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Executive Summary

0.1 Background

The European Spatial Planning Observation Network (ESPON) 2006 programme is
implemented in the framework of the Community Initiative INTERREG III and
covers a period of five years from January 2002 to December 2006. The stated aim
of the programme being to provide a common platform for applied research in the
policy fields related to the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP),
which would lead to improved co-ordination and consistency of policy actions and
measures at the EU level and between the EU, national and regional levels, as well
as for bilateral relations of individual States.

The programme was put in place to facilitate improved knowledge and
understanding on spatial development arising out of an enlarging European Union.
As the EU grows there are implications for regional policy and initiatives in Member
States and Accession States.  The outcome of the ESPON programme is expected
to support policy makers in respect of the territorial dimensions of national, local
and EU policy analysis.  Territories, depending on the context are defined as one or
a combination of administrative regions, as clusters of cities, as urban-rural
regions, cross-border areas or trans-national territories, etc.  

The 2nd Cohesion report added the territorial dimension as a factor in future
Structure Fund initiatives, calling for a better co-ordination of territorially relevant
decisions.  Interim results from ESPON will provide some of the scientific
information needed to elaborate this concept and support the drafting and
subsequent discussion of the 3rd Cohesion Report due in the Autumn of 2003.

The idea of creating a spatial planning observatory network has a long history,
originating from the ESDP work up to 1999 and incorporating the Study
Programme on European Spatial Planning (SPESP 1998-2000) that established
guidelines for an observatory.  Although formally opened in January 2002, the
ESPON 2006 Programme was only approved by the Commission on 3 June 2002.
Signature of the ESPON agreement by ESPON states has also taken a protracted
period and constrained implementation of the programme in some ESPON states.
It is not possible, for example, to have lead partners located in countries that are
not signatories, however participation was not blocked by this condition.

The delayed start to the programme has affected the early activities.  However, the
prompt actions of the CU have enabled projects to be launched against a timetable
that offered a reasonable expectation that interim results would be available by
end August 2003.  These reports are published on the ESPON website.

0.2 Scope and Methodology of the Mid-term Evaluation

The mid-term evaluation specifically seeks to assess the performance of the
programme with reference to its global objectives, focusing on the defined set of
areas of programme implementation.  The main evaluation issues are:

•  the continuing relevance and consistency of the strategy

•  the effectiveness of the process of quantification of objectives

•  the implementation results at priority and measure level

•  the quality of implementation structures

•  existing co-operation with non EU-partners and linkage to other Interreg
programmes

•  the status quo of implementation of the ECP-network

•  Member States perception of progress in the ESPON programme.
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The evaluation was carried out from June to December 2003 and is based on:

•  Comprehensive documentary research to support statistical analysis and
policy objectives

•  Assessments of developments in the background to ESPON

•  Interviews and discussions with stakeholders, MC, MA, CU and Commission
staff to validate policy objectives

•  Questionnaire surveys of programme beneficiaries including ECP's, TPG's

0.3 Implementation of the Action

The total ESPON budget for the period 2000-2006 is 12 million euro, comprised
50% from ERDF and 50% from EU Member States.  This is supplemented by
910,000 euro from Partner States (Norway, Switzerland, Slovenia, Hungary) which
does not attract ERDF co-funding.  In addition, Luxembourg offered a contribution
of 2,063,000 euro towards the establishment of the co-ordination unit under
priority 5.

Extension of the ESPON budget is anticipated from 2004 onwards as a result of the
enlargement of the Community.

ESPON has completely committed its 2002 budget and is also on track to do so
with the 2003 budget.  A total of 15 trans-national projects have been contracted
in 3 Calls for tender together with a further project (Data Navigator) supplying
background information.  A further project from the 4th Call in 2003 is at the tender
stage.

Involvement by organisations from 22 countries in the programme provides a solid
base of expertise with the participation of a total of 84 institutes.  However,
activity is concentrated around a small group of organisations working in numerous
projects.

The programme benefits from the ESPON Contact Point (ECP) network funded
predominantly outside the programme by Member States.  However, this network
is incomplete and the operational elements have differing capabilities and
effectiveness.

The establishment of a fully functional Co-ordination Unit (CU) is a prerequisite to
the successful implementation and monitoring of ESPON.  The preparatory study
indicated that the CU required a secretariat of five staff. These numbers were
reduced at implementation and a minimum of three staff identified.  Desirable
staffing levels were not achieved during 2002, placing great stress on the CU.
They are only now approaching target levels.

Overall, despite reduced resources, the MA/PA and CU has managed to carry out
the work programme in an efficient and effective manner.  The MC has also played
an active part in the development and implementation of the programme.
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0.4 Evaluation Results

Evaluation results are presented corresponding to the evaluation issues and key
components in the MEANS guidelines.

Relevance and Consistency of the Strategy

The overall objectives and priorities of ESPON continue to have great relevance and
broad political support.  The evaluation finding is that in general, the priority areas
contribute to the overall objectives of the programme.  The weighting attributed to
each priority area and the allocation of resources to those priorities is broadly
successful.

The substance of the CIP was established well in advance of the Commission
agreement in June 2002, with indications that its content has not been revisited
since the end of SPESP, and some aspects not since the ESDP report.
Nevertheless, based on recent reviews and studies the evaluation can find no
major deficiencies in the overall rationale of ESPON as presented in the CIP.

Participation of accession states brings a new dimension and a need to consider
new projects to address emerging needs of those states, but these should still fit
within the logic of the existing priorities.

Quantification of Objectives

It is the assessment of the evaluators that there is a clear and logical relationship
between the high level programme objectives, the operational objectives and the
actions undertaken within the priorities and measures set out.  In other words the
TPGs and networking actions (ECPs, etc) can be expected to contribute towards the
achievement of the general objectives of ESPON.

The detailed assessment of the position at the end of October 2003 show that the
programme is meeting the performance indicator quantification targets.  The
performance indicators of early ESPON results are defined for the period 2002-
2004.  The mid-term evaluation taking place in late 2003 can only provide
therefore a partial analysis of the quantification.

The projects are all producing interim reports on time and are responsive to the
comments of the MC and CU.  The analysis by the evaluation team, therefore,
indicates that the projects are meeting and generally exceeding the targets set in
the PC.  To aid the users of the programme reports, some guidelines on report
structure and format should be given to the projects for their final repots.  These
guidelines might not be the same in the different priorities.

Effectiveness

Our assessment of the achievement of high level objectives demonstrates that the
programme is meeting the seven objectives set out in the CIP and PC and is
expected to continue to do so in the rest of the programme period.  Projects have
also delivered interim results on schedule (or ahead of it) to meet the needs of the
3rd Cohesion report.

The socio-economic impact of the programme lies in improving the scientific basis
for ESDP policy determination at different levels and in providing methods for
territorial impact analysis that can be used for both ex-ante analysis of
programmes and for evaluation of outcomes.  The results produced so far are
certainly a first step in achieving that impact.  The ultimate success depends as
much on the use that is made of the results as on the quality of their production.
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To realise a maximised impact the programme participants need to build a more
effective and wider partnership between policy makers, policy analysts,
statisticians, scientists and practitioners.

There is scope to augment the list of measures with new projects funded by
additional resources when the accession states join from 2004.  Neighbouring and
partner states should be more closely integrated into existing activity.  Action
towards this is already underway for partner states through "catch-up" measures.

The databank created by ESPON must, in the longer term, be held in a way that it
remains accessible to all European policy research groups that might benefit from
it.  The option of handling this through the new cross-thematic project (3.2)
provides an interim solution.

Quality of Joint Implementation and Monitoring

The evaluation team are encourage that overall, despite reduced resources, the CU
has managed to carry out the work programme in an efficient and effective
manner.  Calls for tenders have been issued with dispatch and evaluations
conducted in short time frames.  Networking meetings, seminars and monitoring
committees have all proceeded as planned.  The unit has also managed to provide
feedback to projects on interim results.

The evaluation has also shown financial management of ESPON to be operating in
an efficient and streamlined manner.  Appropriate financial control procedures are
in place to manage and monitor resource usage at priority and project levels.
Procedures at all levels are functioning well and the CU is both proactive in
encouraging projects to report on time and responsive to stakeholders.

Tender evaluation followed a satisfactory procedure with clear selection criteria,
but could be more rigorous.  The full benefits of the two stage tender process are
not being realised.  More information could be supplied in the first phase (ToR) and
greater publicity generated to increase the pool of organisations bidding.  The
degree of competition in the tender process has so far been lower than the target
set, due to poor response rates.

The quality of the results, particularly those relating to data that will be used
elsewhere for policy formulation and action, needs to be given a seal of approval
that cannot derive from the project authors in isolation.  Some sort of peer review
process needs to be built into the programme so that outside analysts and
observers can have the level of trust in the results that would come from academic
peer review in one milieu and independent assessment in another.

Networking appears to be a lower priority than originally envisaged and for ECPs
initially only comprised one meeting per year.  The MC has responded to this by
increasing the number of ECP meetings to a possible four per year.  Networking
and Community building is not working well.  At the present stage in the
programme networking is one of the least successful elements.  Greater efforts
should be placed on enhancing the role and effectiveness of the ECPs, and in
generating more interaction between researchers.  The MC and CU have addressed
this issue in part through increased numbers of ECP meetings.  The MC need to
rethink the whole approach to networking, to broaden the base of interactions.
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Community Added Value

Arguably the most important factor for ESPON is trans-national added value (which
is clearly set out in the objectives).  Trans-national added value will ultimately be
achieved by improving European spatial planning at all levels and coherent
territorial impact analysis of policy implementations.  Given the strong trans-
national component to ESPON and the considerable interest across Member States
to utilise results it is expected that substantial Community added value will be
realised.

It is too early in the ESPON programme to fully evaluate the extent of Community
added value.  Project results and outcomes are only just beginning to emerge on
which to base a judgement.  Interim project results so far produced imply that
some of the policy concepts underlying ESDP are at present poorly elaborated (i.e.
in a statistical, social and economic sense), due to both a chronic lack of data and
the imprecise identification that follows from that lack.  It is unlikely that the
current programme will achieve more than the first important step in putting the
concepts and the rigorous connection between statistical measures and policy
instrument targets on a firm basis. A basis that is necessary to ensure their
acceptance as tools for successful policy analysis.

