during the previous steps of the evaluation, a number of punctual improvements are 
also suggested in the context of the following assessment that aim at further increasing the 
overall innovativeness of the ESPON 2013 programme. 
 

• Priority 1 of the ESPON 2013 programme (applied research on territorial 
development, competitiveness & cohesion) regroups most of the actions that were 
carried out under the ESPON 2006 programme in the context of Priority 1, Priority 2 
and Priority 3 (i.e. measures 3.2-3.4). As such, P1-A1 and P1-A2 can therefore be 
considered more standard-type actions that demonstrate the ESPON 2013 
Programme’s continuity with respect to the previous experience. To strengthen further 
this element of continuity, one could better stress in the description of P1-A1 the 
possibility to carry out prospective investigations exploring emerging territorial 
evolutions and future challenges. There are however also a number of new aspects 
that are introduced in the context of P1-A1 and P1-A2. The focus of applied research 
actions (i.e. themes and policies to be dealt with) is less “pre-defined” in the ESPON 
2013 programme, which is a logic consequence of the policy-demand oriented 
approach that shall be applied. Also varying levels of territorial coverage now become 

                                                
30 THE ESPON 2006 PROGRAMME. Programme on the spatial development of an enlarging European Union. 
Approved by the European Commission on 18 December 2004. 
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possible in the context of applied research, wherefore two different objective 
statements (STO 5 and SPO 4)31 and specific operational provisions had been 
defined in the ESPON 2013 Programme. Our previous evaluation results also 
suggest introducing an additional new and somehow innovative aspect, which is the 
“building of new evidence in relation to territorial flows, including transnational ones” 
(see also 4.2.2 and box 5 under ANNEX 4). A clearly innovative element of Priority 
1 is the “Knowledge Support System” (P1-A3), which aims at ensuring the quality and 
usability of applied research results. The envisaged establishment of an advisory task 
force / sounding board composed of highly specialised scientists is a reaction to an 
already existing policy demand that was expressed on ground of experiences gained 
under the ESPON 2006 Programme.  

 
• The actions under Priority 2 of the ESPON 2013 programme (targeted analysis 

based on user demand) are all new and have to be considered innovative if one 
compares them to the ESPON 2006 experience. The focus for the newly introduced 
integrated studies / thematic analyses (P2-A1), experimental / innovative actions (P2-
A2) and joint actions with other Structural Funds Programmes (P2-A3) is again 
deliberately kept open for allowing “policy demand” to fully play its strategic role in this 
respect. The innovative aspect properly speaking is that all of the envisaged actions 
shall make use of results produced in the context of applied research under Priority 1 
in more reduced spatial settings (i.e. less than the entire European territory). On 
ground of our previous evaluation findings, we suggest however that the objective 
statements and / or the action-descriptions also provide for generating evidence on 
territorial flows, including those of a cross-border and transnational character. This 
would further sharpen the innovative profile of all actions and address a real need 
that had been expressed with respect to the current ESPON 2006 experience. 

 
• With the ESPON Territorial Database (P3-A1) and a maintenance/development of 

new tools (P3-A2), Priority 3 of the ESPON 2013 programme (scientific platform 
& tools) intends further deepening and widening a set of actions that were already 
included in the ESPON 2006 programme (Measure 3.1 on “Integrated Tools”; 
Measure 4.1 on “Data Navigator”). Before continuing the work on data collection / 
data improvements for the ESPON Territorial Database, it is however advised to 
launch an investigation that explores the real possibilities (and limits) for generating 
comparable territorial data in Europe. Future action on this important element of the 
ESPON 2013 programme should be based upon a sound work programme that 
formulates realistic expectations on ground of previous ESPON 2006 experiences, 
considers other territorial information sources that were developed in the meanwhile 
by EU or international institutions (to avoid double work) and focuses on the newly 
emerging themes that result from a screening the actual policy-demand. In addition, 
the provisions for the ESPON Territorial Database should include a new text-
reference relating to “information-gathering on territorial flows”. This could open up an 
additional innovative perspective within the Database, which also address an existing 
need (see also 4.2.2 and boxes 3-5 under ANNEX 4). The action “Territorial 
Monitoring System & Reports” (P3-A3) is clearly an innovative element of the ESPON 
2013 Programme, although a test phase had already been implemented under the 
ESPON 2006 Programme. The envisaged development of such a user-friendly tool is 
again a deliberate reaction to an already visible policy demand expressed on ground 
of the ESPON 2006 experience. 

                                                
31 STO 5: A geographical coverage within the actions including new EU Member States and EU Candidate 
countries and their regions while neighbouring countries not participating as partners shall be covered in a limited 
number of outputs. For some action Europe in the world should be the coverage creating a greater awareness of 
this context. SPO 4: A geographical detail in the actions that can ensure the interest and dialogue previewed, in 
particular through targeted analysis including more detailed information on regional/local areas, in particular 
through a more intensive use of case studies. 
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• Under Priority 4 (awareness raising, empowerment and involvement), only the 

“European Seminars & Events” (P4-A1) can be considered a new and innovative 
action. The envisaged organisation of seminars and events is a clear demonstration 
of will to make the user-oriented approach and a continuing high-level policy debate a 
key issue under the future ESPON 2013 Programme. Compared to this, the 
“Transnational Networking Activities” (P4-A2) involving the ESPON Contact Points 
Network (ECP-network) and the “ESPON Synthesis Reports & Publications” (P4-A3) 
are mostly a continuation of actions that were already realised – at a more limited 
scale - under the ESPON 2006 programme.32 On ground of an undergone learning 
process33, especially the transnational activities clearly demonstrate a continued 
recognition of the ECP-network which has also motivated to further extend its 
important role and its tasks in relation to the user-oriented approach under the new 
programme. Yet, there is still a need to highlight better the basic difference between 
“Transnational Networking Activities” and “European Seminars & Events” in order to 
further sharpen the respective profiles and to avoid eventual duplication effects (see 
also 5.2.1 and box 2 under ANNEX 12).  

 
• Under Priority 5 (communication and technical / analytical assistance), the 

“Implementation of the Communication Strategy” (P5-A1) can clearly be considered 
an upgraded continuation of previously realised activities (measure 5.2). Although the 
ECP-network already existed under the ESPON 2006 programme, an innovative step 
forward is made by the new operational provisions for “ECP National Networking 
Activities” (P5-A2). Compared to the rather weak direct linkage ECPs-ESPON 2006 
and a rather “optional” production of results depending upon their available own 
resources, the new prescriptions establish a more solid relationship ECPs-ESPON 
2013 and define clearer requirements with respect to deliverables that will have to be 
produced on ground of the financial support coming from the programme. However, 
Priority 5 could have a more pronounced innovative profile if the current mismatch in 
the primary relations between the envisaged actions and the priority-internal 
objectives is eliminated and if a new action covering all issues related to programme 
management and technical / analytical assistance is created (see also 5.2.3 and box 
5 under ANNEX 12).  

 
The following concluding observations on the 2nd Draft Operational Programme can be 
elaborated on ground of the above-said: The ESPON 2013 programme already shows a 
good balance between standard-type and new / innovative actions that reflect in an 
appropriate way the new needs which are identified at the end of the SWOT-like 
assessment of the wider programme context. Neither the combination of programme 
priorities, nor the actual balance achieved between standard-type and new / innovative 
actions, allows identifying major risks that might seriously hamper the implementation 
of the future programme or compromise an achievement of its objectives.  
 
Beyond these rather general and positive observations, some more specific additional 
remarks need to be added:  
 

• The first additional remark relates to the above-made suggestions for punctually 
improving further the innovative dimension of the programme. A gain in overall 
innovativeness is certainly desirable under any programme and in case of ESPON 

                                                
32 i.e. measure 4.2: co-ordination of ESPON Contact Points Network; measure 5.2: production / dissemination of 
printed publications; discussion about ESPON results. 
33 The important role of networking activities has already been highlighted in the mid-term evaluation of the 
ESPON 2006 Programme, which subsequently also stimulated a pro-active reaction on that issue by the 
Monitoring Committee (i.e. mobilisation of additional financial resources). 
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2013 it would certainly raise its wider added value. While a number of issues are 
rather optional in terms of necessary improvements, at least those referring back to 
more substantial weaknesses which have been detected during previous stages of 
the ex-ante evaluation process should be considered carefully. If the latter are 
neglected, also the probability of emerging risks with negative impacts on the 
implementation side is likely to increase.  

 
• The second additional remark addresses the rather ambitious approach of the 

ESPON 2013 Programme. It is characterised by highly interwoven interventions (in 
terms of interdependencies and complementarity), a considerable degree of 
programme-internal synergy potentials and a relatively pronounced overall innovative 
profile. Although very positive, these aspects will directly and indirectly generate new 
needs at a later stage of the programme implementation process that challenge the  
programme management and especially the technical / analytical assistance unit 
(Priority 5). It is therefore of outmost importance that the related operational 
provisions in the programme document as well as the future resource-endowment 
(financial & human resources) offers sufficient capacity to tackle these future 
programme-internal needs. If this is not considered in time (at the programming 
stage), a latter resource- or capacity-lack that prevents the programme from reacting 
to such needs might convert itself into a real risk. 

 
 
5.3. “Key findings” of the progress evaluation  
 
 
5.3.1. An appraisal of the modifications realised in the subsequent programme 

versions  
 
For elaborating the Draft Final ESPON 2013 programme (12 September 2006), a larger 
number of modifications were realised in the Chapter setting out the essence of the ESPON 
2013 Programme strategy (Chapter II: section II.2 on “Objectives” and section II.3 on 
“Priorities”). The progress realised by these modifications and the concrete effects 
regarding a quality-improvement of the programming document can be summarised 
as follows:  
 

• The modifications have punctually increased the consistency of the overall 
rationale of the ESPON 2013 programme’s strategy: The basic structure of the 
wider programme objective system has remained unchanged (i.e. hierarchy, type of 
objectives), but some isolated text improvements were realised in the context of 
higher-ranking programme objectives (e.g. Overall Aim, OVO 2, STO 2, SPO 14) and 
priority-level objectives (e.g. OPO 1.1; OPO 2.1. OPO 4.4). The most substantial 
modifications can be observed under Priority 5, where more precise formulations for 
some management- and implementation-related objectives were elaborated. This has 
also led to an increase of the number of operational objectives for this priority (from 7 
to now 9 OPOs). Seen as a whole, however, these modifications have put into 
practice only a few of the recommendations that were derived from the in-depth 
evaluation of the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme (see also: ANNEX 12, box 1). 

 
• The modifications have substantially improved the overall validity of the 

programme’s intervention logic: This effect is mostly attributable to the significant 
changes in the text segments specifying the contents of the four thematic programme 
priorities (P1-P4). These modifications provided - in most cases – a much more 
detailed description for individual programme actions (sub-section: “main types of 
actions”) and for the “operational provisions” under each priority. Seen as a whole, 
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one can say that these improvements have indirectly put into practice most of the 
recommendations that were derived from the in-depth evaluation of the 2nd Draft 
ESPON 2013 Programme (see also: ANNEX 12, box 2). Only in the context of 
Priority 5, substantial weaknesses continue to persist in this draft of the ESPON 2013 
Programme (i.e. inconsistency between the bullet-pointed enumeration of actions and 
the following in-depth description; need to review / further elaborate the sub-sections 
on “operational provisions”, “target groups & beneficiaries”). 

 
• The modifications have not further improved the overall consistency of the 

programme objective system (interdependencies, mutual reinforcement) and 
the complementarity of priority-level actions with respect to an achievement of 
the various programme objectives beyond the already existing levels: This is 
mainly due to the fact that the recommendations suggesting a revision of certain 
programme objectives / a more streamlined objective system as well as the creation 
of a new action under Priority 5 have not yet been put into practice (see also: 
ANNEX 12, boxes 3-5). Due to this overall situation, the detected shortcomings and 
the related needs for further changes in the programming document have still to be 
considered valid.  

 
At the ESPON Monitoring Committee meeting of September 2006, only a few comments 
were made by the delegations present that tend to improve the internal consistency of the 
future programme. It was argued in favour of establishing a closer relation to other Structural 
Funds programme, namely Objective 1 and 2 (Austria, DG REGIO), of mentioning under 
Priority 4 that national seminars as an important tool for communication (Austria) and of 
providing methodological / technical advice to regions and local authorities (DG REGIO).  
 