The envisaged establishment of closer interaction with other Interreg programmes
through an INTERACT Point project covering the second phase of ESPON (2004-
2006) should further enhance Community added value as it will offer mutual
benefits.

0.5 Conclusions and Recommendations

The mid-term evaluation of ESPON shows a programme that has a strong trans-
European dimension with great potential to improve understanding of the territorial
perspective in EU policies.  The programme offers good value in terms of providing
the indicators, typologies and models required to support regional policy.  It has
progressed significantly towards ambitious goals in a short space of time with very
limited resources.  However, to maximise impact and to realise sustainable results
the scale of financial resources ought to be increased in a follow-up action.

At this stage in the programme our recommendations address those areas where
strengths are identified and might usefully be built upon, and those areas of
weakness where adjustments to implementation can produce added value.

Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: Maintaining the internal coherence of the programme
suggests that flexibility is needed in the allocation of funding
between priority areas.

Recommendation 2: Performance indicators given in the CIP and PC should be
collected, updated and analysed on a more consistent and
timely basis than now and used as a tool for monitoring and
managing the programme.

Recommendation 3: Data availability issues need further attention as nearly
every project has qualified its results by a lack of adequate
data. A clear list of missing data classified by necessary /
required / useful must be produced as a base for negotiation
with organisations collecting data on future changes to meet
ESDP requirements. 
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Recommendation 4: Sensitivity analysis should be carried out to compare
analyses at different levels of spatial aggregation for
countries that have both NUTS3 and NUTS5 (or similar) data
to see whether the resulting analyses and maps do show a
consistent story at different levels of aggregation. 

Recommendation 5: Where data is not available for different countries on a
comparable basis and data has been used based on local
methodologies, the definitions used should be clearly shown
and the possible effects examined.  The maps should also be
annotated clearly to show users where non-comparability of
spatial unit or data definition exists. 

Recommendation 6: The original target of providing a small set of maps suitable
for presenting the ideas uncovered by ESPON to non-
specialists should be reinforced and more closely defined. 

Recommendation 7: There is a need to connect ESPON to people and
organisations carrying out spatial development (i.e.
practitioners).  This would be facilitated if methods
developed in ESPON, such as Territorial Impact Analysis and
trends studies, were promoted widely for use throughout
INTERREG and any successor programmes.

Recommendation 8: Specific action is needed to create a theoretical framework
for the longer term development of ESDP policy analysis.

Recommendation 9: Feedback on project output, in relation to choice of data, the
different national viewpoints and policy context should be
enhanced and set in a clear operational structure.

Recommendation 10: Networking and building a European spatial development
community is not working well and should be further
developed. Networking and building a community should
encompass not only the operation of ECPs and TPGs, but a
much wider community.

Recommendation 11: Monitoring and evaluation procedures should be more
rigorously applied to avoid duplication of effort.

Recommendation 12: Continuity of the action after 2006 is imperative. The current
problems with data quality and coverage, and the inevitable
doubts as to the accuracy of analysis as a result, make such
a continuation essential.

A more detailed version of the conclusions and recommendations in context can be
found in Chapters 7 and 8 of the main report.
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1 Methodology

1.1 Introduction

A preliminary set of questions and issues to be addressed by the Mid-term
Evaluation was specified in the Terms of Reference (ToR).  The evaluation team
has subsequently added to these to provide a comprehensive assessment of the
programme.

The focus of the evaluation is based around:

•  Continuing relevance and consistency of the strategy.  That is to say
the consistency and coherence between needs, objectives, activities and the
intended results of the programme.

Key issues include:
•  Justification for the continuing share and weight of each priority.
•  Consistency of programming from the objectives of the Programme

Complement through to the objectives of the CIP.
•  Appraisal to the continuing consistency between the strategic, specific

and operational objectives.

•  Quantification of objectives.  An appraisal of the effectiveness of the
process of quantification of objectives. Including an analysis of how the
quantification of objectives links logically together Programme Complement
(operational objectives) to CIP (specific objectives).

Key issues include:
•  Relevance of the performance indicators for programme objectives as

well as specific and operational objectives.
•  Usefulness of the performance indicators in giving an accurate and

timely picture of implementation.

•  Analysis of implementation results on priority and measure level.
Reviewing effectiveness based both on results in terms of aims and
quantified objectives as well as available funds.

Key issues include:
•  The mid term evaluation should draw conclusions on the continuing

sound footing of the strategy and of the financial resources allocation
on the basis of its response to the needs stated as well as its expected
impact.

•  The outputs and results achieved to date should be reviewed to assess
progress towards the achievement of objectives, but also to make
evident added value gained so far (e.g. synergies with other ongoing
studies, relevant programmes and institutions).

•  Conclusions on any inappropriate weighting of priorities should give
rise to recommendations for changes to the structure and balance of
the form of assistance.

•  Quality of implementation structures.

Key issues include:
•  Assessment of quality and efficiency of joint operation of main entities

and bodies involved in programme management (i.e. Monitoring
Committee, Managing Authority and Co-ordination Unit). 

•  Effectiveness of the institutional arrangements in carrying out the
stated objectives including an assessment of the relation of human
resources to the stated tasks.

•  Considering if transparent, competitive and common procedures and
criteria for project selection are in operation so as to achieve the CIP
objectives in a cost-effective way.

•  Examining common project selection criteria to ensure their quality
and application and that they reflect the objectives of the CIP.



1 Methodology

Mid-Term Evaluation of the ESPON 2006 Programme Page 2

•  Conclusions and Recommendations – Community Added Value.

Key issues include:
•  The fundamental objective of the Structural Funds is to support

economic and social cohesion across and within Member States of the
European Union.

•  The mid-term evaluation should draw conclusions on progress being
made towards the overall objective of balanced and polycentric
development.

•  Additional issues and specific questions of interest

•  Co-operation with non EU-partners
•  Implementation of ECP-network
•  Feedback on progress of the ESPON programme by Member States
•  Linkages to other INTERREG Programmes.

Hypotheses to be tested have been constructed around these evaluation issues and
the programme objectives.  They are presented in the relevant sections below.
The assessment of the hypotheses, on the basis of the evaluation results presented
in this report, can be found in Appendix E

The intervention logic of EU programmes as described in Commission guidelines
can be visualized in the following graphic.  It demonstrates how a programme is
expected to realize its intended goal from inputs, to outputs, results and impacts
and their relationship with the objectives.

Outcomes

Results

Programme
Activities

Outputs

Inputs Source:  “Evaluating EU Expenditure Programmes” 1997

General 
Objectives

Specific 
Objectives

Operational
Objectives

Programme
Objectives

Impact

The ESPON programme intervention logic can be constructed on the basis of the
objectives expressed in the Programme Complement (PC) and Community
Initiative ESPON 2006 Programme (CIP).

General Objectives

The high level "directional" goals of the ESPON are derived from the “European
Spatial Development Perspective” (ESDP) adopted by the Ministers responsible for
Spatial Planning in the European Union and the “Guiding principles for Sustainable
Spatial Development of the European Continent” adopted by the European
Conference of Ministers responsible for Regional Planning (CEMAT).  These define
the guiding principle and policy orientations for European spatial development.
Both documents acknowledge the fact that the development of the European
territory in open economies and in a globalising world have to consider the
potential of the contiguous European territory and the impacts across
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administrative boundaries. In addition, both documents urge European Countries
to improve knowledge and co-operate in spatial development in order to achieve
cohesion within Europe.

Specific Objectives

The ESPON CIP underlines the importance of co-operation in a wider European
territorial context.  It sets out seven concrete objectives to which the programme
can be expected to make significant and measurable contributions:

1. To add value to existing national research studies by taking a clear European
and trans-national focus and improving the understanding of the diversity of
the European territory and territorial development, including the prospective
dimension and sustainable development, and beyond the usually employed
statistical units. These would include an analysis of territorial trends in the 13
candidate countries and neighbouring countries as well as in the Member
States to draw conclusions for the territorial development of the Union. 

2. To specify the implications of the ESDP policy orientations on transnational-
national spaces, the interpretation of existing ones (such as Interreg II/III)
and eventually evolving ones in the wake of the enlargement of the EU. 

3. To develop orientations for instruments and institutions necessary for a
better perception and application of the ESDP policy options by policy actors
at all levels from the EU to the local level; also including a better co-
ordinated application of the ESDP principles. 

4. To contribute to a better understanding of the enhancement of the spatial
dimension of the Structural Funds, Cohesion policy and other Community
policies, and national sector policies. 

5. To make concrete contributions and proposals to improve co-ordination of
territorially relevant decisions, taken at different levels (at the Community,
national, regional and local level) and in different sector policies. 

6. To bridge the gap between policy makers, administrators and scientists. 

7. To create a network of the scientific European community in the fragmented
field of spatial development.

On the basis of these specific objectives the evaluation will consider the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 The ESPON initiative offers an added-value trans-national
perspective on territorial development in Europe.

Hypothesis 2 The ESPON action clarifies ESDP policy implications on
transnational-national space.

Hypothesis 3 ESPON activity offers a better perception and application of ESDP
policy options.

Hypothesis 4 The ESPON action contributes towards a better understanding of
the spatial dimension of EU and national policies.

Hypothesis 5 The ESPON action facilitates improved co-ordination of territorial
relevant decisions at all levels (Community, National, Regional &
Local).

Hypothesis 6 The ESPON action provides experience and networks to bridge the
gap between policy makers, administrators and scientists.
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The specific objectives are furthermore associated with five priority areas:

Priority 1: Thematic projects on important spatial developments 

Priority 2: Policy impact projects

Priority 3: Co-ordinating cross-thematic studies

Priority 4: ESPON research briefing and scientific networking

Priority 5: Technical assistance

Operational Objectives

The ESPON operational objectives represent the lowest level goals for which the
programme might be expected to demonstrate progress.  They are represented by
the 16 Trans-national Project Groups (TPGs) contracted to carry out studies under
the measures associated with priority areas 1 to 3, namely:

•  Priority 1: Thematic projects on important spatial developments 

Measure 1.1 Cities, polycentric development and urban-rural relations
Measure 1.2 Parity of access to infrastructure and knowledge
Measure 1.3 Natural and cultural heritage

•  Priority 2: Policy impact projects

Measure 2.1 The territorial effects of sector policies
Measure 2.2 New territorial aspects of the Structural Funds and related

Funds
Measure 2.3 Institutions and instruments of spatial policies

•  Priority 3: Co-ordinating cross-thematic studies

Measure 3.1 Integrated tools for the European spatial development

On the basis of the operational objective the evaluation will consider the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 7 The projects undertaken in each measure are sufficiently diverse
so as to collectively cover the scope of the objectives.

Hypothesis 8 The Monitoring Committee and Co-ordination Unit demonstrate a
flexible and open approach towards the identification and selection
of project topics.

Hypothesis 9 The allocation of resources to programme activities reflects a
proper distribution between projects, networking, technical
coordination actions, and administrative activities.

Hypothesis 10 The projects selected are performing according to plan and
producing relevant outputs.

1.2 Evaluation Design

The methodology applied to this mid-term evaluation is based on the Key
Components in the MEANS guidelines (as summarised in working paper 8a), with
our work extended to correspond to the ESPON activities.  The methodology
implemented for this study, therefore, incorporates:

•  Desk research to support statistical analysis and policy objectives.
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•  Assessments of developments in the background to ESPON (based on desk
research) which will feed the re-assessment of the relevance and consistency
of strategy.

•  Interviews and discussions with stakeholders, and opinion leaders to validate
policy objectives.

•  Surveys of programme beneficiaries.

•  Close co-ordination with the Steering Group and frequent communication
with the Co-ordination Unit to ensure the study can respond to emerging
issues.

These components connect to create the following workflow:

Reconstruction of 
intervention logic:
-  Document Research
-  Interviews with CU
-  Preparation of hypothesis

Basic Data and 
information gathering:
-  Data Collection from 
   ESPON website & 
   monitoring docs.
-  Refining hypotheses

Output:
Hypothesis
Documentary data 
collected

Surveys:
-  MC Representatives
-  Espon Contact Points
-  Trans-national Project
   Group participants 

Interviews:
- Preparation of questions               

and selection of 
respondents

- Qualitative interviews
*  ECPs
*  MC

Output:
Quantitative and 
Qualitative information

Analysis and Assessment:
-  In-depth analysis
-  Conclusions
-  Recommendations
-  Preparation of Reports

Output:
Mid-Term Evaluation Report
Presentation material

Most of the documentary material used to carry out the evaluation is accessible
from the ESPON website, or in the case of confidential reports through examination
of the Co-ordination Unit (CU) files.  However, in order to establish an
understanding of the development of the programme we also interviewed key
players to gain their perception of priorities, objectives and expected outcomes.

The data sources used include:

•  ESPON Website (http://www.espon.lu).

•  Interviews with CU staff in Luxembourg.

•  Discussions and interviews with Commission staff in DG Regio.

•  Questionnaire surveys (by email) followed up by discussions and interviews
with Monitoring Committee representatives.  These discussions have been
used to validate the orientation of ESPON and provide a basis for an
assessment of the implementation.
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•  Questionnaire surveys (by email) followed up by discussions and interviews
with ESPON Contact Point (ECP) representatives.

•  Questionnaire surveys (by email) of Trans-national Project Group (TPG)
participants.  This included surveys of both Lead Partners and other
participants.

A list of all interviewees and questionnaire respondents is given in Appendix C.

We have conducted interviews with Peter Mehlbye (CU Director), and Maureen-
Anne Griffin (CU Financial Expert), covering general policy, operations and financial
control from the Co-ordination unit perspective.  This has been supplemented by
an interview with Thiemo Eser in respect to the Managing Authority perspective.

In respect to administrative aspects of the programme, and its contribution
towards the development of the 3rd Cohesion Report we carried out interviews with
staff in DG REGIO.

Monitoring Committee members were invited to complete an email questionnaire
that had been piloted in an interview with Christabel Myers (as MC representative
for UK).  Follow-up discussions were then held with a selection of MC
representatives at the Matera Seminar.

Interviews with ECP representatives took place between August and October.
These were held, either at their offices, by telephone, or informally at the Matera
seminar.  Preliminary conclusions on ECP operation and recommendations for
improvements were presented at Matera by the evaluation team followed by an
open debate.

The Matera seminar also provided opportunities for discussions with TPG project
participants.

Alongside the interview process we carried out an email based questionnaire
surveys of all nominated MC representatives, ECP contact points, TPG Lead
Partners and TPG participants.  Response to these surveys is tabulated below and
copies of the questionnaires are given in Appendix F.

Questionnaires returned
 or representative interviewed

Monitoring Committee 14
ESPON Contact Points 15
TPG Lead Partners 8
TPG Partners 26

The methodology we proposed included an assessment of the strengths and
weaknesses in the ex-ante evaluation (CIP/PC).  Further investigation has revealed
that because of the nature of the programme a full SWOT analysis was not
required in the ex-ante evaluation.  In consequence, Chapter 2 is restricted to the
terms of the ex-ante evaluation as it appears in the PC.

In addition, a comparison of results with performance indicators from the
programme complement is covered in Chapter 2.  The performance indicators for
the review are quantified in the Programme Complement, which we have
evaluated, followed up divergence and if necessary revised for the rest of the
programme period.



1 Methodology

Mid-Term Evaluation of the ESPON 2006 Programme Page 7

The conclusions and recommendations are structured to comply with the MEANS
guidelines responding to the key evaluation components identified for Interreg
programmes.  However, it has become apparent during the evaluation that this
structure is at times inappropriate for ESPON and rather restrictive.  In
consequence, we have modified the structure to offer additional elements
considered important for ESPON.

1.3 Structure of the Report

The following sections of this report are structured to follow the key components of
the evaluation as prescribed by the MEANS guidelines.  It comprises chapters
covering:

•  Re-Assessment of the Relevance and Consistency of the Strategy

•  Quantification of Objectives - Outputs, Results and Impacts

•  Evaluation of Effectiveness and Expected Socio-Economic Impacts and, on
this basis, Evaluation of the Financial Resources Allocated

•  Quality of Joint Implementation and Monitoring Arrangements

•  Community Added Value

•  Conclusions

•  Recommendations.
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2 Re-Assessment of the Relevance and
Consistency of the Strategy

2.1 Background

“A core element of the planning process was the analysis of strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats facing the co-operation area concerned,
since it formed the basis for the strategy of the programming document.  The ex-
ante evaluation verified this analysis, including the priority to be assigned to the
various economic needs and the appropriateness of the opportunities and
challenges identified.  The mid term evaluation should review the continuing
validity of the analysis.”

The above statement taken from the MEANS guidelines provides the rationale for
revisiting the ex-ante evaluation and considering the development of policy since
that time.  Our focus in this activity is, therefore, on reviewing changes in the
background to ESPON in order that we might consider the continued relevance and
consistency of the strategy adopted.

The work considered an appraisal of the ex-ante evaluation of the agreed CIP and
Programme Complement.  These documents describe the specific objectives of the
Community Initiative Programme and the operational objectives.  They describe
the chosen mapping of the objectives to priorities.  Against that background we
have incorporated information gathered from interviews with the CU, DG Regio,
and the MC to determine if or how policy has changed, and in what ways that
perception influences the strategy followed.  The interim results from the ESPON
projects also add substance to these perceptions giving rise to adjustments in
strategy.

Typically mid-term evaluations include elements that:

•  Update the SWOT analysis.

•  Examine the relevance of the strategy adopted.

•  Consider the internal coherence of the activities, and also the

•  External coherence.

2.2 Overall Strategy Reassessment

In most Interreg programmes a reassessment would depend on external changes
to the context, whereas ESPON which has primarily a methodological and policy
analysis orientation would generate the reassessment from its own conclusions.

Mapping objectives to priorities and operational structures

When the programme was devised no direct mapping of objectives to priorities was
created although there is a clear relationship between them.  It is now apparent
why this was not considered necessary.  The aims of ESPON are expressed in a set
of seven high level objectives, each of which is realised to a greater or lesser
extent through all five priority actions (as indicated in Figure 2.1 below). In their
turn the priorities are implemented through measures that are the nucleus for
TPGs.  At the individual measure level it has been necessary to introduce several
projects to fully cover the scope of actions.  These projects were phased into the
programme in a manner that is consistent with realisation of the overall strategy.
To further complicate attempts to map actions to objectives it is evident that the
projects contribute, in general, to more than one objective.
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Figure 2.1 Overview of ESPON objectives, priorities and measures

Objectives Priorities

01
Add value to existing national research

by clear EU/trans-national focus

02
Specific implications of ESDP policy
orientation on trans-national spaces

03
Develop orientations for instruments and
institutions for application of ESDP policy

04
Contribute to understanding of spatial

dimension of Structure Funds and policies

05
Improve co-ordination of territorial
decisions at all levels and sectors

06
Bridge gap between policy makers,

administrators and scientists

07
Create network of EU scientists in spatial

development

Priority 1
Thematic
Projects

Priority 2
Policy Impact

Priority 3
Cross Thematic

Studies

Priority 4
Briefing and
Networking

Priority 5
Technical
Assistance

Measures

1.1-1.3

2.1-2.3

3.1-3.2

4.1-4.3

5.1-5.2

SWOT Analysis

The absence of a SWOT analysis in the original ex-ante evaluation, was noted in
the previous chapter.

Relevance to the Strategy

We have examined the interim project results documented below in Chapter 3.
These are clearly fulfilling ESPON objectives for Priorities 1-3 and in line with
expectations.  In addition, the projects have also provided valuable inputs to the
development of the 3rd Cohesion Report which was part of the ESPON strategy. The
programme has had only partial success in networking the European spatial
development community, the connections so far being largely confined to
participants directly involved in the programme actions.  The need to reconsider
the network strategy is discussed further in Chapter 5.

Our finding is that in general, the priority areas contribute to the overall objectives
of the programme.  The weighting attributed to each priority area and the
allocation of resources to those priorities is broadly successful.  There is evidence
in the materials processed to date that flexibility is being investigated within the
CU and MC to adjust the balance of resources (e.g. potential new projects) to
reflect changing priorities.  This is elaborated on in Chapter 5 and our
recommendations, but does not impinge on the overall relevance and consistency
of the strategy.