For the Final Draft ESPON 2013 programme (1 December 2006), a large number of 
modifications have again been made in the document. They have led to a substantial 
quality improvement of the Chapter setting out the essence of the ESPON 2013 
Programme strategy (Chapter II: section II.2 on “Objectives” and section II.3 on “Priorities”). 
The basic trends of the progress realised can briefly be summarised as follows:  
 

• The modifications have strongly increased the consistency of the overall 
rationale of the programme’s strategy: Although the basic structure of the wider 
programme objective system has remained unchanged, one can observe a reduction 
of the number of higher-ranking objectives (i.e. now 13 SPOs instead of 16 before) 
and priority-level objectives (i.e. 3 objectives under Priority 5 instead of 7 before). 
Also the contents of many objective-statements were further improved, both at the 
level of higher-ranking objectives and of priority-level objectives. In the first case, 
more substantial re-phrasing was realised mainly for “strategic objectives” and 
“specific objectives”. The modifications followed closely the suggested formulations in 
our recommendations resulting from the in-depth evaluation (e.g. former STOs 3 & 4 
and new STO 6; former SPOs 1-3 and new SPO 5). In the second case, punctual 
improvements were realised for various “operational objectives” under Priorities 1, 3 
and 4. The most substantial changes can however be observed under Priority 5, 
where 3 more robust and coherent operational objectives now replace the rather 
weak and isolated OPOs in the previous programme versions. 

 
• The modifications have considerably improved further the overall validity of the 

programme’s intervention logic: These modifications have first of all changed the 
focus and total number of envisaged programme actions (see: figure 7 below). As 
such, the programme now foresees 16 different actions instead of previously 14. 
Under Priority 3, the increase of actions (from 3 to 4) and their slightly changed focus 
can mostly be explained by a need to better adapt them to actual operational 
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necessities that will arise in the future. Priority 5 now envisages 3 different actions 
(instead of previously 2), with two of them having a clearly revised focus that is better 
oriented towards the stated priority-level objectives (P5-A1, P5-A2). The new action 
on “Technical Assistance” (P5-A1) puts into practice our recommendation made in the 
context of the in-depth evaluation and eliminates the previously detected major 
inconsistency. The new action “Analytical Support” (P5-A2) aims at strengthening the 
content-related capacities of the future ESPON-CU beyond its purely managerial 
tasks. The previous action “ECP national networking and dissemination carried 
through by the ECP network” does not further exist under Priority 5, but its basic 
aspects were transferred to action 3 under Priority 4 (“Transnational networking 
activities”). This shift illustrates that the apparently marginal re-orientation of activities 
under Priority 3 (i.e. modification of the title and of the positioning of actions) also 
encompasses a more profound change, which indirectly puts into practice our 
recommendation to further sharpen the individual profiles of “European seminars and 
workshops” (P4-A2) and “Transnational networking activities” (P4-A3). Secondly, the 
numerous modifications realised within the different sub-sections of the five 
programme priorities have again contributed to further specify their respective 
operational contents. In the context of the thematic programme priorities 1-4, an 
improved description for the envisaged programme actions, for “operational 
provisions” and for “target groups / beneficiaries” has been elaborated. This effort has 
also led to a slight re-phrasing of the title of Priority 4. The most significant changes 
have however been made under Priority 5 “Communication, technical and analytical 
assistance”. The current text of section II.4.5 presents a revised description within the 
different sub-sections that is now fully consistent in itself (i.e. extensive “introductory 
section”, coherent “operational objectives”, in-depth description of expected “main 
types of action”, elaboration of “operational provisions” and of “target group / 
beneficiaries”).  

 
 
Figure 7: Envisaged actions under the Final Draft ESPON 2013 Programme 
 
Priority Reference Title of the Action 

P1-A1 Cross-thematic and thematic analysis (defining territorial 
potentials and challenges), including studies of territorial 
trends and prospective studies 

P1-A2 
 

Territorial impact of EU policies 

Priority 1:  
Applied research on territorial 
development, competitiveness and 
cohesion: Evidence on territorial 
trends, perspectives and policy 
impacts P1-A3 Knowledge Support System  

P2-A1 
 

Integrated studies and thematic analysis 

P2-A2 Knowledge support to experimental and innovative actions 

Priority 2:  
Targeted analysis based on user 
demand: European perspective to 
development of different types of 
territories 

P2-A3 Joint actions related to other Structural Fund Programmes 

P3-A1 ESPON Database and data development 
P3-A2 

 
Territorial indicators indexes and Tools 

P3-A3 
 

Territorial Monitoring System and Reports 
 

Priority 3:  
Scientific platform and tools: 
Comparable regional data, 
analytical tools and scientific 
support 

P3-A4 Targeted actions for update of indicators and maps 
P4-A1 

 
Media and Publications 

P4-A2 
 

European seminars and workshops 

Priority 4:  
Capitalisation, ownership and 
participation: Capacity building, 
dialogue and networking  

P4-A3 
 

Transnational networking activities  

P5-A1 
 

Technical Assistance 

P5-A2 Analytical Support 

Priority 5: 
Communication, technical and 
analytical assistance 

P5-A3 Communication Plan 
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• The above-mentioned revision of certain programme objectives and the realisation of 
a more streamlined objective system as well as the modification of envisaged 
programme actions and the profound re-elaboration of Priority 5 have - all in all - 
resulted in a further improvement of the overall consistency of the programme 
objective system (interdependencies, mutual reinforcement) and an increased 
complementarity of priority-level actions with respect to an achievement of the 
various programme objectives. Additional positive trends that can be associated to 
this progress made are certainly also a slight increase of the already high level of 
programme-internal synergy and an improved overall balance between standard-type 
and new / innovative actions. 

 
 
5.3.2. An appraisal of the adequacy of financial allocations to the different 

programme priorities 
 
A document specifying the financial allocations across the different priorities of the future 
ESPON 2013 programme was provided to the ex-ante evaluators on the 6th of December 
2006. It consists of an overall and detailed financial plan for the programme, of a detailed 
budget for action P4-A1 on “Media and Publication” and finally of a detailed budget for all 
actions envisaged under the profoundly revised Priority 5.  
 
The total budget of the future ESPON 2013 programme amounts to € 45,378,012, of 
which € 34,033,512 are expected to come from the ERDF (75%) and 11,344,500 from 
Member State contributions (25%) Without going into the very details of each budget line, 
the overall distribution of the total cost across the various programme priorities can 
briefly be summarised as follows:  
 

• Priority 1 (Applied research on territorial development, competitiveness and 
cohesion: Evidence on territorial trends, perspectives and policy impacts) is 
allocated with 42.4% the highest share of the total budget (€ 19,241,512) and 
also shows the highest ERDF co-financing ratio (90%). 

 
• Priority 2 (Targeted analysis based on user demand: European perspective to 

development of different types of territories) is allocated 14.4% of the total budget 
(€ 6,536,250) and is co-financed by the ERDF at a level of 80%. 

 
• Priority 3 (Scientific platform and tools: Comparable regional data, analytical tools 

and scientific support) is allocated 13.5% of the total budget (€ 6,148,000) and is 
co-financed by the ERDF at a level of 85%. 

 
• Priority 4 (Capitalisation, ownership and participation: Capacity building, dialogue 

and networking) is allocated with around 12.2% the lowest share of the total 
budget (€ 5,514,100) and is co-financed by the ERDF at a level of 79%. 

 
• Priority 5 (Communication, technical and analytical assistance) is allocated with 

17.5% the second highest share of the total budget (€ 7,938,150), but it also 
shows the lowest ERDF co-financing ratio (24%). 

 
Our appraisal of the adequacy of financial allocations to the different programme 
priorities takes into consideration some of the previous results stemming from the in-depth 
evaluation (i.e. complementarity assessment; potential programme-internal synergy effects, 
innovativeness / risk assessment) as well as the progress achieved under the most recent 
version of the programming document.  
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In line with this, the main findings of our budget analysis can be summarised as 
follows: 
 

• The financial distribution is highly adequate for achieving all of the stated 
higher-ranking programme objectives (i.e. “Overall Aim”, “Overall Objectives”, 
“Strategic Objectives”, “Specific Objectives”). The bulk of the total programme 
budget (app. 85.4%) is clearly allocated to those priorities and actions that bear the 
most significant potentials in this respect (i.e. those showing the highest levels of 
complementarity). This “backbone” of the programme is made up by actions 1 and 2 
under Priority 1 (allocated: € 18,741,512), action 1 under Priority 2 (allocated app.: € 
2,178,75034), all actions under Priority 3 (allocated: € 6,148,000), actions 2 and 3 
under Priority 4 (allocated: € 3,750,000) and by all actions under Priority 5 (allocated: 
€ 7,938,150). 

 
• If one looks only at the potential achievement of the three “Overall Objectives” 

(OVOs), the current distribution of the programme budget also seems to be 
largely adequate. The financial allocations strongly support a realisation of the 
“policy-demand oriented approach with respect to applied research actions and the 
themes / EU policies” (OVO 2, mostly achieved through actions of Priorities 2 & 1: 
56.8% of the budget) as well as of an “enhancement of European evidence and 
knowledge in relation to territorial cohesion and development” (OVO 1, mostly 
achieved through actions of Priorities 1 & 3: 55.6% of the budget). Compared to this, 
however, the above-shown budget distribution does not this strongly support a 
realisation of the “user-oriented approach” that shall be adopted under the ESPON 
2007-2013 programme (OVO 3, mostly achieved through actions of Priorities 2 & 3: 
27.9% of the budget).  

 
• The current financial distribution of the programme budget is adequate to 

support an achievement of the stated “Operational Objectives”. This adequacy is 
naturally very strong in case of all “primary relations”, i.e. the support of priority-
specific actions to achieve the operational objectives under the same priority. It is 
however less pronounced in case of the “secondary relations” (i.e. support of priority-
specific actions to achieve operational objectives of other priorities), as only a smaller 
share of the budget is allocated to those actions showing the highest degree of 
overall complementarity (all actions of Priority 3 and 2: allocated together 27.9% of 
the total budget) and to the priority combination P2-P4 displaying a strong 
symmetrical complementarity (allocated together 26.6% of the total budget). 

 
• The distribution of the programme budget is also adequate for supporting a 

potential realisation of programme-internal synergies. In fact, a very high share of 
the programme budget (app. 64%) is allocated to those priority-level actions that 
show the highest synergy coefficients and thus develop the most widespread synergy 
relationships with other programme actions. These are actions 1 and 2 under Priority 
1 (allocated: € 18,741,512), all actions under Priority 2 (allocated: € 6,536,250) and 
actions 2 and 3 under Priority 4 (allocated: € 3,750,000). This observation also holds 
true for the Priority 1 & 2 combination (allocated together: 56.8% of the budget), 
which shows very strong symmetrical synergies and thus tends to develop strong 
reciprocal effects among the various actions concerned. 

 
• Finally, the considerable share of the programme’s total budget that is 

allocated to Priority 5 (17.5%) also has to be considered adequate. This position 

                                                
34 This value is obtained by assuming that each of the three different actions (A1: Integrated studies and thematic 
analysis; A2: Knowledge support to experimental and innovative actions; A3: Joint actions related to other 
Structural Fund Programmes) might obtain an equal share of the total priority-level budget that is at € 6,536,250. 
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might at a first glance be astonishing, as the share under the ESPON 2013 
Programme it is beyond the level prescribed by Article 46 (1) in the General 
Regulation of the Structural Funds (EC No 1083/2006)35. Yet, the specific and unique 
nature of the ESPON 2013 Programme36 if compared to other Structural Funds 
Programmes and our second additional remark elaborated at the end of the 
innovativeness / policy risk assessment (see: 5.2.4) strongly support this “exceptional 
treatment” that has been agreed for this particular situation. It is of outmost 
importance that the programme management and especially the technical / analytical 
assistance unit is endowed with sufficient financial resources in order to avoid a future 
capacity lack, which might prevent the ambitious approach of the ESPON 2013 
Programme (i.e. highly interwoven interventions, considerable degree of programme-
internal synergy potentials, pronounced overall innovative profile) to become a real 
success. 

 
 
5.4. Summary Conclusions  
 
If one considers the most recent version of the ESPON 2013 Programme (1 December 
2006), the following summary conclusions can be formulated with respect to the rationale 
of programme strategy, its internal coherence and the degree of risk involved in the choice of 
priorities: 
 

• An in-depth appraisal of the ESPON 2013 programme’s objective system reveals that 
the overall rationale of the strategy is characterised by a very high degree of 
internal consistency. There is a logical progression from a limited number of general 
objective statements defining the main focus of the programme (i.e. one “overall aim” 
and 3 “overall objectives”) towards a wider range of more targeted objective 
statements making further concrete the aforementioned ones (6 “strategic objectives” 
and 13 “specific objectives”) and down to the 23 “operational objectives” defined 
across the 5 programme priorities, which specify what the programme interventions 
should actually achieve. 

 
• The intervention logic of the ESPON 2013 programme is valid, as the 5 

programme priorities are strongly corresponding to the higher-ranking programme 
objectives (“overall aim”, “overall objectives”, “strategic objectives”, “specific 
objectives”) and because the envisaged actions are generally well linked to the 
“operational objectives” defined across the respective priorities.   

 
• The relations between the 23 higher-ranking programme objectives (i.e. “overall 

aim”, “overall objectives”, “strategic objectives”, “specific objectives”) are 
characterised by a very high degree of interdependence (i.e. primary relations in 
a downward direction) as well as by an existence of strong additional support 
effects and cross-cutting effects (i.e. secondary relations in an upward direction). 