Internal coherence

Internal coherence is seen in terms of the logical flow from programme objectives
to priorities for implementation.  In this respect we find that the internal coherence
of the programme as described by the priorities still holds.  However, there are
lessons to be learnt from the interim project results in terms of overlap between
activities.  These are covered in our conclusions and recommendations.
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Furthermore, since the original CIP and PC were prepared the status of accession
countries has been clarified and is now clearly incorporated into the ESPON
programme.  This particular point is covered further in section 2.3 below.

External coherence

In order to be able to evaluate the position of the ESPON in relation to other
activities we have considered the external coherence of ESPON not only in respect
to how it fits into other studies carried out in Interreg III programmes, or to 6th

framework programme research and development generally, but also how the
programme is activated between different countries.

In respect to EU initiatives ESPON is providing complementary activities to those
initiated elsewhere and useful interaction with them.  Prime cases are the
contribution of the TPG's towards the drafting of the 3rd Cohesion report and their
application of results obtained in earlier Framework Programmes.  Contact with
other parts of INTERREG has been hampered by difficulties in agreeing a joint
approach with INTERACT (the preferred CU solution) although this now appears to
be on the verge of a successful resolution.

Despite the delayed start of the programme all EU states are now actively
participating plus some accession states, together with partner states (i.e. Norway
and Switzerland).  Although the level of commitment varies from country to
country this is not sufficient to call into question the overall coherence at this
stage.  Those states demonstrating weakest commitment are not uniformly
distributed, but are mainly in the Mediterranean / South.

The CIP does not overlap with 6th Framework Programme research and
development due to the kind of applied studies demanded on the base of precise
Terms of Reference and due to the thematic orientation of the ESPON Programme.
However, relevant Framework Programme results appear in the studies (e.g. in the
fields of telecomms and environment).

An adverse effect during the initial phase was that the CU was seriously under
resourced due to the failure of Member States to provide the anticipated staff
secondments.

2.3 Enlargement and Neighbouring States

The ex-ante evaluation provides an overview of issues faced by ESPON and draws
attention to a need for continued examination of the influence of enlargement as a
key issue underlying all priorities and measures.  The very nature of the
geographic dimension (EU + accession states + neighbouring states) places unique
burdens on the management and implementation of the programme.

Within the framework of enlargement, the INTERREG III Community Initiative will
be introduced in the accession countries.  INTERREG III programmes, and ESPON
in particular, need to integrate the new participating areas.  ESPON is already
reacting to this and has developed good links into some accession states (e.g.
Hungary).  Partner and accession states have added participants to some TPGs
recently. The INTERREG III draft guidelines on amending the programmes for
accession states says “Both programmes (ESPON and INTERACT) will need to be
amended to incorporate the full participation of all 10 acceding countries.
However, as the content is already fully developed for both programmes, minimal
editing changes will be required, along with a revision of the financial table.”
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The MC considered the participation of candidate countries and neighbouring states
in July 2002 which led to an invitation to participate to 14 countries (12 candidate
countries plus Switzerland and Norway), several of which have either joined or are
in the process of negotiating membership or participation as observers.  We judge
this to be an adequate administrative response by the programme at this stage.
However, the CIP states that the Monitoring Committee may decide at half term to
allow further neighbouring countries in the East and in the Mediterranean area as
observers in the Monitoring Committee. European third countries (apart from
accession countries, Norway and Switzerland) and also Southern and Eastern
Mediterranean Countries have not been progressively involved in an appropriate
way so far (as foreseen in the CIP p.10).  It is foreseeable, therefore, that further
invitations could be issued.

It is clear from the interim results of the projects that the extension of the
analyses beyond EU15 to accession and neighbouring states has exceeded
expectations in most respects.  Performance indicators for the measures in the ex-
ante evaluation foresaw only limited extension of spatial indicators beyond the EU,
whereas much analysis now extends to the EU27+2 countries.  Projects might look
more closely at neighbours to the South and to the East (beyond the accession
states) if they have a particular significance, for example in relation to energy
provision or migration.
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3 Quantification of Objectives - Outputs,
Results and Impacts

3.1 Objectives

The quantification of objectives at the CIP and Programme Complement level is
fundamental to both the planning and implementation of the ESPON. The
quantification of operational objectives at measure level in the Programme
Complement is reviewed in the evaluation since performance against these
objectives forms building blocks towards the specific and global objectives.

The 7 objectives of the ESPON programme are set out in the CP and have been
implemented through 5 priorities and their associated measures.  The first 3
priorities comprise studies initiated through calls for tender to conduct projects.
Priority 4 deals with access to information, dissemination of information and
networking, whilst priority 5 covers management support activities.

ESPON 2006 Programme priorities and measures

Priority 1: Thematic projects on important spatial developments

Measure 1.1. Cities, polycentric development and urban-rural relations
Measure 1.2. Parity of access to infrastructure and knowledge
Measure 1.3. Natural and cultural heritage

Priority 2: Policy impact projects

Measure 2.1. The territorial effects of sector policies
Measure 2.2. New territorial aspects of the Structural Funds and related Funds
Measure 2.3. Institutions and instruments of spatial policies

Priority 3: Co-ordinating cross-thematic projects
Measure 3.1. Integrated tools for the European spatial development
Measure 3.2. Spatial scenarios and orientations towards the ESDP and the Cohesion Policy

Priority 4: ESPON Research briefing and scientific networking

Measure 4.1. Data navigator: preparatory surveys on data access
Measure 4.2. ESPON briefing and scientific co-ordination of ESPON Contact Points
Measure 4.3. ESPON briefing and scientific co-ordination of Transnational Project Groups

Priority 5: Technical assistance

Measure 5.1. Management, monitoring and implementation
Measure 5.2. Information, publication and evaluation

Each priority is sub-divided into measures which are covered by one or more study
projects.  These have been let in three phases of tenders as shown below.

Phase 1 Projects
Phase 2 Projects
Phase 3 Projects
Phase 4 Projects >> onwards
Timeline (months) J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A

2002 2003

The CIP and PC provide impact/result/output and performance indicators for all
levels of the ESPON programme. The following sections cover, achievement
analyses, a report on the outcomes and the current situation with regard to the
performance indicators.  These are covered in more detail in Appendix D.  A
particular semantic problem with the ESPON evaluation is that some performance
indicators are themselves numbers of spatial indicators developed in the
programme.  We, therefore, use the term ‘performance indicator’ wherever we
mean an indicator specified in the PC rather than an indicator developed in a
project.



3 Quantification of Objectives - Outputs,
Results and Impacts

Mid-Term Evaluation of the ESPON 2006 Programme Page 13

Achievement analysis of high level objectives

The objectives of the programme as set out in the ESPON CIP and PC are
addressed at two levels. There are a set of seven high level objectives with
expected impacts/results and quantified performance indicators for the periods
2002/2004 and 2002/2006. There are also the five priorities with their measures
and a second set of results and performance indicators. There is no mapping given
from the high level objectives to the priorities although there are clear relations
between the objectives and the priorities.  The lack of a mapping within the
programme creates difficulties in measuring the extent to which the performance
indicators of the high level objectives are being met. It has been suggested that all
projects could be considered as contributing to all the objectives. The evaluation
team takes the view that whilst the projects do indeed contribute in general to
more than one objective they can be identified with particular objectives to a
sufficient degree to make a judgement on the quantification of the objectives.

The detailed assessment of the position at the end of October 2003 show that the
programme is meeting the performance indicator quantification targets. The
majority of performance indicators of ESPON results are defined for the period
2002-2004.  Therefore, the mid-term evaluation taking place in late 2003 can only
provide a partial analysis of the quantification based on interim reports. 

It has to be remembered that the projects were supposed to have arrived at
consensus on the indicators to be used in ESPON data collection and analyses by
the end of 2001 (“ESPON Guidelines for 2001-2006”). In the event the programme
start was delayed and the first projects only started in August 2002. As an
important aspect of the programme was to provide input to the drafting of the 3rd

Cohesion Report, input needed by end August 2003, the work on indicators and
data collection has been compressed and effectively subordinated to that work so
far.

It is not the task of the mid-term programme evaluation to carry out an evaluation
of the scientific reports produced by the projects or to revisit the aims of ESDP. It
is, however, necessary to comment on the general approach taken by the projects.

3.2 Achievement analysis of Priority 1-3 - Projects

In total 10 projects have been defined in priority 1 of which 8 have started.

Measure Project Phase
Measure 1.1.: Cities, polycentric development and urban-rural relations

The role, Specific situation and potentials of urban areas as nodes in a polycentric
development 

1.1.1

Urban-rural relations in Europe 1.1.2
Particular Effects of Enlargement of the EU and Beyond on the Polycentric Spatial

Tissue with Special Attention on Discontinuities and Barriers
1.1.3

The spatial effects of demographic trends and migration 1.1.4
Measure 1.2.: Parity of access to infrastructure and knowledge

Transport services and networks: territorial trends and basic supply of infrastructure for
territorial cohesion

1.2.1

Telecommunication Services and Networks: Territorial Trends and Basic Supply of
Infrastructure for Territorial Cohesion

1.2.2

Identification of spatially relevant aspects of the information society 1.2.3

Measure 1.3.: Natural and cultural heritage
The spatial effects and management of natural and technological hazards in general

and in relation to climate change
1.3.1

Territorial Trends of the Management of the Natural Heritage 1.3.2
The role and spatial effects of cultural heritage and identity 1.3.3
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In total 9 projects have been defined in priority 2 of which 6 have started.

Measure Project Phase
Measure 2.1.: The territorial effects of sector policies

Territorial impact of EU transport and TEN policies 2.1.1
Territorial impact of EU research and development policy 2.1.2
The territorial impact of CAP and rural development policy 2.1.3

Territorial trends of energy services and networks and territorial impact of EU energy
policy

2.1.4

Measure 2.2.: New territorial aspects of the Structural Funds and related Funds
The territorial effects on the structural funds 2.2.1

Territorial effects of the “AQUIS COMMUNITAIRE”, pre-accession aid and
PHARE/TACIS/MEDA programmes

2.2.2

Territorial effects of structural funds in urban areas 2.2.3
Measure 2.3.: Institutions and instruments of spatial policies

The application and effects of the ESDP in Member States 2.3.1
The governance of territorial and urban oriented policies from the EU to the local level 2.3.2

Priority 3 - Co-ordinating cross-thematic projects

In total 2 projects have been defined in this priority.

Measure Project Phase
Measure 3.1.: Integrated tools for the European spatial development

Integrated tools for European spatial development 3.1
Measure 3.2.: Spatial scenarios and orientations towards the ESDP and the
                         Cohesion Policy

Spatial scenarios and orientations towards the ESDP and the Cohesion Policy 3.2

The actions envisaged under measure 3.2 are dependent, at least in part, on the
results of priority 1 and 2 projects.  The performance indicators show that little or
no activity is expected to take place before the end of 2004.  The tender process
for a project to address measure 3.2 was scheduled to be launched in August 2003
in phase 4.

The priority 1 projects are responsible for developing, testing and applying spatial
indicators, spatial concept and spatial typologies, for producing EU maps and
addressing ESDP policy options, according to the quantification. They are also to
develop relevant tools, systems for monitoring developments and a SWOT analysis.
Priority 2 projects are also responsible for work on indicators, typologies and maps,
and for methods for territorial impact assessment, EU wide spatial effects of sector
policies and a SWOT analysis. Project 3.1 is responsible for co-coordinating and
managing the data and map consensus and the tools for using the data and for
tools for cross-thematic analysis, orientations for implementing spatial objectives
in existing EU policies and preparing scenario methodologies.

The projects have all produced interim reports at the projected times and have
responded to comments on them from the CU. The early interim reports reveal a
lack of co-ordination between the projects in their data collection and orientation,
attributed to the compressed time scale and the newness of the approach. This
problem has been addressed through co-ordination from project 3.1 in the form of
the ‘ESPON common platform’.

The analysis by the evaluation team indicates that the projects are meeting and
generally exceeding the targets set in the PC.
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The projects are not required to provide a list of outputs corresponding to the
performance indicators required for the evaluation and the performance indicators
and their timing was not updated to take account of the changed start time or the
prioritization of the input to the 3rd Cohesion Report. The performance indicators do
not seem to be used as a management tool by the programme.  In the case of the
priority 2 projects not all the items listed in the performance indicators are
included in the project ToRs (see Appendix D) and some items that are requested
in the ToRs, such as typologies do not appear in the performance indicators. The
performance indicators are essentially measures of quantity rather than quality.

The quantification suffers from a lack of consistency in terminology between
projects, particularly in relation to the term ‘indicators’.  The problem is best
illustrated by the Crete Guidance Paper produced by project 3.1 for the projects
where three types of data are identified: data from official sources, core indicators
calculated by TPGs and model result indicators from TPGs.  In the core indicator list
at the end of the paper a number of the indicators from the projects are data
series such as area, population, GDP, which would normally be thought of as data
from official sources rather than spatial indicators developed by a project.

There are general frameworks for indicator categorization and choice, such as
DPSIR as noted by project 1.3.1 and 1.3.2, that have been used elsewhere to
relate descriptive and policy indicators, but the programme has not so far
developed such an approach for ESPON although the project 3.1 SWOT
questionnaire uses terms similar to DPSIR.

Many of the projects have noted the lack of suitable or comparable data for
indicators.  The problems of project 1.1.1 in determining Functional Urban Areas
(FUAs) as reported in the IRs illustrates the problem.  As a result, in many cases,
indicators are either at a higher level of aggregation than is needed, or use
national definitions that are not compatible.  In effect a lowest common
denominator approach has been used.  This approach is common in policy analysis,
since in general poor data is better than no data.  However, in the context of
ESPONs aim to provide a better scientific base for policy in the territorial area, the
programme needs to take a longer term perspective as well as meeting short term
policy analysis objectives. 

At present the programme is not creating a list of ‘missing indicators’ with the
desired spatial resolution (whether administratively or geographically based)
specified. The common platform is a list of available data to ensure consistency
between projects. What is required, in addition, is a list of the data that is needed
for a full analysis, but not at present available, as a basis for development for
EUROSTAT and national statistical institutes in the future.  Nor is the programme
addressing systematically the methodological questions necessary to justify such a
list.  For example, in some countries data is available at much lower spatial
resolutions than NUTS 3 and sensitivity analysis could be carried out for those
countries to determine whether the results of analysis and mapping are
comparable at different resolutions.  Harmonisation of definitions to ensure
comparablity of data between different regions and countries is another aspect that
should be addressed. Such work would provide a scientific basis for collecting
better data.

It is noted in relation to data series where the national definitions differ that the
reports do not clearly define the differences and their possible impact, but only
note their existence.  In the case of maps based on non-comparable data even this
level of annotation is missing.  The programme is intended to provide a database
of data collected by the TPGs and a comprehensive metadata base to ensure that
the sources and processing of the data and typologies can be identified.
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The projects are producing a very much larger number of maps than envisaged in
the PC. For example project 3.1 is expected to provide only 10 maps in its
integrated approach, but at this stage (IR3) has provided 36.  The number of maps
in final reports may be lower than those in the interim reports, but at present the
impression is given of a lack of focus in the use of maps and more work directed at
their production and multiplicity than at their interpretation and relevance.  There
is some evidence of a more coordinated approach in the latest reports. Maps are of
use in presenting results to non-experts and in suggesting hypotheses, but are no
substitute for formal analysis.

Project 3.1 is creating a meta-SWOT analysis based on replies from projects to a
questionnaire circulated by the project.  Some projects have included their replies
to the questionnaire in their interim reports.  However, each project has presented
its report in its own format which makes it difficult to compare different projects.
The questionnaire also provides a basis for comparing other performance indicators
such as number of typologies but the results of those questions are not at present
uniformly present in the projects reports.

To aid the users of the programme reports, some guidelines on report structure
and format should be given to the projects for their final repots. These guidelines
might not be the same in the different priorities.

3.3 Priority 4 - ESPON research briefing and scientific networking

The measures specified in this priority are performed by a mix of project activity
and CU led initiatives.

Measure 4.1 “Data navigator: preparatory surveys on data access” has given rise
to a major activity within Project 4.1 which collected basic information.  The end
result of this project was a handbook that supports the search for relevant
territorial data and maps across Europe.  The project was comprised of a cluster of
small contracts covering institutions in each Member State and non-EU Interreg IIC
states in the Baltic sea, Cadses space and EuroMed regions.

The extent to which this handbook is proving useful is limited.  As an initial point of
reference it has value, but in most cases where identification of appropriate data
was an issue projects report that, as anticipated, the sort of data required was not
available.  Complete sources for missing data were not given and time constraints
have made it impractical to utilise the Data Navigator.

Measure 4.2. “ESPON briefing and scientific co-ordination of ESPON Contact Points”
is not a project activity, but an action carried out through ECP co-ordination
meetings.  The first such meeting was conducted on 14 February 2002.  Given the
importance placed on the ECP network in the initial programme objectives this
activity has been examined in detail through surveys and interviews.  The success
of the contact points could be a critical factor in the long-term success of ESDP.

The active participation of an ECP throughout the whole ESPON process, both at
national level and European level, is a precondition for a correctly functioning
contact point.  ECPs should be arranging contacts, taking an active part in projects,
participate in knowledge development, promote discussions and communication of
results, and acting as a reference point.  They can be seen as a bridge between
TPG - CU - MC - MS and national networks of institutes and experts.

The opportunities for networking were considered to be too constrained by the
initial plan of only hosting one ECP seminar per year.  The CU and MC, therefore,
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responded by increasing this to four meetings.  However, the surveys still display a
feeling that networking is as yet underdeveloped.

ECPs are reported to have been useful in finding partners and in pointing projects
towards data sources in their country. They are generally felt to be a useful
support to the ESPON programme, though much of their activity is within a
national framework, with limited inter ECP networking.

Potential to improve the effectiveness of ECPs has been recognised by the MC and
support exists to further strengthening the function of ECPs exists.  A lack of
resources lies at the heart of the problem.  ECPs are funded by Member States.
ESPON provides only support for travel costs to the seminars.

Linkages between TPGs and ECPs in terms of networking has also been limited.
Effective links are largely based on personal contacts.  Seminars are seen as too
large to offer good opportunities for discussions.

The implementation of ECP networking and more information on the results of the
ECP survey are given in Chapter 5.

Measure 4.3. “ESPON briefing and scientific co-ordination of Transnational Project
Groups” is being handled in a similar way to measure 4.2 in that control is
provided from the CU through TPG meetings (seminars) held twice each year.  The
first meeting was held 21-22 Nov 2002 in Mondorf les Bains (Luxembourg) and a
second in Crete (Greece) from 5-6 May 2003.  The evaluation team attended the
latest meeting in Matera (Italy) 6-8 October 2003 to gain an appreciation of the
events and to hold discussions with participants.

The events are generally seen as good milestones where progress can be reported.
The scale of the meetings, however, is now becoming so large that it is a
constraint on debate of results, leaving much to fringe discussions.  Scope exists to
identify smaller sub-groups of projects that have common interests for more
focussed networking.  The smaller LP seminars run by the CU are a move towards
such events.

3.4 Priority 5 - Technical Assistance

Priority 5 is concerned with delivery of services by the CU.  Measure 5.1
“Management, monitoring and implementation” covers most administrative
activities.  The effectiveness of this action is critical to the overall performance of
the programme.  It is closely linked with Measure 5.2 “Information, publication and
evaluation” handling the visibility of the programme.