 
• The relations between the 23 priority-level “operational objectives” and the 

higher-ranking programme objectives are generally characterised by an 
absence of objective-conflicts and by very strong mutual reinforcement effects. 
This overall situation clearly indicates that the different “objective strings” make - 
individually and jointly – a considerable contribution to achieve the overall aim of the 
future ESPON 2013 programme.  

                                                
35 Technical assistance at the initiative of the Member States shall be within the limits of 6% of the total amount 
allocated to an operational programme under the Territorial co-operation objective. 
36 See also the justification developed in the “introductory section” of Priority 5 in the Final Draft Programme 
(pp.49-50). 
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• The 16 envisaged priority-level actions are generally characterised by a very 

high level of overall complementarity as regards an achievement of the stated 
higher-ranking programme objectives. This means, firstly, that no negative 
contributions of actions could be detected which might hamper an achievement of the 
wider programme objectives. Secondly, one can observe that each priory (and its 
related actions) as well as the combination of priorities (and of all actions) make a 
significant contribution to achieve the stated higher-ranking objectives of the ESPON 
2013 programme. 

 
• Also the overall complementarity of the 16 envisaged priority-level actions as 

regards an achievement of the various “operational objectives” is at a very high 
level. Across the entire programme, no situation could be detected where an action 
partially or wholly tends to counteract the achievement of one or more of the stated 
operational objectives. Within the same programme priority, one can naturally find the 
highest contribution-levels of actions to achieve the respective operational objectives 
(primary relations). But also the additional support effects of priority-specific actions to 
achieve operational objectives under other programme priorities (secondary relations) 
are generally very high, which clearly indicates that substantial synergy effects do 
exist within the ESPON 2013 Programme. 

 
• Our attempt to quantify the hypotheses on potential synergy effects among the 

various actions at priority level has shown that already the 2nd Draft of the ESPON 
2013 programme as a whole displays a very high synthetic coefficient of synergy 
(0.85). If one considers the recent improvements / modifications realised in the 
subsequent versions of the programme, one can certainly assume that the already 
high level of programme-internal synergy was even slightly further increased. 
This generally positive situation underpins however again our general 
recommendation that existing synergy potentials should be carefully exploited and 
developed further by those managing / realising the implementation of the future 
ESPON 2013 programme. 

 
• After the improvements / modifications realised for the most recent version of the 

programming document, one can re-affirm that the future ESPON 2013 Programme 
shows a good balance between standard-type and new / innovative actions that 
reflect in an appropriate way the new needs which had been identified at the 
end of the programme’s SWOT-like context assessment. This means that neither 
the combination of programme priorities nor the actual balance achieved between 
standard-type and new / innovative actions allows identifying major risks, which might 
seriously hamper the implementation of the future programme or compromise an 
achievement of its objectives.  

 
• Our appraisal of the financial allocations to the different programme priorities 

clearly shows that the budgetary distribution is generally adequate, as it tends 
to positively support a realisation of various aspects that are of strategic importance 
for the success of the future ESPON 2013 programme (i.e. achievement of all stated 
higher-ranking programme objectives; achievement of the stated “Operational 
Objectives”; potential realisation of programme-internal synergies; sufficient financial 
resource endowment for technical/analytical assistance in order to avoid a future 
capacity lack). 
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6. The external coherence of the strategy with respect to 
major Community policy objectives 

 
 
6.1. “General observations” resulting from the evaluability 

assessment  
 
The evaluability assessment has extensively examined those parts of the 1st Draft ESPON 
2013 Programme that aim at defining the wider EU-policy context and the most important 
Community policy objectives. Text references relating to the over-arching objectives of EU-
policy that will play a major role during the years to come (i.e. Lisbon & Gothenburg agenda; 
Rotterdam agenda & follow up) and more specifically to the Community Strategic Guidelines 
for the EU’s Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 can mostly be found in the “Introduction” and 
Section I.1. In addition to this, a number of larger text blocks referring to these issues were 
elaborated under Section II.1 and under Section II.2. 
 
Our first analysis has allowed formulating a number of general observations, which are 
summarised in ANNEX 3 (box 5) of this report. They generally aimed at fine-tuning the 
current descriptions in the respective parts of the programme and at further sharpening their 
analytical quality. These general observations were briefly discussed during a joint working 
meeting between the evaluators and representatives of the future programme (Managing 
Authority; ESPON-CU).  
 
Subsequently, all suggestions made in the evaluability assessment were - in a very pro-
active manner - taken into consideration during the next step of the programme elaboration 
process. Due to this positive attitude, a substantially improved introductory part could be 
presented in the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme.  
 
This has enabled the evaluators to start with their in-depth assessment according to the 
suggested methodology. 
 
 
6.2. The in-depth evaluation and related “first recommendations”  
 
According to the overall approach adopted for this ex-ante evaluation, the evaluators are 
required to 
 

• examine the “external coherence” of the strategy with regard to key Community 
policies and objectives, as reflected in the Community Strategic Guidelines (sub-task 
3.1),  

 
• appraise the potential of the programme to deliver relevant elements supporting the 

achievement of the Lisbon and Gothenburg strategies (sub-task 3.2). 
 
To address these tasks, specific text references that localise the ESPON 2013 Programme in 
the context of the Community Strategic Guidelines (CSG) for the Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 
and the over-arching EU-policy objectives of the Lisbon / Gothenburg strategies are reviewed 
(Sections I.1-I.4, II.1, II.2.1-II.2.4) and the main elements of the programme strategy are 
assessed against this wider background (objectives and priorities). 
 
The following sub-sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 present an in-depth analysis of the 2nd Draft 
ESPON 2013 Programme alongside the above-mentioned ex-ante evaluation tasks, whereas 
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the final sub-section 6.2.3 gives a summary overview on the related recommendations that 
might be considered while elaborating the Draft Final ESPON 2013 Programme.  
 
 
6.2.1. The “external coherence” of the programme strategy with respect to the 

Community Strategic Guidelines (CSG)  
 
In July 2006, the Commission has presented a proposal for a Council Decision on 
“Community Strategic Guidelines” (CSG) for the cohesion policy’s programming period 2007-
2013.37 According to this document, these Guidelines represent (…) a single framework 
which Member States and regions are invited to use when developing national, regional, and 
local programmes, in particular with a view to assessing their contribution to the objectives of 
the Union in terms of cohesion, growth and jobs. The Guidelines are a necessary condition, 
but not the only condition for achieving the right level of concentration on key priorities for 
each Member State and region in accordance with the renewed Lisbon Agenda. 
 
The CSG-document draws the attention to four over-arching principles38 that should be 
observed during the programming process and sets out three key priorities, on which 
national, regional, and local programmes co-financed through the Community’s cohesion 
policy should seek to target their resources: 

1. Improving the attractiveness of Member States, regions and cities by improving 
accessibility, ensuring adequate quality and level of services, and preserving the 
environment. 

2. Encouraging innovation, entrepreneurship and the growth of the knowledge 
economy by research and innovation capacities, including new information and 
communication technologies. 

3. Creating more and better jobs by attracting more people into employment or 
entrepreneurial activity, improving adaptability of workers and enterprises and 
increasing investment in human capital. 

Alongside these key priorities, the CSG-document subsequently elaborates 3 “strategic 
guidelines” and a larger number of related “guidelines for action” (see: ANNEX 13).  
 
In addition, the CSG-document also formulates a number of “additional guidelines” that 
aim at promoting territorial cohesion and at making European territorial co-operation 
objective a success (see: Annex 13). Due to the fact that cohesion policy is capable of 
adapting to the particular needs and characteristics of specific geographical challenges and 
opportunities, the territorial dimension will strongly matter in the future. An active promotion 
of territorial cohesion39 under the next generation of programmes (2007-2013) will therefore 
be part of the effort to ensure that all areas of the Community territory have the opportunity to 
contribute to the growth and jobs agenda. The European territorial co-operation objective will 
complement the wider effort to promote territorial cohesion, as it has an important role to play 
for ensuring a balanced and sustainable development of the Community territory.40  

                                                
37 COM(2006)386 final 
38 These are: (1) Cohesion policy should focus to a greater extent on knowledge, research and innovation, and 
human capital in the light of the renewed Lisbon strategy for growth and jobs.  (2) The objective of sustainable 
development shall be pursued and synergies between the economic, social and environmental dimensions shall 
be boosted. (3) The objective of equality between men and women shall be pursued. (4) Appropriate steps to 
prevent any discrimination on the basis of gender, race or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual 
orientation shall be taken. 
39 When developing their programmes and concentrating resources on the three key priorities, Member States 
and regions should pay particular attention to these specific geographical circumstances. Taking on board the 
territorial dimension will help them to develop sustainable communities and to prevent uneven regional 
development from reducing overall growth potential. This means however also that a different meaning should be 
given to territorial cohesion, linked to each Member State’s history, culture or institutional situation. 
40 Closer cross-border and transnational co-operation across EU regions (including maritime co-operation where 
appropriate) that follows shared development strategies for the different territories concerned and interregional 
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While taking into consideration the above-said, one can observe that the ESPON 2013 
Programme is firmly anchored in the wider context of the Community’s cohesions 
policy during the years 2007-2013 as designed by the CSG. This statement is confirmed 
when reviewing the descriptions provided in various parts of the ESPON 2013 Programme. 
The introductory sections in the 2nd Draft (Sections I.1-I.4) show that the programme 
considers itself to form part of a wider process, where the territorial dimension is increasingly 
recognised in the context of European policy-development and decision-making. Its future 
activities, focussing on an improvement of existing evidence and a generation of new 
knowledge with respect to territorial development as well as on a wide dissemination / 
awareness raising, are clearly oriented towards the three Structural Funds objectives and 
especially on the European territorial co-operation objective. The core sections making up 
the programme strategy (II.2 “Objectives” and II.3 “Priorities”) put a clear focus on exploring 
further issues that are related to the strategic thematic priorities for Structural Funds 
interventions 2007-2013, thus providing a wider operational support to the related 
programmes. Already at this stage of the assessment, one can therefore assume that the 
ESPON 2013 Programme is able to develop a wide range of complementary relations with 
respect to the Community Strategic Guidelines.  
 
In order to assess further these complementarities a cross-referencing exercise is 
realised, which aims at mapping “direct” and “indirect” support effects that might result from 
priorities and actions of the ESPON 2013 Programme in relation to the wider set of 
guidelines as stated in the CSG-document. This mapping is realised separately for (1) the 
three “strategic guidelines” and the related “guidelines for action” as well as for (2) the 
“additional guidelines” that focus on a promotion of territorial cohesion and the European 
territorial co-operation objective. The results of these cross-referencing exercises are 
summarised in two matrixes that show the magnitude of potential “indirect” or “direct” support 
effects.  
 
From the matrix showing potential indirect / direct support effects of the ESPON 2013 
Programme in relation to the “strategic guidelines” for Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 
(see: ANNEX 14), the following key features can be derived: 
 

• The priorities and actions of the ESPON 2013 Programme show no evident conflict 
with one of the guidelines stated in the CSG-document. They either develop 
positive relations of complementarity at different degrees, or generate no effect at all. 
With the exception of those actions having a specific programme-related operational 
purpose that somehow limits their capacity for establishing external links to the stated 
guidelines (P1-A3, P5-A1), all other programme actions develop widespread and 
often strong support effects that are mostly of an “indirect” nature (but 
sometimes also of a “direct” nature).  

 
• “Indirect support effects” tend to emerge if improved knowledge / evidence on 

issues related to territorial development that will be generated by the future ESPON 
2013 Programme helps improving the effectiveness of Community-, national- or 
regional-level policies, which in turn might then be able to better act alongside the 
stated Community guidelines. The strongest indirect support effects that tend to 
emerge from the ESPON 2013 Programme activities concentrate on all themes 
covered by Guideline 1 (Making Europe and its regions more attractive places to 
invest and work) and by Guideline 2 (Improving knowledge and innovation for 
growth). In the context of  Guideline 3 (More and better jobs), potential indirect 

                                                                                                                                                   
networking, especially to ensure a transfer of ideas to mainstream national / regional cohesion programmes, can 
help speeding up economic development and the achievement of higher growth. 
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support effects resulting from the ESPON 2013 programme are rather limited or even 
not existing. 

 
• A potential “direct support effect” tends to emerge in those cases where specific 

ESPON programme actions are used to realise planning-alike preparatory activities in 
relation to concrete interventions addressing a specific Guideline, which will 
subsequently be implemented outside the ESPON programme. On ground of this 
assumption, it is most likely that such effects might emerge in the context of 
“Experimental actions applying ESPON-results” (P2-A2) and “Joint actions with other 
Structural Funds Programmes” (P2-A3).41 If this should hold true, then limited direct 
support effects will mostly focus on all themes covered by Guideline 1 (Making 
Europe and its regions more attractive places to invest and work) and by Guideline 2 
(Improving knowledge and innovation for growth). 