The objectives of this measure are largely delivered through the ESPON website
and press briefings.  An initial press briefing was performed in April 2002, since
then awareness activities have included conference presentations in:

•  Toulouse at the Interreg IIC South Europe meeting (22 March 2002)

•  Athens at the Geography and Regional planning in the enlarged European
Union (16 May 2002)

•  Bruxelles at Second Cohesion Forum (22 May 2002)

•  Barcelona at Strategic development of Catalonia in Europe (11 June 2002),

•  Working Group Spatial and Urban Development (25 June2002)

•  Brussels at the Working Group Spatial and Urban Development (24 Sept
2002),
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•  DG Regio EIS (25 September 2002)

•  Copenhagen at the Roundtable on European Development (4 Nov 2002)

•  Bilbao regional conference on the strategic territorial development of the
Basque region (25 Nov 2002)

•  Luxembourg Eurostat (6 December 2002)

•  Paris Interreg NWE (15 January 2003)

•  Working Group Spatial and Urban Development (18 February 2003)

•  Budapest CEMAT (26 March 2003)

•  Vesteraas regional seminar (24 April 2003)

•  Working Group Spatial and Urban Development (23 September 2003)

•  Vienna ECP seminar (25 September 2003)

•  Rome EU sustainable development (26 September 2003)

•  Bruxelles Interreg Baltic (16 October 2003)

•  London ETCP (24 October 2003)

•  Milano Jean Monnet Programme (5 December 2003)

Promotion activities have also covered numerous contacts with different
organisations related to territorial development (e.g. Eurocities, Metrex, ETCP).
Further promotional activity is being provided by projects.  These include project
1.1.1 in Valencia, project 1.3.1 in relation to DG Environment seminars, project
1.3.1 in relation to CEMAT and the European Landscape Convention as well as
project 3.1 at different occasions.  The ESPON programme has also been presented
at meetings with regional scientists (e.g. European seminar in Finland).

The ESPON website (www.espon.lu/) is a major conduit for dissemination.  The site
has been developed in several phases and exhibits a transparent and effective
format.  The provisional site was upgraded in November 2002 and has shown good
usage since then.  From January 2002 to December 2002 there were 3006 unique
visitors making a total of 9146 visits, 44% of which were in the last two months
when the present site was operational.  Initiating the central site reduced the
usage at ECP sites.  The usage of the ESPON web site since November 2002 is
illustrated below. 
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A further initiative undertaken by the CU has been the specification of an ESPON
intranet to facilitate document exchange between all groups.  This became
operational in late 2003.

Websites on their own cannot provide visibility for the programme.  The current
user group appears to have reached a plateau, and if anything is declining.  Simply
putting a site up does not attract new users.  The publicity strategy and plans to
enhance the site capabilities is, therefore, an important action by the CU to aid
effective dissemination.

The evaluation considered the need for enhancing the profile of the programme.
Our assessment of measures under this priority suggests that whilst the CU has
performed well with limited human resources there are some deficiencies in respect
to the visibility of the programme and its publicity policy.  During the course of the
evaluation the CU and MC have addressed this topic and propose to do more as
final reports become available for publication.
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4 Evaluation of Effectiveness and Expected
Socio-Economic Impacts and, on this basis,
Evaluation of the Financial Resources Allocated

4.1 Effectiveness and Expected Socio-economic Impacts

Our assessment of the achievement of high level objectives demonstrates that the
programme is meeting the seven objectives set out in the CIP and PC and is
expected to continue to do so in the rest of the programme period.  Despite a
delayed operational start (June 2002 rather than the planned January 2002) and a
lack of early resources, the programme has made effective progress.  Efforts made
to kick-start projects quickly were geared to meet the timing of relevant policy
development initiatives.  An appreciable contribution to the 3rd Cohesion Report
drafting process has therefore been realised.  The projects responsible for the
priority studies have delivered interim results on time and in may cases ahead of
time to meet the commitment to the Commission’s drafting timetable.  There are,
however, grounds for concern that this prioritisation of tasks within TPGs may
result in reduced efforts on other project activity in the remaining time available to
currently running projects as resources run out.

The socio-economic impact of the programme lies in improving the scientific basis
for ESDP policy determination at different levels and in providing methods for
territorial impact analysis that can be used for both ex-ante analysis of
programmes and for evaluation of outcomes.  The results produced so far are
certainly a first step in achieving that impact.  The ultimate success depends as
much on the use that is made of the results as on the quality of their production.

The programme is focussed on both positive and normative aspects of ESDP.  The
interim results already show the lack of data to support a positive analysis of
spatial planning in Europe at important spatial levels and make significant progress
in defining the needs for such data for an initial analysis.  At the same time they
have made use of existing data, poor as it may be, to evaluate some of the
normative concepts proposed as a basis for policy, such as polycentrism.  It is clear
that if ESDP is to be carried forward as a factor in policy making, then the data
available needs to be collected on a harmonised basis for a wide range of social,
economic and physical indicators.  The responsibility for that data collection cannot
lie, other than at an experimental level, within a programme the size and duration
of ESPON.

The effectiveness of the programme depends on building a partnership between
policy makers, policy analysts, statisticians, scientists and practitioners.  At this
stage the programme is trying to build a first set of links between some of the key
European players.  Unlike the simple analysis of data the effective creation of such
a network, the achievement of consensus for specific practical objectives such as
transnational regional projects implementing policy decisions, and the successful
monitoring and development of actions, is a longer term objective that lies beyond
ESPON 2001-2006.  However, it is important that the lessons being learnt in
ESPON, both about policy development and its implementation, are directed to
achieving that objective. At present the partnership building described above is the
least successful aspect of the programme, as might be expected of any new
transnational activity that brings together new partners.  Partly this represents the
problem of attracting players into a programme that is as yet only in its earliest
stages, and partly the problem of identifying the relevant players in an activity that
has until now been carried out mainly at the national and regional level.

4.2 Resource Allocations

The ESPON objectives have been expressed as a series of 5 Priorities, each of
which has one or more associated measures.
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The allocation of financial resources to projects is the basic mechanism for
promoting each priority and measure.

Attributions of financial resources are made in the annual budgets and agreed by
the MC.  ESPON has a very modest budget (~12m euro) with only limited scope for
additional income as more countries become full members.  Currently the
additional resources represent 910,000 euro that comes from non-EU states and,
therefore, does not attract matching ESPON funds.  As accession states become full
members of ESPON their contributions should attract matching ESDP funds.

The small increase in budget provides flexibility in developing the programme, but
constrains ambitions.  Agreement in the MC has already ensured that 15% of the
additional budget goes towards catch-up activity for new partner states and
neighbouring states, permitting involvement in existing TPGs.  Likewise, agreement
exists that new projects put forward should both reflect the interests of the new
partner states and cover emerging themes of general interest.

The probability of a modestly enlarged budget as the programme progresses has
already generated a debate on how to use the budget in the MC.  One option that
has been suggested is a new budget line to strengthen the performance of the
ESPON Contact Points.  We consider networking to be of such importance that, if
the ECP network is considered to be falling short of achieving its aims for resource
reasons, this would be one way of strengthening the focus in this area.

Debate has also occurred within the MC on modifications to the scale of resources
for individual projects (and for the spend over time) reflecting an apparent change
in attitude towards the importance of each activity. There is also evidence from the
tight budgets of existing projects and the considerable ambitions expressed in
project terms of reference that future budgets might be better specified (i.e. more
generous indicative budgets), or expectations reduced.  At this late stage in the
current projects there is little evidence to suggest that simply adding resources
from enlarged budgets would resolve the potential problem of incomplete work
resulting from changes in the prioritisation of tasks, without affecting other aspects
of the timetable.

Proposals put forward by MC members are already demonstrating a satisfying
degree of flexibility for the incorporation of emerging ideas to enter the priority list.
The project 2.1.4 dealing with Energy Supply and EU Policy impacts is an example
of a project added to those initially set out.  So far this has meant taking budget
from other actions, but there is no evidence that this has resulted in diminished
quality of results. 

Funding is tied to Priority areas as set out in the PC.  We see no need to add
priorities to the present structure, and agree that there is scope to augment the list
of measures.  In so doing there is a case for modifying the proportion of budget
allocated to each priority so that measures are not unduly constrained by budget
and can be realised effectively.  Discussion in the MC has already indicated that
additional funding would be needed for extra projects in Priority 1.

Different policy areas have their own champions.  Within the overall programme
Polycentrism has emerged as a particular important policy development.  Project
1.1.1, therefore, was allocated more resources to reflect the interest in a deeper
analysis by reducing the intended budget of Project 1.1.3.  Similarly, some
delegates on the MC see the natural heritage and landscape policy area (Project
1.3.2) as important enough to warrant more resources.  Other project ideas have
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been promoted including one concerned with the territorial impact of European
Fisheries policy.

The responses by the MC to emerging issues in the organisation and direction of
the programme covered above, are examples of the flexibility that the evaluators
believe is so important for the MC to show in their role in the operations of the
programme. The MC is urged to continue this open and consensual approach.

To support the TPGs centrally the CU has purchased access to a European dataset
for use by all projects from Eurostat and Eurographics.  Whilst this approach is
commendable it opens questions over how this works in practice and what use is
being made of the common data by the different projects.  Our interviews and lead
partner survey show a mixed response to the value of this action.  The project
reports show that the current availability of regional data from official sources
leaves much to be desired and it is important in the interests of the wider
community attempting to carry out regional analysis that this be remedied.  Both
the MC members as representatives of Member States or DG Regio, and the CU as
representative of the ESPON network should use their best efforts to see that both
National Statistical Agencies and Eurostat are aware of the problems that are being
encountered.

In the longer term there is an issue over preservation of data and maps created by
the projects and its availability to others.  Budget allocations do not presently exist
for the maintenance of database content.  There is an expectation that this will be
carried out through project 3.2 in the future.  An appropriate allocation must be
established or data availability will become an issue in later stages of ESPON and
any continuation activity.  Similarly, the databank created by ESPON should be
held in the longer term in such a way that it remains accessible to all European
policy research groups that might benefit from it.

The hybrid nature of the programme, in the sense that the projects are policy
research oriented unlike most INTERREG projects and are contracted studies unlike
most research projects, has left questions of technical validation rather unclear.
The MC has responsibility for approving projects and the CU provides comments on
IRs.  It seems that ECPs were expected to take a major part in organizing national
responses to the project reports (the CIP clearly indicates that they were expected
initially to carry out the work programme).  This role seems to have failed to
materialize due to a mixture of different interpretations of the function of an ECP
by different Member States and ECPs, different levels of funding and variations in
the capabilities of national research networks.  At the same time the differing
national participation rates, of independent partners in TPGs, means that some
countries are represented in ESPON by very few organizations.  This outcome has
led to a situation where there is a lack of independent assessment of results
compared with what might have been expected at the outset.  In academic
research this is achieved by ‘peer review’, checking and commenting by other
academic experts in the same field, in funded research programmes such as the EU
Framework Programme regular project review by external experts is used. 

The quality control of results has no clear home in the programme. It is not within
the terms of reference of the evaluation to look at the individual interim reports
from this point of view, nor given the wide range of studies would this have been
possible. The quality of the results, particularly those relating to data that will be
used elsewhere for policy formulation and action, needs to be given a seal of
approval that cannot derive from the project authors in isolation. Some sort of peer
review process needs to be built into the programme so that outside analysts and
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observers can have the level of trust in the results that would come from academic
peer review in one milieu and independent assessment in another.

The resource implications of reviews need to be carefully assessed, and a cost
effective solution, possibly using existing programme human resources, agreed.
The decision should be the responsibility of the MC. 



5
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5 Quality of Joint Implementation and
Monitoring Arrangements

5.1 Management Structure

The strategy for control and management of ESPON was set out in the CIP where a
graphical overview of the management structure is given.  Figure 5.1 below
reflects that situation.

Figure 5.1 Overview of the management structure of ESPON
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That strategy still holds good today and is essentially the model that is in
operation.  The extent to which the various components are functioning effectively
is considered in more detail in the following sections.

During the SPESP the ECP network was a major component in running the study
(both doing the work and managing the funds).  In its current configuration the
central role has gone and ECPs now operate more like satellites around ESPON,
interacting with TPGs, the CU and the MC.  They are largely funded from outside of
ESPON.

5.2 Monitoring Committee

Monitoring and control of the programme rests firmly with the MC, supported by
the CU.  The committee has adopted an active role in the programme, holding
frequent meetings to guide the implementation and gather feedback from interim
project reports.

Discussions with MC representatives demonstrate a high level of satisfaction with
progress so far and an interest in further raising the profile of the action.  In this



5 Quality of Joint Implementation and
Monitoring Arrangements

Mid-Term Evaluation of the ESPON 2006 Programme Page 25

respect the committee has sought to identify ways to increase the visibility and
general appreciation of the programme.

Budget allocations for publicity actions as set out in the PC are very modest and in
the opinion of the evaluation team may be insufficient.  The MC is actively
developing an enhanced approach to publicity.  Our assessment of that outcome is
that it will greatly help to raise the profile of ESPON, as project results become
available from 2004 onwards.  It is not possible at this stage to evaluate the
success of that action in raising the profile of the programme.

5.3 Perception of programme by ESPON Member States 

In carrying out this activity we have gathered opinions from representatives of the
MC on how the programme has developed and is evolving.  This was achieved by
both a questionnaire survey and interviews with MC members.  The results of that
process are set out below. 

Survey results

The survey and discussions with representatives of the MC, together with our
contacts to TPG participants suggest the programme is expected to produce
important results. The MC survey shows the Member States share and support the
aims of the programme.  There is a high level of satisfaction with the programme
and a firm belief in its value for money.  It is, however, too early in the programme
to demonstrate this to be true.  The expectation of and desire to gain experience
from ESPON is widespread and is especially strong amongst the neighbouring and
accession states.

ESPON is anticipated to produce a better knowledge of spatial development
policies, and trends across Europe.  It might also enhance the spatial dimension of
the structural funds, cohesion policy and other Community and national sector
policies.  ESPON should also deliver the necessary input to update the ESDP and
create a concrete territorial frame of reference for sector policies and investments
in Europe. The ESPON analyses will form the key instrument to bring the ESDP
process a step further.

Consistent information and databases at European level to feed regional policy
making is a frequently voiced goal.  It is the opinion of the evaluation team that
the current programme represents only the first steps in realisation of this
objective.  ESPON needs a longer time frame to fulfil its promise.

ESPON opens a new dimension in European co-operation. It is performing
pioneering work that will have an influence on many areas and levels.  Accession
states will automatically change their status within the programme as expansion of
the Community occurs in 2004.  Improved linkages with their national activities,
through involvement in ESPON projects and the ECP network will produce
substantial benefits.  Similarly, neighbouring and observer states have a different
status within the programme depending on their level of participation at the core of
ESPON.  As such their perceptions can differ from those of the core group, but their
interest is important and helps to create a solid base of truly Trans-European
research.

The next steps voiced by several respondents involve a focus on making ESPON
better known.  There is a perceived demand to apply a European perspective on
regional development, and to achieve a better understanding of concepts like
territorial cohesion, polycentrism etc. and on tools for sustainable spatial
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development.  Transforming results into policy options and recommendations
should then follow.

Disseminating results at national levels is occurring through seminars, round table
discussions and presentations by ministries.  The extent to which ECPs are
assisting in this process is mixed.  However, most ECPs are seen to be functioning
well at national level with prospects to mature and regain a stronger role in the
programme.  The ECP network is considered by some to represent a good basis for
a less formal European network of researchers in spatial planning that can act as a
consultation group at EU and national levels.

Joint management and monitoring is generally seen as operating well with good
discussion and consensus.  The activity of the CU is respected by MC members who
rely on the CU to monitor projects.  Nevertheless, the MC themselves are taking a
more active part in the running of the programme than is common in other
Interreg programmes.  MC meetings are two to three times more frequent than is
typical in other programmes.  In terms of financial management the collection of
matching funding at programme level rather than project level makes management
simpler and more efficient.

5.4 Managing Authority and Paying Authority

The Managing and Paying Authorities are responsible for the management of the
ESPON 2006 programme. The functions of the MA and PA have been undertaken
by the Ministry of the Interior of Luxembourg.  At a day-to-day level management
is delegated to the CU.  This division of activity has proved to be a practical and
effective approach to the management task.

The MA/PA is responsible for all contractual matters within the programme,
associated payments and ultimate communication with the Commission for
reimbursement of funds.  An appropriate financial system and reporting procedure
has been established and is working efficiently.

5.5 ESPON Co-ordination Unit

The establishment of a fully functional CU is a prerequisite to the successful
implementation and monitoring of ESPON.  The preparatory study indicated that
the CU required a substantial secretariat staffed not only by seconded personnel
from the Member States.  These numbers were reduced at implementation and a
minimum of 3 staff identified.  The Managing Authority undertook its task on the
understanding that two additional posts would be provided by seconded staff from
Member States.  The MC agreed the workload of the CU required a staff of 5 of
which 2 were to be seconded, or funded from Member States.

Desirable staffing levels were not achieved during 2002, placing great stress on the
CU.  They are only now approaching target levels.  One secondment has taken
place from Austria, and a second project officer funded by the Nordic council has
recently joined and one full time project expert.

The CU has made available trainee posts for short duration placements.  This
facility, although useful to the CU, introduces a need to spend resources on
training staff and cannot be seen as a mechanism for adding significant expertise
to the unit.  Such turnover of personnel is not conducive to effective and ongoing
management and is no substitute for full time staff.  Continuity of staffing is
important in a programme of this length.  Staff changes ought, therefore, to be
avoided.



5 Quality of Joint Implementation and
Monitoring Arrangements

Mid-Term Evaluation of the ESPON 2006 Programme Page 27

One outcome of the CU resource shortage is manifest in the minutes of the MC
where an expectation that the CU must be less ambitious if staffing levels cannot
improve is acknowledged.  Another outcome is that detailed versions of the work
programmes 2002 and 2003 have been affected by the lack of resources in the CU.

The evaluation team are encourage that overall, despite reduced resources, the CU
has managed to carry out the work programme in an efficient and effective
manner.  Calls for tenders have been issued with dispatch and evaluations
conducted in short time frames.  Networking meetings, seminars and monitoring
committees have all proceeded as planned.  The unit has also managed to provide
detailed feedback to projects on interim results.

Intellectual Property Rights issues

Ownership of ESPON results (e.g. databases) is a potential problem.  There has
been a discussion in the MC that the CU might manage a new database owned by
ESPON.  The extent to which this has been followed up or abandoned was
examined, as was the IPR issues associated with reuse of statistical data by
projects. 

The IPR question is complicated.  The data that will go into the databank belongs
to several organisations, some of whom sell access to the data (e.g. EUROSTAT
data).  The aim is to make the data available to policy analysts working in Interreg
and the Member States.  The alternatives are in essence, whether a license can be
created for the bank as an entity, the proceeds of which can be passed on to the
IPR owners, or whether all that is required is for the data to be identified and users
then pay the owners for direct access to the data they want.  There may be other
possibilities.  The Co-ordination Unit is taking appropriate action through
identification of a small contract, agreed with the MC, to obtain legal advice on
these issues.

5.6 Financial Control

Financial control within Interreg III programmes occurs at several levels and
through various intermediaries.  ESPON is no exception.  However, ESPON has
adopted a practical approach to financial control that appears well suited to the
small scale of the programme.  The CU has reviewed Interreg procedures and
defined a rigorous, yet simplified, three level model, covering:

•  Financial Control,

•  Audit,

•  Winding up activities.

The Paying Authority has already disseminated a protocol on a common approach
to all authorities responsible for financial control.  At the first level this is agreed
and is demonstrably working well.  Similarly, the PA has completed the protocol for
second and third level procedures.  The final agreement on all levels should be
realised shortly.

The following overview of financial control procedures is taken from the ESPON
Financial Control protocol (Final version 22.10.2002).  It clearly illustrates the
stages undertaken for verification of cost claims.
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A pyramid of delegated financial control has been implemented whereby each claim
is checked (e.g. Project co-ordinators validate partner claims before passing them
on to the relevant national financial control to check the overall project claim).  A
review of the project files and progress reporting procedures has shown that
financial transactions are fully documented and quality assured, including
approvals by project officers of deliverables and progress reports.  The provision of
templates by the CU to projects for financial reporting helps co-ordinators and
partners alike to create correct claims and promotes an efficient payment regime.

When the programme budget was set out in the CIP the overall financial ERDF and
national allocation to the Programme was expected to be €12 million (i.e. €6
million each) and an indicative allocation to priorities was given.  That position is
shown in the table below:
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ESPON 2006 programme budget allocation (euro) by priority

Priority Total Cost Total Eligible
Expenditure

ERDF National % Share
of Priority

P.1 Thematic projects on
import spatial
developments

4,300,000 4,300,000 2,150,000 2,150,000 35.83

P.2 Policy impact projects 3,994,000 3,994,000 1,747,000 1,747,000 29.12

P.3 Co-ordination cross-
thematic projects

2,600,000 2,600,000 1,300,000 1,300,000 21.67

P.4 Research briefing and
scientific networking

520,000 520,000 260,000 260,000 4.33

P.5 Technical assistance 1,086,000 1,086,000 543,000 543,000 9.05

Total 12,000,000 12,000,000 6,000,000 6,000,000 100.00

This budget only includes direct payments to ECPs for their travel to meetings.
Operational budgets are supported by Member States directly.