 
The matrix showing potential “indirect / direct support effects” of the ESPON 20013 
Programme in relation to the additional guidelines focussing on the territorial 
dimension of cohesion policy (see: ANNEX 15), allows identifying the following aspects: 
 

• Also in this case, no evident conflict of priorities and actions under the ESPON 
2013 Programme in relation to the additional guidelines stated in the CSG-
document can be observed. On the contrary, the priorities / actions develop a 
very strong and nearby fully generalised support effect across all of the stated 
guidelines. This is somehow natural, as the focus of the ESPON programme strongly 
corresponds to the one addressed by this heading of the CSG-document. Moreover, 
the programme explicitly aims - by a number of its own objectives – at making a 
supportive contribution to other Structural Funds programmes and especially to those 
under the new objective “European Territorial Co-operation”. 

 
• The “indirect support effect” is - as already mentioned above - nearby 

generalised across all guidelines. Only the actions with a strong programme-
internal purpose (P1-A3, P5-A1) do not tend to produce any effect at all. But also the 
ECP-National Networking Activities (P5-A2) show limited indirect effects in case of 
the co-operative dimension, as their basic purpose is certainly not to raise awareness 
among EU-funded co-operation programmes.  

 
• A particularly interesting feature is the quite extensive range of strong “direct 

support effects”, which tend to result from several ESPON actions in relation to 
additional guidelines promoting territorial cohesion or addressing the new objective on 
European territorial co-operation. With respect to a wider promotion of territorial 
cohesion (additional guidelines 1 & 2), actions P2-A2 and P2-A3 tend again to 
generate strong direct effects across all issues mentioned. And also here, they can be 
explained by the speculative assumption that these ESPON-actions might be used to 
realise planning-alike preparatory activities for interventions that will subsequently be 
implemented outside the programme. As concerns European territorial co-operation 
(additional guidelines 3-4), the range of ESPON actions generating such effects is 
even wider and covers again all issues addressed under this heading. With respect to 
guideline 5.2, the generally widespread and strong direct support effect can be 
explained by the fact that the ESPON 2013 programme belongs to the type of inter-
regional programmes that will be implemented under this heading. It thus directly 
contributes with all its actions to realise the guideline. In case of actions P2-A2 and 

                                                
41 The above-made assumption on “direct supportive effects” is yet highly speculative, as the exact nature and 
scope of projects to be adopted under P2-A2 and P2-A3 is not yet fully known. Due to the fact that all ESPON-
actions will always be “immaterial” interventions, the associated direct support effects will never be of a nature 
that tends to actually change the physical environment. 
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P2-A3, the resulting direct effects can be explained by the same assumptions as 
made above. The assumed direct effects generated by P4-A1 can be explained by 
the fact that “European Seminars and Events” address all co-operation types as a 
target group and that the issues of the guidelines also represent potential themes for 
such events. The effect-intensity becomes stronger at the level of inter-regional co-
operation, as the ESPON 2013 programme envisages establishing a very close co-
operation with other interregional programmes (i.e. jointly organised events etc). One 
could imagine that “Transnational Networking Activities” (P4-A2) might also develop 
similar direct effects, but the differentiation between them is yet still weakly elaborated 
wherefore no rating has been realised.  

 
To conclude on this first part of the external coherence-assessment, the following final 
comments and general recommendations can be elaborated (see also: ANNEX 17, box 1): 
 

• The ESPON 2013 Programmes shows a high degree of external coherence with 
respect to the “Community Strategic Guidelines”, which can be explained by an 
absence of any constellation of conflict and the existence of widespread 
complementarity-relationships with most of the stated guidelines. These 
complementarity-relations are very significant in case of the “additional 
guidelines” that address the territorial dimension of cohesion policy (broad 
coverage, strong direct & indirect support effects). In case of the strategic 
guidelines for cohesion policy in general, a significant and widespread 
contribution can also be observed in case Guidelines 1 and 2. All in all, the 
above-said clearly points to an existence of significant external synergy 
potentials that should be carefully exploited during the forthcoming programme 
implementation process.  

 
• An issue that certainly requires further clarification before finally adopting the 

programme is the nature of projects that will be carried out under actions P2-A2 
and P2-A3. If one agrees that the likely emergence of potential “direct support 
effects” is a generally welcomed positive result, then also the related question to what 
extent these actions should actually focus on designing, preparing or planning 
concrete material interventions that will subsequently be implemented outside the 
ESPON programme has to be further discussed in due time.  Our recommendation in 
this direction would be to approach this issue by stressing in particular scope-related 
and application-focussed considerations. In concrete terms this means that such 
projects should be of a European-wide or at least of a transnational interest (to avoid 
a flood of small-scale project applications) and that the content-oriented work within 
such projects has to be realised on ground of already available ESPON findings or 
data (to avoid that specific new data have to be generated by ESPON before starting 
the project).   

 
 
6.2.2. The potentials of the ESPON 2013 programme to deliver aspects that 

support an achievement of the Lisbon / Gothenburg strategies 
 
At the Lisbon European Council of March 2000, the European Union has set itself a new 
strategic goal for the next decade: to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-
based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better 
jobs and greater social cohesion. Around this strategic goal, the Lisbon Strategy was 
designed to enable the EU regaining the conditions for full employment and to strengthen 
cohesion by 2010.  
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Shortly afterwards, the Gothenburg European Council of 2001 agreed on a “Sustainable 
Development Strategy” (SDS) that sets out the policy framework within which European 
Union action should operate in order to fulfil the long-term vision of sustainability, where 
economic growth, social cohesion and environmental protection should go hand in hand in a 
mutually supporting way. In this respect, the SDS underpins the whole of the Lisbon Strategy 
and adds to it an environmental strand.  
 
Following the mid-term review of the Lisbon Strategy conducted by an independent High 
Level Group42, the Commission presented a Communication on growth and jobs (February 
2005)43 that argued towards a new start for the Lisbon strategy refocusing efforts on two 
goals: delivering a stronger, lasting growth and more and better jobs. 
 
The overall ambition of these wider policy strategies is to direct EU-Member State activities 
towards creating high-performance societies that are based upon (…) a knowledge intensive, 
high-growth and at the same time environmentally sustainable economy with employment for 
the great majority of the population in the working age and with financially sustainable social 
systems to care efficiently for the needy non-employed.44  
 
In relation to this wider ambition, a set of global objectives is defined that forms the core of 
the Lisbon Strategy and which the Union seeks realising by the year 2010:45  

• a growing European economy, 
• an internationally competitive European business sector, 
• a knowledge-intensive European economy, 
• an economy with a high level of employment for both sexes and all age groups (70% 

for all by 2010, 67% by 2005, 60% for women by 2010, 50% for 55-64 year olds by 
2010), 

• an economy with a low level of social exclusion and poverty, 
• a social system which is financially sustainable in the medium and long term, 
• an economy which does not degrade health or the environment and which promotes 

safety. 
Below these global objectives, a large number of more specific objectives are formulated 
(often involving quantitative targets) and the various Lisbon Strategy documents also define 
objectives for creating a fully operational internal market, including measures for the 
restructuring and increasing liberalisation of product and capital markets, for adequate and 
sustainable pensions, and for reform of the formal education systems of the Member States. 
 
Any attempt to assess the contribution of the Structural Funds and of the related 
programmes to an achievement of objectives as stated in the Lisbon and Gothenburg 
Strategies should first of all take into consideration a number of general features that 
have been revealed by a recent thematic evaluation realised on this topic:46 There is a 
considerable congruence between the overall Lisbon-objectives and the Structural Funds 
objectives47, but also the various specific objectives of the Lisbon Agenda and the Structural 
Funds reveal a number of complementarities and congruencies. In addition, it has become 
                                                
42 “Facing the Challenge. The Lisbon Strategy for growth and employment”. Report from the High Level Group 
chaired by Wim Kok. November 2004. 
43 “Working together for growth and jobs: A new start for the Lisbon Strategy”. Communication to the Spring 
European Council. COM(2005)24. 
44 European Commission: Thematic Evaluation of the Structural Funds’ Contributions to the Lisbon Strategy. 
Synthesis Report, February 2005. 
45 These global objectives were isolated by reviewing the various Presidency Conclusions.  
46 European Commission: Thematic Evaluation of the Structural Funds’ Contributions to the Lisbon Strategy. 
Synthesis Report, February 2005. 
47 Economic growth is a shared objective, as are the objectives of high employment and low unemployment. The 
Structural Funds and the Lisbon Agenda also share the premise that growth and development should not be 
achieved at the cost of environmental degradation. Economic development should be environmentally 
sustainable. 
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evident that the Structural Fund’s contribution is most relevant in case of those 
overall/specific objectives whose realisation involves or requires the allocation of funds for 
investment or may be facilitated by such investment.48 This is because the Structural Funds 
by definition operate through the allocation of funds.   
 
Against this wider background, it becomes quickly evident that interventions of the 
ESPON 2013 Programme will not be able to “directly” deliver aspects supporting an 
achievement of the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies objectives and to stimulate 
economic growth, social cohesion and wider sustainability. This is – as already stated 
before – mainly a consequence of the specific nature of the envisaged interventions. The 
ESPON 2013 programme will only realise immaterial interventions that focus on improving 
existing / on generating new European-wide knowledge and evidence in relation to territorial 
development (e.g. applied research, innovative actions involving studies, international 
seminars & other events and networking to stimulate the policy dialogue and to raise 
awareness, setting-up of a scientific community etc.).  
 
What can however be expected from the ESPON 2013 Programme are potential 
“indirect support effects” that may facilitate to achieve elements of the Lisbon / 
Gothenburg strategies. This is the case when improved knowledge / evidence on number 
of issues related to territorial development that will be generated by the future ESPON 2013 
Programme subsequently helps improving the effectiveness of Community-, national- or 
regional-level policies, which in turn might then be able to better contribute delivering 
selected aspects of the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies. This more realistic option seems 
to be the main intention of the ESPON 2013 programme and becomes also evident while 
reviewing the introductory sections of the 2nd Draft (Sections I.1-I.4, II.1, II.2.1-II.2.4). There 
are a number of text references that establish a clear and direct link between the ESPON 
2013 Programme’s specific purpose / overall aim and its potentially supportive contribution to 
an achievement of the wider Lisbon/Gothenburg objectives.49  
 
In order to localise potential “indirect support effects” that may result from the 
envisaged interventions under the ESPON 2013 programme, a simplified cross-
referencing exercise is carried out. It relates the actions under the different priorities of the 
ESPON 2013 programme as well as the framework of potential themes / additional thematic 
issues for applied territorial research and targeted analytical deliveries50 in a very general 
way to a list of congruent themes and objectives51 that integrates the core of the Lisbon 
Strategy objectives and the Structural Funds objectives.  
 
The result of this cross-referencing exercise is resumed in a matrix that shows the 
magnitude of potential “indirect support effects” (see: ANNEX 16). From this matrix, the 
following main features can be derived: 
 

                                                
48 Examples for a number of issues addressed by these objectives are the following: The overall economic policy 
mix, IT infrastructure investment, investment in R&D, investment in human capital, lifelong learning, skills for the 
information society, enlarging the workforce, increasing employability through active labour market policies, 
investment in business development, social inclusion and sustainable environmental development. 
49 In the sections on: “Introduction” (Page 5), “Milestones in policy development for regions and larger territories” 
(Pages 6 & 7), introduction to the “Programme Strategy” (Page 12), “Conclusion & main orientations for an 
ESPON 2007-2013 Programme” (Page 20), “Objectives” (Page 21) and “Priorities”, especially related to applied 
research (Page 27). 
50 This framework of potential themes is specified in Annex VI.2 of the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme. 
51 This list was elaborated in the “Thematic Evaluation of the Structural Funds’ Contributions to the Lisbon 
Strategy” on ground of a detailed analysis of the specific objectives of the Lisbon Strategy and all the Structural 
Funds. The starting points have been the relevant Lisbon Strategy objectives and the parenthesis indicates in 
which of the Structural Funds the overlapping / complementary objectives can be found. Whereas the exact 
formulation of the objectives may differ between the formulations of the Lisbon Strategy and those of the Funds, 
the fundamental content of most objectives is identical. 
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• There are slight differences among the different actions of the ESPON 2013 
Programme with respect to their capacity for creating “indirect support 
effects”: The most widespread and strong indirect support effects tend to emerge 
from the knowledge-generating applied research actions (P1-A1, P2-A2) and from 
actions using results of applied research (P2-A1, P2-A2, P2-A3), but also from the 
Territorial Monitoring System (P3-A3) and from actions stimulating awareness-raising, 
dissemination, empowerment and involvement  (P4-A1, P4-A2, P4-A3, P5-A2). For 
other actions, reduced indirect effects are either a consequence of their more 
programme-focussed nature (P1-A3, P5-A1) or due to their specific operational 
purpose that limits a thematic correspondence with the stated Community-level 
objectives (P3-A1, P3-A2)52.  

 
• “Indirect support effects” tend to concentrate on a limited number of themes / 

objectives jointly covered by the Lisbon/Gothenburg Strategies and the 
Structural Funds approach: The most extensive indirect contribution is expected to 
emerge in relation to “sustainable development”, but also with respect to 
“infrastructure investment” and “R&D-investment”. A still remarkable contribution is 
possible with respect to “employment” and to “investment in human capital”, 
especially for themes/objectives related to the information society and new 
technologies.  

 
To conclude on this final step of the external coherence assessment, the following 
final comments and general recommendations are elaborated (see also: ANNEX 17, box 2):  
 

• From the above said one can easily see that the specific nature of the future 
ESPON 2013 programme “only” allows supporting in an indirect way a number 
of actions carried out elsewhere, which aim at delivering elements of the 
Lisbon and Gothenburg Strategies. This indirect contribution is clearly focussed on 
the issues of “sustainable development” and “infrastructure investment”, but also on 
themes / objectives that are in a wider sense related to research & development, new 
technologies and the Information Society.  

 
• Considering the range of issues concerned by such indirect effects, one can state that 

the ESPON 2013 Programme shows already a high degree of external 
consistency with respect to the entire set of wider Community policy objectives 
as stated in the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies. In order to actually meet these 
expectations, it is therefore recommended to carefully exploit these theme-specific 
external synergy potentials during the forthcoming implementation of the ESPON 
2013 Programme. 

 
 
6.3. “Key findings” of the progress evaluation  
 
Due to the considerable degree of external coherence in relation to the “Community Strategic 
Guidelines” and the wider Community policy objectives as stated in the Lisbon / Gothenburg 
Strategies that existed already under the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme, there was no 
need to further develop this issue while elaborating the Draft Final ESPON 2013 
Programme (12 September 2006).   
 
At the ESPON Monitoring Committee meeting of September 2006, only a few comments 
were made by the delegations present that tend to improve the external coherence of the 
                                                
52 E.g. the Territorial Database will not be able to produce data on all themes addressed by the Lisbon / 
Gothenburg Strategy. Tools will certainly not be developed for all themes addressed by the Lisbon / Gothenburg 
Strategy. 
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future ESPON 2013 programme. It was argued in favour of establishing a closer relation to 
other Structural Funds programme (Austria, DG REGIO) and of emphasising stronger the 
impact of future ESPON research in relation to European policies (DG REGIO).  
 
In the Final Draft ESPON 2013 programme (1 December 2006), however, some text 
modifications were included into the document that tend to further strengthen the external 
coherence of the entire strategy approach. This progress concerns both aspects, i.e. the 
contribution of the ESPON 2013 Programme to realise objectives formulated in the 
“Community Strategic Guidelines” and its potentials to deliver aspects that support an 
achievement of the Lisbon / Gothenburg strategies. In the text box below, the main 
references in the Final Draft are presented to which this effect can be allocated to.  
 
 

Text Box 2 
 
 
On p.14 of the Final Draft (Section I.7 “Assessment of the environmental impact): 
 
It should also be mentioned that the ESPON 2013 programme will contribute with European 
information and evidence by means of trends analysis and impact assessments, including key 
environmental issues such as climate change, nature and biodiversity, sustainable use of natural 
resources, which are also priority actions areas set out in the EU 6th Environmental Action 
Programme, Thereby, the ESPON 2013 programme can potentially support the promotion of 
sustainable development. The information that will be made available by means of integrated analyses 
in support of Territorial Cohesion policy objectives will often include an environmental dimension and 
hereby complement existing environmental monitoring and information contributing to decision making 
on more cohesive, balanced and sustainable forms of development. 
 
 
On p.31 of the Final Draft (Section II.4.1, operational provisions for Priority 1): 
 
The demand from policy development voiced by members of the ESPON Monitoring Committee will be 
the key selection criteria for the thematic orientations. Themes in support of territorial cohesion and 
cooperation will together with themes related to the Lisbon strategy and a sustainable economic 
development be given high priority. 
 
 
On p.37 of the Final Draft (Section II.4.2, target-group specification for Priority 2): 
 
The particular target groups that can be considered by the Monitoring Committee are: 

• Authorities at EU and Member State levels involved in processes implementing the territorial 
cohesion objective, including the Community Strategic Guidelines and National Strategic 
Reference Framework strategies as well as territorially relevant aspects of Structural Funds 
Programmes under the Objectives of Convergence and Competitiveness. 

• Authorities at EU and Member State level as well as in Partner States working in territorially 
relevant sector policies.  

• Authorities responsible for implementing programmes under Structural Funds 2007-2013 
dealing with cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation under the objective of 
European Territorial Cooperation.  

• Groups/clusters of regions and cities representing at least three countries participating in the 
ESPON 2013 Programme that has a common interest for support of ESPON analysis in 
gaining European experience and/or knowledge on common challenges related to their 
territorial and/or urban development.    
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6.4. Summary Conclusions  
 
If one considers slight improvement realised in the most recent version of the ESPON 2013 
Programme (1 December 2006), the following summary conclusions can be formulated 
with respect to the external coherence of the programme strategy: 
 

• The ESPON 2013 Programmes shows a high degree of external coherence with 
respect to the “Community Strategic Guidelines” (CSG). There are no evident 
conflicts in relation to the stated CSG-objectives and the most significant 
complementarity-relations can be observed in case of those “additional guidelines” 
that address the territorial dimension of cohesion policy (broad coverage, strong 
direct & indirect support effects). In case of the strategic guidelines for cohesion 
policy in general, a significant and widespread contribution can also be observed in 
case of Guideline 1 (Making Europe and its regions more attractive places to invest 
and work) and Guideline 2 (Improving knowledge and innovation for growth). 

 
• The ESPON 2013 Programme shows a very high degree of external consistency 

with respect to the entire set of wider Community policy objectives as stated in 
the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies. However, due to the specific nature of the 
ESPON 2013 programme, one can “only” expect an indirect support to actions carried 
out elsewhere that aim at delivering elements of the Lisbon and Gothenburg 
Strategies (focus on issues related to “sustainable development” and “infrastructure 
investment”, but also to themes / objectives that are in a wider sense related to 
research & development, new technologies and the Information Society).  
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7. The expected outputs, results and impacts 
 
 
7.1. “General observations” resulting from the evaluability 

assessment  
 
The evaluability assessment has examined the few text references in the 1st Draft, which 
defined what the future ESPON 2013 Programme is expected to achieve. The text describing 
the various programme priorities (sub-sections II.3.1-II.3.5) contained only provisional 
information about the expected outputs / results / impacts of the future programme, which in 
addition were only partially complete and sometimes rather dispersed throughout the text. A 
clear statement on the expected overall programme impact was however not yet elaborated.  
 
Due to these shortcomings, a number of general observations had been formulated that 
apply to the whole of the 1st Draft Programme:  
 

• Each sub-section relating to a specific programme priority should always contain 
three sub-heading that clearly relate to the “expected outputs”, the “expected results” 
and the “expected impacts”. 

 
• Already existing statements on outputs / results / impacts that are dispersed 

throughout the text describing each priority should be allocated to the appropriate 
new sub-headings on outputs / results / impacts. In addition, a larger number of 
adequate statements on outputs / results /impacts still have to be elaborated.  

 
• An adequate statement on the overall expected programme impact should be 

elaborated.  
 
Also here, the general observations made by the evaluators were taken into consideration in 
a very pro-active manner during the subsequent step of the programme elaboration process. 
Due to this positive attitude, more detailed information on the expected outputs / results / 
impacts could be presented in the strategy section of 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme.  
 
This allowed the evaluators to start the in-depth evaluation of existing output / result / impact 
statements and to assist the elaboration of appropriate output / result / impact indicators. 
 
 
7.2. The in-depth evaluation and related “first recommendations”  
 
According to the overall approach adopted for this ex-ante evaluation, the evaluators are 
required  
 

• to verify that the output / result statements (and indicators) and the quantified 
objectives at priority level are appropriate and reflect the structure / hierarchy of 
priorities / objectives of the programme (sub-task 4.1), 

 
• to propose reliable impact indicators (and possibly quantified targets53) at priority 

level, for which the coherence is appraised in relation to higher-level objectives at 
programme and Community level (sub-task 4.2),  

 

                                                
53 In cases where quantification would not be possible, the evaluator(s) should at least assess and ensure the 
causality between outputs, results and impacts. 



58 

• to define indicators at action level, in order to ensure that the indicator system 
remains manageable and useable by the implementing bodies and programme 
authorities (sub-task 4.3). 

 
Statements on the expected outputs / results / impacts were elaborated in Chapter II of the 
2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme only in case of four priorities (P1-P4). For Priority 5 
relating to “Communication and Technical/Analytical Assistance”, no such statements do 
exist so far. In addition, the related output / result / impact indicators have also not been 
defined for the different programme priorities. 
 
Due to this semi-finalised status of the 2nd Draft ESPON 2013 Programme, the following sub-
sections 7.2.1-7.2.3 present an in-depth evaluation that focuses mostly on assessing the 
causality-relations of output/result/impact statements with respect to the envisaged actions 
and the different levels of programme objectives (priority-level, higher-ranking programme 
objectives). In addition, suggestions for potential output/result/impact indicators at priority 
level and suggestions for indicators at action level are elaborated. The appropriateness-
assessment of the finally selected indicators will therefore be realised during the next stage 
of the ex-ante evaluation process (see: section 7.3).  
 
 
7.2.1. Causality-relations between existing output / result statements and the 

stated actions / objectives at priority-level  
 
To highlight the causality relations between all elements that need to be considered (i.e. 
outputs, results, actions, objectives), a systematic cross-referencing exercise is realised 
for each Priority. An assessment of logic links can however only be realised for those 
Priorities that show a high degree of coherence between operational objectives / envisaged 
actions and well-elaborated output/result statements. This situation can assumed to be true 
for Priorities 1-4, whereas Priority 5 is still lacking of coherence (“mismatch” between 
operational objectives and actions, see chapter 5) and does not yet contain elaborated 
output/result statements. 
 
The systematic cross-referencing exercise shows that the current statements on outputs 
and results elaborated for Priorities 1-4 are already characterised by well-developed 
relations of causality with regard to the envisaged actions (outputs) and the stated 
priority objectives (results). In addition, also a relatively high degree of coherence can 
be observed between output and result statements.  
 
The causality relations assessment at the level of each Priority reveals however a 
number of still existing weaknesses:  
 

• Priority 1: A comparison between the current output-statement and the envisaged 
actions shows that a relatively solid causality-relation exists between both of them. 
However, no specific output has yet been defined in relation to the “Knowledge 
Support System” (P1-A3). If one compares the current result-statement to the stated 
operational objectives, it appears that the entire statement could be made slightly 
more precise with respect to the type of evidence / knowledge that will be generated 
(i.e. by referring to OPOs 1.1-1.6). In addition, a brief reference to the results 
generated by the “Knowledge Support System” (OPO 1.7) should be included. A 
comparison between the output and result statements shows that a part of the output-
statement makes reference to immediate effects resulting from the actions and would 
therefore better fit into the result statement (…provide new information and evidence 
on a wide variety of themes). In addition, the result statement includes an issue that 
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could potentially be transferred to the output-statement (Documents may reflect 
different territorial entities, most often being European, national and/or regional).  

 
• Priority 2: A comparison between the current output-statement and the envisaged 

actions does not show specific weaknesses that need to be addressed, i.e. the 
output-statement shows a clear causality-relation with regard to the envisaged actions 
P2-A1, P2-A2 and P2-A3. If one compares the current result-statement to the stated 
operational objectives, it appears that the important issue of an “improved usefulness” 
and the ways how this can be achieved (OPO 2.2) should be better reflected. A 
comparison between the output and result statements finally shows that an issue is 
mentioned at the level of results that should be transferred to the output-statement 
(themes that have ... been selected by the Monitoring Committee to meet the best 
possible the demand expressed by potential users of ESPON results). This would 
also be more consistent with the approach adopted under Priority 1. 

 
• Priority 3: A comparison between the current output-statement and the envisaged 

actions shows that for some aspects mentioned, an attempt to better quantify the 
outputs could be made (i.e. expected number of data sets; expected number of new 
tools). In addition, also the outputs related to action P3-A3 could be better quantified 
(i.e. number of key indicators for which time series will be built). If one compares the 
current result-statement to the stated operational objectives, it appears that the entire 
statement could be made more precise. The statement should be more affirmative 
(not: among the results will be…) and clearly point out the desired effect (… more 
widespread use of ESPON data ...). To underpin this effect, also the driving forces 
behind it should be better highlighted (e.g. increased availability, stronger reliability, 
wider access, more frequent updates). In addition, the immediate effect resulting from 
the development of a Territorial Monitoring System should be better highlighted. A 
final comparison between output and result statements reveals that an issue is 
mentioned at the level of outputs that should be transferred and better highlighted in 
the context of the result-statement (New methodologies and models for Territorial 
Impact Assessment are one potential innovation within the ESPON Scientific 
Platform). 

 
• Priority 4: A comparison between the current output-statement and the envisaged 

actions does not show particular weaknesses that need to be addressed, i.e. the 
output-statement shows a clear causality-relation with regard to the envisaged actions 
P4-A1, P4-A2 and P4-A3. If one compares the current result-statement to the stated 
operational objectives, it appears that the entire statement could be made slightly 
more precise by including a reference to the increased feedback on the usefulness / 
the scope of practical use of ESPON results (OPO 4.3). A comparison between the 
output and result statements shows that the current output-statement is a little too 
lengthy and could be shortened by transferring some of the target group references to 
the result-statement. In addition, the result-statement should also be more affirmative 
(avoid too vague expressions such as … this may result… or … will probably be…). 

 
The above-mentioned weaknesses should be addressed during the next stage of the 
programme-elaboration process. This requires in most cases that the current output/result 
statements under Priorities 1-4 are re-formulated in order to further improve their 
causality relations and their overall coherence. In an annex to this report (see: ANNEX 18, 
tables 1 & 2 ), concrete examples for revised statements are proposed. 
 
In case of Priority 5, the next stage of the programme-elaboration process should 
concentrate on eliminating the still existing “mismatch” and on elaborating coherent output- 
and result-statements by using the cross-referencing approach as shown above. 



60 

 7.2.2. Causality-relations between existing impact statements and the stated 
higher-raking programme objectives  

 
Similar as under the previous sub-section 7.2.1, a systematic cross-referencing exercise 
is realised for Priority 1-4 to highlight the causality relations between all elements that need 
to be considered (i.e. impacts, higher-ranking objectives). And here again, Priority 5 can not 
be included in this exercise due to the still existing “mismatch” between operational 
objectives and actions and the absence of elaborated impact statements. 
 
In this case, however, an examination of causality-relations between priority-level impact 
statements and higher ranking programme objectives is slightly more complicated. One must 
firstly determine in relation to which of the 25 objectives (OVOs, STOs, SPOs) the cross-
referencing will be realised. Further clarification in this respect can be obtained by re-
considering some results of the internal consistency analysis realised in Chapter 5 of this 
report.  
 
The examination of relations between priority-level operational objectives and higher-ranking 
programme objectives has allowed identifying a number of constellations for which a strong 
and very strong mutual reinforcement effect exists between priority-level objectives (OPOs) 
and higher ranking programme objectives. As a result of this, the cross-referencing of 
priority-level impact statements will be realised only in relation to those higher-ranking 
programme objectives that show very strong mutual reinforcement effects with 
respect to the specific priority concerned (see: figure 8). The basic assumption 
underlying this approach can be explained as follows: If very strong mutual reinforcement 
effects exist under a given priority between OPOs and some higher-ranking objectives, then 
also the wider impact generated under this priority should mostly contribute to achieving 
these higher-ranking programme objectives.  
 
 
Figure 8: Higher-ranking programme objectives to be considered in the cross-

referencing exercise 
 

Related higher-ranking programme objectives  
Priority OVOs STOs SPOs 

Priority 1:  
Applied research on territorial 
development, competitiveness and 
cohesion  

 
1, 2 

 
1, 2, 3 

 
1, 2, 3, 6, 14 

Priority 2:  
Targeted analysis based on user demand 
 

 
1, 2, 3, 

 
1, 2, 3, 4, 

 
1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 14 

Priority 3:  
Scientific platform and tools 
  

 
1, 3 

 
3, 4 

 
8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 

Priority 4:  
Awareness raising, empowerment and 
involvement 

 
3 

 
5, 6 

 
2, 4, 5, 7, 11, 13 

 
 
The systematic cross-referencing exercise reveals that – in general - the current impact 
statements elaborated for Priorities 1-4 show rather weak relations of causality with 
regard to the higher-ranking objectives concerned: 
 

• The current impact statement for Priority 1 only addresses in a sufficient way OVO 
1 and STO 1. With respect to all other higher-ranking programme objectives (OVO 2, 
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STO 2 & 3, SPO 1-3, 6, 14), clearer links should be created for example by 
introducing short text references or by expanding the entire statement. 

 
• The current and relatively short impact statement for Priority 2 addresses in a 

more or less sufficient manner most of the higher ranking programme objectives. 
Nevertheless, it could be useful to stronger emphasise several aspects in the current 
statement that are more precisely spelled out under some of these objectives (e.g. 
STO 3 & 4, SPO 2-4, 6).Only with respect to OVO 2 (policy demand) and OVO 3 
(user orientation), clearer links should be created for example by introducing short 
text references.  

 
• The current impact statement for Priority 3 addresses only a smaller share of the 

closely related, higher-ranking programme objectives (OVO 1, STO 1 & 4). The 
statement shows partial / more substantial weaknesses especially with respect to all 
SPOs, but also in relation to STO 1 & 3. 

 
• The current impact statement for Priority 4 is very short and does not yet 

addresses in a satisfying manner the higher-ranking programme objectives that are 
closely related to this priority. Due to this, substantial improvements are necessary in 
order to establish more valid causality-relations with these objectives. 

 
Also here, these weaknesses have to be addressed during the next stage of the elaboration 
process which again requires in all cases that the current impact statements under 
Priorities 1-4 are substantially re-formulated. At the end of this report, an overview on 
suggestions for revised impact statements can be found (see: ANNEX 18, table 3). 
 
In case of Priority 5, the next stage of the programme-elaboration process should 
concentrate on elaborating coherent impact-statements by applying the cross-referencing 
approach shown above. 
 
 
7.2.3. Suggestions for output / result / impact indicators at priority level and 

for indicators at action level 
 
To address specific prescriptions that appear under sub-tasks 4.1-4.3 in a more 
comprehensive way, a set of indicators at priority levels is elaborated and suggestions for 
corresponding action-level indicators are made.  
 

Suggestions for priority-level output / result / impact indicators 
 
The previous assessment of causality-relations has revealed a number of weaknesses that 
tend to complicate an identification of appropriate output, result and impact indicators at 
priority-level. A coherent set of indicators, capable of informing a future monitoring (and 
evaluation) of the ESPON 2013 programme priorities, should therefore take into 
consideration our suggestions for revised output, result and impact statements (see: 7.2.1 
and 7.2.2).  
 
As a consequence of the above-said, a larger number of potential indicators had been 
elaborated for Priorities 1-4 alongside the suggested new output, result and impact 
statements that can again be found in the overview tables attached to this report (see: 
ANNEX 18, tables 1-3).  
 
Below only a brief summary appraisal of the main features characterising the different 
indicator types is given.  
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• The proposed output indicators for Priorities 1-4 are all of a quantitative nature 

and data on them could easily be generated by the future programme management 
unit. A larger number of “general indicators” aim at determining the total number of 
actions realised or the amount of individual actions realised under a given Priority. 
There are also a number of more “specific indicators”, addressing particular aspects 
in the context of a priority that can be measured (e.g. number of stakeholder / user 
consultations realised; number of stakeholders / users contacted; number of 
indicators covered; number of seminars/events per year of operation).  

 
• The proposed result indicators for Priorities 1-4 are partly quantitative and partly 

of a qualitative nature. Also here, we consider that the necessary data / information 
can in principle be generated easily by the future programme management unit. The 
quantitative result indicators mostly aim at measuring the intensity of a use of ESPON 
data and results (e.g. number of users, number of document downloads from the 
ESPON-website, number of participants in seminars/events etc.). The qualitative 
result indicators - in turn - focus on generating information on improvements / 
progress achieved with respect to the ESPON 2006 programme and on the quality of 
results or the profile of ESPON-data users. 

 
• The proposed impact indicators for Priorities 1-4 are mostly of a qualitative 

nature. This is rather understandable for a programme with an overall intervention 
logic that focuses on generating policy-demand based knowledge (via applied 
research, data collection, targeted analysis) and on disseminating / creating 
awareness about this knowledge towards potential users. A few quantitative 
indicators are related to some expected impacts for which a measurement approach 
seems to be possible. Compared to the output/result indicators, however, some effort 
and imagination will be required to establish feasible arrangements that allow 
generating data and information on the issues addressed by the impact indicators. 
For issues that relate to the proper achievements of priority-level actions54, i.e. thus 
being under a “direct” control of the programme management, one could envisage 
introducing specific provisions in the future project-reporting template in order to 
retrieve the necessary baseline information (see also below: elaboration of action-
level indicators). Less controllable aspects related to the “external environment” such 
as own actions taken / opinions expressed by the wider community of users and 
policy-makers55 will require other solutions: One could think of generating information 
by diffusing short questionnaires to participants of seminars / events or of networking 
activities. Other options are to create a “virtual opinion board” on the ESPON-website 
(accessible to all) and to precondition some information downloads from the ESPON-
website with an answering of a short questionnaire. Finally, also the network of 
ESPON Contact Points could be entrusted with some functions in this respect, as 
they are an ideal interface that can gather / pool information on the specific national 
situations. 

 
In case of Priority 5, the next stage of the programme-elaboration process should focus on 
identifying an appropriate set of output/result/impact indicators once the related statements 
are elaborated. 
 

                                                
54 E.g. ESPON-internal sources used elaborating strategic ESPON-publications; ESPON-internal judgements on 
the quality, comparability, transferability and usefulness of ESPON-deliveries (i.e. expressed by the task forces / 
sounding boards or by ECP national networking); ESPON project-internal appraisal of specific issues such as 
awareness, involvement, innovation etc.  
55 E.g. increased awareness of external users; practical usefulness of ESPON-deliveries for stakeholders / 
practitioners; external take-up and/or transfer of ESPON-evidence etc. 
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Suggestions for action-level indicators 
 
In order to ensure that the above-proposed system of output, result and impact indicators at 
priority level remains manageable and useable by the implementing bodies and programme 
authorities, the evaluators were also asked to elaborate suggestions for indicators at action 
level.  
 
A pragmatic solution was adopted to address this task of the ex-ante evaluation: 
Through a cross-referencing exercise, the already elaborated suggestions for priority-level 
output / result / impact indicators (see above) were linked to the envisaged actions under 
each priority in order to derive a number of logically related indicators for each action that are 
capable of providing information and evidence for a future monitoring of the programme 
priorities. A complete set of action-specific indicators could again only be elaborated for 
Priorities 1-4, due to the known weaknesses that still characterise Priority 5. The suggested 
action-specific indicators can again be found in an overview table that is annexed to this 
report (see: ANNEX 18, table 4).  
 
However, one has to bear in mind that these action-specific indicators will only be able to 
retrieve information that is more or less under the direct control of those implementing the 
action. In practical terms one could think of including questions directly relating to these 
indicators in a future reporting template, which will have to be filled in by approved ESPON 
projects. 
 
In the following, only the most important features characterising the complete set of 
action-level indicators for Priorities 1-4 are described:  
 

• The majority of action-level indicators are directly related to the 
output/result/impact indicators defined for the corresponding priority of the 
ESPON 2013 programme. These action-specific indicators mostly aim at providing 
direct information that can feed into the overall monitoring of results and impacts at 
the level of the respective priority. Only in case of Priorities 3 and 4, some action-
specific indicators will also retrieve information that supports the output-monitoring 
under the respective priority of the programme. 

 
• There is also a number of indicators at priority-level or action-level that are 

characterised by cross-priority relations. This means in practice that information 
on some priority-level indicators is generated by one or more actions, which are 
realised under another programme priority. There are no cross-priority relations in 
case of Priority 3 actions and only relatively weak relations in case of some actions 
under Priority 1 (P1-A1, P1-A2) and Priority 2 (P2-A1, P2-A2, P2-A3). More 
substantial cross-priority relations do exist in case of all actions under Priority 4 and 
for one action under Priority 5, where action-level indicators will also retrieve 
information serving the priority-level impact monitoring under other priorities. The 
focus is either on establishing a multi-source based monitoring of the quality / validity 
of applied research outcomes (e.g. P4-A3 and P5-A2) or on retrieving information on 
the external utility and take-up of ESPON evidence by the wider community of users 
and policy-makers (e.g. P4-A1 and P4-A2). 

 
In case of Priority 5, some preliminary suggestions for P5-A2 could also be developed by 
the above-described cross-referencing exercise. Yet, this still provisional set of action-
specific indicators needs however to be further completed. For this purpose, the above-
applied cross-referencing exercise can be applied once all of the priority-level 
output/result/impact indicators are elaborated. This might also require a definition of 
additional action-specific indicators under Priorities 1-4, as in case of Priority 5 action-specific 
indicators also some cross-priority relations might exist. 
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7.3. “Key findings” of the progress evaluation  
 
 
7.3.1. An appraisal of the modifications realised in the subsequent programme 

versions  
 
In the Draft Final ESPON 2013 programme (12 September 2006), only a few modifications 
were realised in various sub-sections specifying the different programme priorities (Chapter 
II: section II.3 on “Priorities”). They focus mostly on Priorities 1-4 and have partly fine-tuned 
further some of the existing output / result / impact statements or adapted the related target 
values for their quantification (mostly at output-level). For Priority 5, the previously missing 
output / result / impact statements have not yet been elaborated. The progress realised by 
the modifications in the context of Priorities 1-4 and the concrete effects regarding a 
quality-improvement of the programming document can be summarised as follows:  
 

• The expected outputs under the various programme activities have become 
more realistic: This is mostly a consequence of the adapted quantitative target 
values, which had been realised for the first time alongside more concrete figures for 
the future programme budget (total budget, indicative split according to the 
programme priorities). 

 
• The weak causality-relations between existing output / result / impact 

statements and the various programme objectives / actions continue to persist: 
This is mostly due to the fact that the current statements have not been systematically 
cross-checked against the stated programme objectives and – in case of evident 
shortcomings – not amended accordingly. Due to this overall situation, the related 
needs for further changes in the programming document have still to be considered 
valid.  

 
• A coherent system of output / result / impact indicators at priority level (and a 

system of indicators at action level) has not yet been established and included 
into the programming document: The final choice for a coherent indicator system 
could not be realised at this stage of the programming process, as the various 
programme objectives still needed to be reviewed and because further discussions 
with DG REGIO on the actual range of indicators to be taken into consideration by the 
future programme had not yet taken place.  

 
The comments made by the delegations present at the ESPON Monitoring Committee 
meeting of September 2006 did neither focus on improving further the causality-relations 
between existing output / result / impact statements and the various programme objectives / 
actions, nor on making an actual choice for determining a coherent system of output / result / 
impact indicators at priority level. Only the representatives of DG REGIO were asking to 
stronger emphasise the impact of future ESPON research in relation to European policies. 
 
For the Final Draft ESPON 2013 programme (1 December 2006), a larger number of 
modifications were realised in the context of the different programme priorities (Chapter II: 
section II.3 on “Priorities”). They have further fine-tuned further some of the existing output / 
result / impact statements, adapted the related target values for their quantification (mostly at 
output-level) and eliminated still existing gaps in the programming document (i.e. elaboration 
of output / result / impact statements for Priority 5). The progress realised and the related 
effects can be summarised as follows:  
 

• Under Priority 1, the current statements on outputs / results / impacts remain 
generally unchanged compared to the previous situation: Whereas the output-
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statement can be considered appropriate, one can still observe some weaknesses at 
the level of result- / impact-statements regarding their coherence with the stated 
programme objectives (i.e. higher-ranking objectives, operational objectives). Issues 
that could have been better highlighted in both cases are for example the required 
high quality of results (linking up to the role of task-forces/sounding boards) as well as 
their contribution to raise the effectiveness of regional policy and to further enhance 
territorial co-operation in Europe. 

 
• Also in the context of Priority 2, the current statements on outputs / results / 

impacts remain unchanged compared to the previous situation: The output- and 
result-statements can be considered appropriate, but some weaknesses regarding 
the coherence of the impact-statement with respect to the related programme 
objectives (i.e. higher-ranking objectives) do persist. Issues that could have been 
better highlighted are for example their support to territorial strategy building and to 
an initialisation of territorial co-operation as well as their contribution to improve the 
understanding of territorial dynamics and of related cause-and effect relations. 

 
• Under Priority 3, only a few modifications were realised for the previous 

statements on outputs / results / impacts: The content-related description and the 
quantitative targets of the output-statement have been further elaborated, which has 
led to a more detailed and realistic presentation that can be considered appropriate 
and in line with other changes realised in the context of this priority (i.e. new actions). 
Compared to this, the result- and impact statements remain unchanged compared to 
the previous situation. And also here, weaknesses regarding their coherence with the 
stated programme objectives (i.e. higher-ranking objectives, operational objectives) 
do persist in both cases. Issues that could have been better highlighted are for 
example an improved territorial knowledge base needed for informed policy 
formulation, an increased practitioner support and a better understanding of territorial 
dynamics. 

 
• In the context of Priority 4, the quantitative targets of the output-statement and 

the content-related descriptions of output / result / impact statements have 
been further elaborated: The most significant progress has been achieved at the 
level of the output-statement, which is now much more concrete and in line with other 
changes realised in the context of this priority (i.e. new actions). Some weaknesses 
regarding the coherence of result- and impact-statements in relation to existing 
programme objectives (i.e. higher-ranking objectives, operational objectives) do 
however persist. Issues that could have been better highlighted are for example an 
increased awareness / ownership / feed back on applied research activities as well as 
the initiation of a more intense policy dialogue on aspects related to territorial 
development.  

 
• The most significant changes can be observed within Priority 5, as the 

previously missing output / result / impact statements have now been 
extensively elaborated: The new sub-sections extensively describe the expected 
outputs and provide for appropriate result- and impact statements that are coherent 
with the stated programme objectives (i.e. higher-ranking objectives, operational 
objectives). 

 
At this stage, the Final Draft ESPON 2013 programme did not yet include a precise list 
of indicators that will have to be applied in forthcoming evaluation. It was however 
announced to the ex-ante evaluators that a specific “programme annex” will be elaborated in 
the very short term that aims at specifying the set of output, result and impact indicators for 
each programme priority. 
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7.3.2. The appropriateness of output, result and impact indicators mentioned 
in the Final Draft ESPON 2013 Programme 

 
On the 6th of December 2006, a document specifying the “quantitative indicators for the 
evaluation of the ESPON 2013 Programme” (Annex V.4 to the Final Draft ESPON 2013 
Programme) was provided to the ex-ante evaluators. It lists – alongside the corresponding 
statements on outputs / results / impacts – the respective indicators that will be applied at the 
level of the different programme priorities. In addition, each sub-section (V.4.1-V.4.3) also 
briefly describes the nature of the indicators and the process for retrieving the relevant 
data/information.  
 
If one compares the various statements on outputs, results and impacts mentioned in this 
Annex-document, it appears that an inconsistency exists with respect to the statements 
elaborated in the body text under the various programme priorities (i.e. sections II.4.1-
II.4.5). This shortcoming should be corrected before the final submission of the programme 
document that is expected to take place at the very beginning of 2007. 
 
In order to realise the envisaged appropriateness-assessment of the output / result / 
impact indicators, it was orally agreed among the ex-ante evaluators and the parties 
involved in the elaboration of the ESPON 2013 Programme to take into consideration only 
the statements elaborated under the various programme priorities and to compare 
them to the list of indicators mentioned on the left side of the tables in the annex-
document. To facilitate this exercise, three comparative overview tables have been drawn 
up that bring together both of the aforementioned elements (see: ANNEX 19). 
 
Although there is no standard method for verifying the appropriateness of the proposed 
priority-level output / result / impact indicators and their quantification, we will apply a quality 
assessment approach that is proposed in the on-line evaluation guide of the European 
Commission. This quality assessment of programme indicators takes into consideration a 
larger number of criteria that can be divided into two main groups: (1) Quality criteria 
applicable to each indicator type and (2) quality criteria applicable to the entire indicator 
system. 
 

Quality assessment for each indicator type  
 
The usefulness and quality of the different indicator types (i.e. output-, result- and impact-
indicators) depends upon the availability of data, the sensitivity of indicators to the 
intervention, their reliability & credibility, their comparability, their normativity and their 
meaning & validity. 
 

• Availability of data: The current set of output and result indicators across the five 
programme priorities are all of a quantitative nature. Their definition clearly prescribes 
what should be quantified and the type of information to be produced indicates that it 
can quite easily be quantified at regular intervals. The stated impact-indicators across 
all priorities are mostly of a qualitative nature, wherefore in those cases a direct 
quantification will be rather difficult. Through the envisaged production of various 
levels of qualitative information (high, medium, low), it seems however to be possible 
elaborating at regular intervals an indirect second-level quantification for the expected 
impacts (i.e. proportion of high, medium or low ratings expressed in % of the total).   

 
• Sensitivity: The capacity of the different programme interventions to impact on the 

stated output and result indicators under all programme priorities can be considered 
very high. All output / result indicators chosen are conceived in a way that the 
programme interventions are capable of bringing about a change in the respective 
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indicator values during the respective phases of the programme implementation 
process. This sensitivity tends however to be stronger for all output indicators (i.e. 
due to the numerous baseline targets mentioned in the output statements) than in 
case of the result indicators (i.e. there are no clearly quantified baseline targets 
mentioned in the result statements). Such a clear cause-and-effect relationship does 
not exist in the context of the predominantly qualitative impact indicators. Although it 
is highly probable that the various ratings levels for qualitative information to be 
produced (high, medium, low) will change over time, the sensitivity of impact 
indicators will much more conditioned by the soundness of the evaluation method 
applied and the quality of the evaluation team in charge. 

 
• Reliability & Credibility: The information produced by applying the stated output- 

and result indicators tends to be highly reliable and credible. This means that the 
same measurement, taken by two different evaluators under identical conditions, will 
produce the same value for the respective indicators. As concerns the predominantly 
qualitative impact indicators, however, a high degree of reliability and credibility will in 
most cases not occur this mechanically. It will strongly be conditioned by the quality of 
the questions put forward to potential interviewees as well as by their own (subjective) 
appreciation of the evaluation issue at stake (response given). Thus, the overall 
outcome tends therefore to depend upon the soundness of the method applied and 
the independence / reputation of the evaluation team in place.  

 
• Comparability: The entire system of indicators was elaborated from a priority-

specific point of view, wherefore an assessment of the extent to which indicators are 
allowing for a programme-internal comparison between different priorities (or even 
inter-programme comparisons) is not considered relevant in this particular context.  

 
• Normativity: The stated output-, result-, and impact indicators are all related to a 

specific normative concept that - in each case - is the corresponding output-, result-, 
and impact-statement elaborated under the different programme priorities. The 
degree of normativity is highest in case of all output-indicators, as they are clearly 
related to a large range of quantitative baseline targets mentioned in the 
corresponding output statements. In case of several result- and impact indicators, 
however, the degree of normativity is not yet at a fully satisfactory level. This is mostly 
due to the fact that not all of result/impact statements are yet fully consistent with the 
stated higher-ranking programme objectives and/or the priority-level operational 
objectives (see: 7.3.1.). 

 
• Meaning & Validity: The meaning of the stated output-, result-, and impact indicators 

is generally high, as they can quite easily be understood by everyone who has to use 
them. This level of understanding is likely to be highest in case of the output/result 
indicators due to their quantitative nature, whereas the qualitative concepts behind 
the priority-level impact indicators might require some further explications to be 
provided at a later stage. In most cases the set of output-, result-, and impact 
indicators is valid, as they accurately reflect the overall corresponding normative 
concept (i.e. output-, result-, and impact statements) to be measured by them. Only 
for a few constellations, a cross-referencing of information contained in the different 
overview tables (see: ANNEX 19) shows that some improvements are still possible. 
Our recommendations for potential changes in the respective indicator-sets 
concerned are summarised below (see: Figure 9).  
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Figure 9: Recommended changes in the indicator system (suggestions for new or 
modified indicators) 

 
Priority Output Indicators Result Indicators Impact indicators 
P1  
 

 
- 

New indicator: 
• Type of territorial 

entities covered 
(European, national, 
regional, different 
territorial entities). 

- 

P2  
 

 
- 

New indicators: 
• Topics addressed by 

the actions realised. 
• Number of new 

project ideas 
emerging as due to 
the actions realised. 

- 

P3  
 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 
 

P4  
 

 
- 

New indicator: 
• Number of new 

proposals for action 
implemented. 

New indicator: 
• Number of policy 

documents making 
reference to ESPON 
evidence / data or 
reproducing ESPON 
maps.  

 
P5 Modification: 

• Number of meetings 
organised (MC, CA, 
CC, AA/GoA). 

• Number of 
networking activities 
organised, including 
ECP meetings.  

New indicators: 
• Number of 

guidelines, project 
descriptions, 
assessment reports 
realised. 

• Total number of on-
the-spot checks 
realised. 

New indicators: 
• Number of in-time 

delivered reports 
and number of 
delayed reports.   

• Number of projects 
implemented in-time 
and number of 
projects with delay.   

 
- 

 
 

Quality assessment for the entire programme indicator system 
 
The entire programme indicator systems should ideally provide for coverage, balance, 
selectivity and relevance. 
 

• Coverage: The indicators selected cover all of the 5 programme priorities, i.e. the 
level of coverage concerns 100% of the planned programme expenditure. 

 
• Balance: The current indicator system of the ESPON 2013 Programme displays a 

good balance between the different indicator types, as it consists of 19 output 
indicators and 24 result / impact indicators. This positive situation would even be 



69 

further improved if all of the above-suggested new indicators (2 output indicators; 7 
result/impact indicators) are integrated into the existing system.  

 
• Selectivity: The system of indicators is sufficiently simple, i.e. the system respects 

the future programme managers' capacity to absorb the related information. 
 

• Relevance: The indicator system as a whole is highly relevant, as indicators were 
developed for all priorities that have significant implications in terms of decision-
making (covering the entire programme budget; all innovative measures; all themes 
considered to be strategic). 

 
 
7.4. Summary Conclusions  
 
If one considers the most recent version of the ESPON 2013 Programme (1 December 
2006), the following summary conclusions can be formulated with respect to the 
statements on expected outputs / results / impacts and the related programme indicator 
system: 
 

• Under all 5 programme priorities, the output-statements have to be considered 
appropriate. They are fully in line with the corresponding priority-level objectives and 
the planned priority-level actions.  

 
• Some weaknesses regarding the coherence of various result- and impact-

statements in relation to existing higher-ranking programme objectives and/or 
operational objectives continue to persist under most of the existing 
programme priorities (Priority 1: result- & impact-statements; Priority 2: impact-
statement; Priority 3: result- & impact-statements, Priority 4: result- & impact-
statements). 

 
• The individual indicator types (i.e. output-, result- and impact-indicators) 

mentioned in the Annex V.4 to the Final Draft ESPON 2013 Programme are all  
very useful and show a high level of quality. This overall judgement can be 
confirmed for the large majority of quality assessment criteria applied, which 
examined for example the possible quantification of indicators at regular intervals 
(availability of data), the sensitivity of indicators, their reliability and credibility as well 
as the meaning of indicators. Some improvements should however be made to 
further strengthen the “normativity” and “validity” of some indicator types (i.e. 
sufficiently sound relation of indicators to a programme-specific normative concept; 
adequate reflection of this normative concept by indicators).  

 
• Seen as a whole, however, the entire programme indicator system displays 

very high level of quality. It is characterised by an extensive coverage (i.e. the 
system includes the 5 programme priorities and 100% of the planned expenditure), a 
good balance between the different indicator types, a well-developed selectivity (i.e. 
the system respects the future programme managers' capacity to absorb the related 
information) and a high level of relevance. 
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8. The implementation system and its compliance with 
the Structural Funds Regulations for the period 2007-
2013 

 
 
8.1. “General observations” resulting from the evaluability 

assessment  
 
The evaluability assessment has only realised a rapid summary appraisal of those parts in 
the 1st Draft Operational ESPON Programme that refer to the implementation system, i.e. 
Chapter IV on “implementation provisions” and Chapter V on “final provisions”.  
 

• Chapter IV already contained a number of provisions that further detail the future 
functions, tasks and responsibilities of the different programme authorities (Section 
IV.1) as well as of the monitoring & evaluation system (Section IV.2). Compared to 
this, the provisions relating to the management & control system (Section IV.3), to 
audit (Section IV.4) and to the communication plan (Section IV.5) were only partially / 
not at all elaborated. With respect to all the existing provisions in the 1st Draft, one 
can assume that they had been elaborated on ground of the available draft versions 
for the new Structural Funds regulations 2007-2013.  

 
• Under Chapter V, the text for the partner agreement (Section V.2) was not yet 

elaborated. Accordingly, no “consistency check” comparing its contents with the 
already elaborated implementation provisions of the future programme (Chapter IV) 
could be realised. 

 
Due to the above-mentioned situation, no general observations were elaborated on these 
Chapters of the 1st Draft ESPON 2016 Programme.  
 
 
8.2. The in-depth evaluation and related “first recommendations”  
 
In the 2nd Draft Operational ESPON Programme (25th of July 2006), no significant 
progress with respect to a further concretisation of the “implementation provisions” under 
Chapter IV of the document could be achieved. This was mainly due to the fact that the 
actual publication of the new EU-Structural Funds Regulations 2006-2013 in the Official 
Journal (L210 of 31.07.2006) has only taken place after the completion of the 2nd Draft 
Programme.  
 
As a consequence of this, it was agreed among the parties involved in the ex-ante evaluation 
to start the in-depth assessment only at a later stage when a more substantial revision of 
these provisions has taken place that is in line with the definitive version of the new 
Structural Funds regulations for 2007-2013. 
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8.3. “Key findings” of the progress evaluation  
 
 
8.3.1. An appraisal of the modifications realised in the subsequent programme 

versions  
 
In the Draft Final ESPON 2013 programme (12 September 2006), the detailed description 
of the “implementation provisions” (Chapter IV of the document) was modified and 
streamlined in the light of the final version of the Council Regulation laying down general 
provisions on the ERDF, ESF and the Cohesion Fund (EC-Regulation No 1083/2006) and of 
the Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the European Regional 
Development Fund (EC-Regulation No 1080/2006). However, the text for the “agreement 
between Programme partners” (Section V.2) was still not yet included in this version of the 
programming document. 
 
Only a few comments made by the delegations present at the ESPON Monitoring 
Committee meeting of September 2006 did focus on improving further the detailed 
description of the “implementation provisions”. The representatives of DG REGIO were 
asking to further rationalise the wording relating to the “concertation committee”, which is 
foreseen under section IV.1.2 (“Other programme bodies and networks”) of the document.  In 
addition, a representative of the Luxembourg delegation highlighted that problems might 
occur in the national legal / administrative context if the intended full switch from the current 
system of “subsidy contracts” to the envisaged future approach of “service contracts” is 
realised. 
 
For the Final Draft ESPON 2013 programme (1 December 2006), a larger number of 
modifications were again realised in the context of Chapter IV, which have further fine-tuned 
the already existing provisions in the light of the outcomes of previously held discussions. 
Only at a few places, some precise references to EC-Regulations are still missing. In 
addition, the “agreement between Programme partners” has been eliminated from Chapter V 
on Annexes and will therefore not be any further considered by this ex-ante evaluation. 
These more substantial improvements allowed starting the in-depth assessment of this part 
of the programming document, for which the main results are presented in the next section of 
the ex-ante evaluation report (see: 8.3.2).  
 
 
8.3.2. An assessment of the implementing provisions in the Final Draft ESPON 

2013 Programme and an appraisal of the risks associated to these 
provisions  

 
According to the overall approach adopted for this ex-ante evaluation, the evaluators are 
required  
 

• to assess the implementing provisions of the ESPON 2013 programme, including an 
examination of previous experience (sub-task 5.1),  

 
• to appraise the risks associated to the implementing provisions of the ESPON 2013 

programme, i.e. possible bottlenecks which might impede implementation of the 
programme and formulate recommendations for preventive actions (sub-task 5.2). 

 
The most important experiences made with the implementation of the previous ESPON 
2006 Programme have already been extensively taken into consideration under Section 
II.2.3 of the programming document, which forms part of the wider analysis of the present 
situation. The way how key findings resulting from the mid-term evaluation / its subsequent 



72 

up-date were integrated into the programme and how they were pro-actively converted into 
concrete “needs” to ensure a smooth operation of the future ESPON 2013 Programme 
(under section II.2.4 of the document) is appropriate and allows stating that a clear learning 
process has taken place within the programme. This impression is further supported by the 
fact that explicit additional references to this prior experience are again made in the 
“introductory sub-section” to Priority 5 (II.4.5). As a consequence of this, the ex-ante 
evaluators do not consider necessary to further deepen the examination of previous 
experiences gained under the ESPON 2006 Programme. 
 
As already mentioned above, the “implementation provisions” for the ESPON 2013 
Programme are laid down in Chapter IV of the document. It distinguishes between two main 
sub-sections that are currently entitled “Management” (IV.1) and “Information and publicity” 
(IV.2). The main findings of our in-depth assessment (and the related 
recommendations) can be summarised as follows: 
 

• Section IV.1 “Management”, sub-section designating the programme 
authorities (IV.1.1): The provisions relating to the Managing Authority, the Monitoring 
Committee, the Certifying Authority, the Coordination Unit and the Audit 
Authority/Group of Auditors are generally in line with those to be found in the related 
Structural Funds Regulations (i.e. General-Regulation, ERDF-Regulation). Some of 
the provisions are slightly shortened compared to the original formulations in the 
Regulations and in some cases a number of new / additional provisions have been 
added that take up issues which are of a specific relevance for the future ESPON 
2013 Programme (i.e. tasks of the Monitoring Committee, whole paragraph on the 
ESPON–CU). Only in the context of two sub-sections, we recommend to make slight 
text-improvements to avoid duplication or misunderstandings: The first improvement 
concerns section b), which relates to the future Programme Monitoring Committee. 
The last bullet point specifying the composition of the MC (representatives of the 
Commission) contains duplication in relation to the next following paragraph, where 
the same issue (“advisory capacity”) is mentioned again. It could be worthwhile re-
considering and eliminating this minor shortcoming. The second improvement should 
be made under section d), which relates to the future “ESPON Co-ordination Unit”. In 
the context of Art. 14(1) of the ERDF-Regulation, no mentioning of a “Co-ordination 
Unit” can be found in the text. Only a reference to a “Joint Technical Secretariat” is 
included here. Acknowledging that both structures are certainly meant to be identical 
in this particular case, it would however be more appropriate to start the relevant 
paragraph as follows: According to Article 14(1) of Regulation (EC) 1080/2006, a 
Joint Technical Secretariat adopting the form of a Coordination Unit will be set up in 
order to (…). 

 
• Section IV.1 “Management”, sub-section designating facilitating bodies and 

networks (IV.1.2): These are provisions not derived from prescriptions in the 
Structural Funds Regulations that partly aim at creating specific structures to support / 
facilitate the overall implementation of the future ESPON 2013 programme (i.e. 
Concertation Committee, ESPON Contact Point Network) and partly aim at defining  
the context for an involvement of specific non-EU-Member States invited to 
participate in the programme (Norway, Switzerland, Iceland, Liechtenstein). These 
provisions can in general be considered appropriate for fulfilling the assigned 
purpose. Especially the networking provisions in the ESPON 2013 programme have 
further simplified / clarified the role and function of the ECP-network, if compared to 
the previous programming period. They are now allow setting up a decentralised 
support structure that is capable of stimulating a wider involvement in ESPON and of 
ensuring a wider dissemination of / awareness-raising on future project results 
towards policy makers and practitioners. 
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• Section IV.1 “Management”, sub-section laying down provisions for setting up 
the management and control systems (IV.1.3): In more detail, these provisions are 
related to procedures for the selection and approval of operations, the control system, 
the eligibility of expenditure, the mobilisation & circulation of financial flows, the 
computerised exchange of data, evaluation and the delivery of additional information. 
By reviewing the various regulatory references mentioned and by taking into 
consideration the specific context of the ESPON 2013 programme, one can state that 
the provisions are generally appropriate and in line with the prescriptions in the 
General-Regulation and the ERDF-Regulation. Only in the context of notion of 
“indirect beneficiaries” (p.67), it might be worthwhile re-considering the rather 
narrow view that only the public authorities at administrative level will receive the 
knowledge, results, data, tolls etc. from the programme and no direct subsidies. Can 
it not be possible that also non-public organisations / actors will receive these 
outcomes and no direct subsidies? If this is the case, than a slight modification to the 
current text should be made. 

 
• Section IV.2 “Information & Publicity”: The provisions under this section of the 

programming document are generally more than sufficient to comply with the basic 
requirements as laid down in the Structural Funds Regulations. They also provide first 
specifications for the envisaged implementation of a specific “Communication Plan” 
(to be developed after the adoption of the programme), which will be realised via a 
specific programme action foreseen under Priority 5 (see: Section II.4.5 of the 
programme). Together with the additional text-references under Priority 5, the 
programme provisions are likely to help increasing the awareness on future ESPON 
work and to disseminate research results / findings to a broader audience. 

 
Seen as a whole, the ex-ante evaluators can not identify an evident risk associated to 
these implementing provisions (i.e. possible bottlenecks) that might – at a later stage - 
impede a smooth implementation of the ESPON 2013 programme.  
 
 
8.4. Summary Conclusions  
 
If one considers the most recent version of the ESPON 2013 Programme (1 December 
2006), the following summary conclusions can be formulated with respect to the 
appropriateness of the implementing provisions: 
 

• The provisions elaborated for the designated programme authorities are 
generally in line with the prescriptions of the new EU Structural Funds 
Regulations. They clearly describe the specific roles / tasks / responsibilities of the 
Managing Authority, the Monitoring Committee, the Certifying Authority, the ESPON-
CU and the Audit Authority / Group of Auditors. The provisions also specify the co-
operation mechanisms / working procedures between these individual components of 
the wider management system and the related reporting procedures.  

 
• Beyond these formally required programme authorities, the ESPON 2013 programme 

also defines transparent provisions for setting up specific facilitating bodies / 
networks (i.e. Concertation Committee, ESPON Contact Point Network) and for 
clarifying the relationship between involved Partner States (non-EU Member 
States) and ESPON.  

 
• In addition, the provisions clearly describe a number of other programme-

related implementation / management / control procedures (i.e. selection & 
approval of operations, control system, eligibility of expenditure, mobilisation & 



74 

circulation of financial flows, computerised exchange of data, delivery of additional 
information) and define the context for a future evaluation of the ESPON 2013 
Programme.  

 
• Finally, the ESPON 2013 Programme also contains detailed provisions on 

“Information & Publicity” that are fully in line with the basic requirements as 
laid down in the Structural Funds Regulations and enable to increase the 
awareness on future ESPON work as well as to disseminate research results / 
findings to a broader audience. 

 
• Considering the above-said, one can say that the overall management and 

implementation system is convincing and appropriate for realising a smooth 
delivery of the future ESPON 2013 programme. This means also that the entire set 
of provision elaborated is actually able to support a concrete realisation of the 
“strategic objective” mentioned in the programme that explicitly refers to this particular 
issue of crucial importance.  

 
 