In addition, Luxembourg offered a contribution of 2,063,000 euro towards the
establishment of the Co-ordination Unit under Priority 5.

The ESPON partner states provide a further source of finance.  These are the
contributions of the 4 non-EU Member States who have subscribed to the
programme (i.e. Switzerland, Slovenia, Norway and Hungary).  These contributions
will total 910,000 euro, predominantly available from 2003 onwards.  However,
other income is likely to emerge when the accession states join.  Decisions on the
allocation of these additional funds need to be taken by the MC in such a way that
they reflect the interests of the partner states in terms of new projects and support
the whole ESPON network.  These deliberations should condition the preparation of
work programmes for 2005 - 2006, and where practical might already influence
2004 plans.

It has already been agreed in the MC that the present 910,000 euro ESPON partner
state budget should be utilised to provide support for "catching up" activities for
the partners (15% of funds), new projects (45% of funds), and general support for
networking (40% of funds).  The allocation to Priorities is given in the table below.

ESPON Partner State budget allocations (euro) by priority

Priority 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total Eligible
Expenditure

P.1 Thematic projects on import
spatial developments

0 150,000 150,000 109,500 409,500

P.2 Policy impact projects 65,000 71,500 0 0 136,500

P.3 Co-ordination cross-thematic
projects

0 0 0 0 0

P.4 Research briefing and scientific
networking

91,000 91,000 91,000 91,000 364,000

P.5 Technical assistance 0 0 0 0 0

Total 156,000 312,500 241,000 200,500 910,000

Mechanisms for monitoring the additional budget have been implemented which
follow the same protocol as that of ESDP and national budgets.
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Cash flow for the programme is tight.  A 7% advance of the ESPON funding from
the Commission (420,000 euro) was provided upon agreement of the programme.
Subsequent claims for payments are raised annually in arrears, based on costs
incurred.  A forecast of annual budgets is established by the CU and agreed at MC
meetings.  This gives rise to requests for payment to the budget from the Member
States and ESPON Partner States.  Several ESPON states (EU and non-EU) are slow
in providing financial contributions.  By the end of October 2003 several countries
had not provided their 2003 budget contributions.  In the case of Spain the 2002
contribution has not been received and only one of the three Belgian regions has
sent a contribution for 2002.  The CU has made this situation clear at MC meetings
to encourage compliance.

ESPON has successfully completely committed its 2002 budget.  As the following
table illustrates it also appears to be on track to do the same with the 2003
funding.

ESPON 2006 Programme commitments (euro) until 31 October 2003

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total
2002-2006

P.1. Thematic projects on important spatial developments 960,000.00 940,000.00 840,000.00 350,000.00 350,000.00 3,440,000.00

M.1.1. Polycentric development and urban-rural relations

A.1.1.1. Urban areas as nodes of a polycentric development 190,000.00 210,000.00 130,000.00 0.00 0.00 530,000.00 

A.1.1.2. Urban-rural relations 130,000.00 150,000.00 130,000.00 0.00 0.00 410,000.00 

A.1.1.3. Enlargement and beyond for the spatial tissue 60,000.00 70,000.00 110,000.00 110,000.00 110,000.00 460,000.00 

A.1.1.4. Demographic trends and migration 0.00 0.00 0.00 160,000.00 160,000.00 320,000.00 

M.1.2. Access to infrastructure and knowledge

A.1.2.1. transport networks, basic supply 160,000.00 160,000.00 150,000.00 0.00 0.00 470,000.00 

A.1.2.2. (tele-)communication, energy, basic supply 160,000.00 160,000.00 90,000.00 0.00 0.00 410,000.00 

A.1.2.3. Aspects of the information society 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

M.1.3. Natural and cultural heritage

A.1.3.1. Management of natural and technological hazards 100,000.00 50,000.00 110,000.00 80,000.00 80,000.00 420,000.00 

A.1.3.2. Management of the natural heritage 160,000.00 140,000.00 120,000.00 0.00 0.00 420,000.00 

A.1.3.3. Spatial effects of cultural heritage and identity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

P.2. Policy impact projects 908,063.00 906,648.00 558,879.00 115,510.00 90,000.00 2,579,100.00

M.2.1. The territorial effects of sector policies

A.2.1.1. The EU infrastructure policy 140,000.00 120,000.00 89,700.00 0.00 0.00 349,700.00 

A.2.1.2. EU R&D policy 154,526.00 163,111.00 77,263.00 0.00 0.00 394,900.00 

A.2.1.3. EU Agricultural policy 180,000.00 190,000.00 89,400.00 0.00 0.00 459,400.00 

A.2.1.4. EU Energy policy 100,000.00 100,000.00 100,000.00 0.00 0.00 300,000.00 

M.2.2. Structural Funds and related Funds

A.2.2.1. Structural Funds 170,000.00 170,000.00 50,000.00 40,000.00 80,000.00 510,000.00 

A.2.2.2. Pre-accession aid/Tacis 70,000.00 70,000.00 110,000.00 50,000.00 10,000.00 310,000.00 

A.2.2.3. Structural Funds in urban areas 93,537.00 93,537.00 42,516.00 25,510.00 0.00 255,100.00 

M.2.3. Institutions and instruments of spatial policies

A.2.3.1. The ESDP in the Member States 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

A.2.3.2. Co-ordination of territorial and urban oriented policy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total
2002-2006

P.3. Co-ordinating cross-thematic projects 480,000.00 480,000.00 180,000.00 0.00 0.00 1,140,000.00

M.3.1. (= A.3.1.) Integrated tools for the spatial development 480,000.00 480,000.00 180,000.00 0.00 0.00 1,140,000.00 

M.3.2. (= A.3.2.) Spatial scenarios and orientations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

P.4. ESPON Research briefing & scientific networking 174,500.00 213,000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 387,500.00 

P.5. Implementation, technical assistance 59,488.00 402,911.00 110,000.00 110,000.00 110,000.00 792,399.00 

Total Priority 1 to 5 2,582,051.00 2,942,599.00 1,688,879.00 575,510.00 550,000.00 8,338,999.00

Note:  Estimates for Priority 4 and Priority 5 for the years 2004-2006

At the present time projects are only just beginning to raise major cost claims.
Cash flow for the programme is, therefore, not an issue.  A thorough financial
control regime has been implemented to check progress reporting.  Examination of
initial payment files shows they are processed expeditiously.  This process,
however, will probably result in an under utilisation of committed funds which, by
the end of 2004, ought to offer opportunities for additional activities (new projects,
or enhancements to existing projects).  The MC and CU need to track this situation
to maximise the effective use of these limited funds.

Within the programme the initial allocation of resources to priority areas was
elaborated according to the measures defined in the CIP.  The following table lists
that position.

ESPON 2006 programme allocations by year
Priority Measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total

P.1. Thematic projects
- total

960,000 1,010,000 1,050,000 640,000 640,000 4,300,000

M.1.1. Polycentric
development

320,000 370,000 370,000 270,000 270,000 1,600,000

M.1.2. Infrastructure and
knowledge

320,000 320,000 320,000 160,000 160,000 1,300,000

M.1.3.Natural and
cultural heritage

320,000 320,000 360,000 210,000 210,000 1,400,000

P.2. Policy impact
projects - total

950,000 950,000 730,000 404,000 460,000 3,494,000

M.2.1. Sector policies 500,000 500,000 270.000 0 0 1,350,000

M.2.2. Structural Funds 450,000 450,000 150,000 110,000 160,000 1,400,000

M.2.3. Institutions and
instruments

0 0 310,000 294,000 300,000 744,000

P.3. Cross-thematic
projects – total

480,000 480,000 580,000 480,000 580,000 2,600,000

M.3.1. Integrated tools 480,000 480,000 180,000 0 0 1,300,000

M.3.2. Spatial scenarios 0 0 400,000 480,000 580,000 1,300,000

P.4. Research briefing
and network - total

258,000 78,000 68,000 58,000 58,000 520,000

M.4.1. Data navigator 210,000 30,000 20,000 10,000 10,000 280,000

M.4.2. ESPON - ECPs 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 120,000

M.4.3. ESPON - TPGs 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 120,000
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Priority Measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total

P.5. Technical
assistance - total

240,800 198,800 223,800 198,800 223,800 1,086,000

M.5.1. Management,
implementation,
monitoring

170,800 168,800 168,800 168,800 168,800 846,000

M.5.2. Information,
publication,
evaluation

70,000 30,000 55,000 30,000 55,000 240,000

Total per year 2,888,800 2,716,800 2,651,800 1,780,800 1,961,800 12,000,000

This allocation to priorities has been respected by the MC whilst showing
appropriate flexibility in the distribution of funds between projects at the measure
level.  It does not, however, appear to take adequate account of the need for
database content maintenance costs.

At a disaggregate level national contributions to the budget are modest.  The
following table sets out the agreed contributions for the programme as a whole and
for the first three years in detail.

Financial break down of national contributions to programme
EU Member

State
Total national

contribution for
the whole

programme

National average
per year

(assuming 5
years) 50%

Share of total in
% by each

Member State

2002 2003 2004

Belgium 357,000 71,400 5,95 45,071 86,388 95,254

Denmark 331,500 66,300 5,53 41,852 80,217 88,450

Germany 676,500 135,300 11,28 85,408 163,702 180,501

Greece 324,000 64,800 5,40 40,905 78,403 86,449

Spain 405,000 81,000 6,75 51,131 98,003 108,061

France 547,500 109,500 9,13 69,122 132,486 146,082

Ireland 318,000 63,600 5,30 40,148 76,951 84,848

Italy 493,500 98,700 8,23 62,304 119,419 131,674

Luxembourg 304,500 60,900 5,08 38,443 73,684 81,246

Netherlands 393,000 78,600 6,55 49,616 95,099 104,859

Austria 337,500 67,500 5,63 42,609 81,669 90,051

Portugal 319,500 63,900 5,33 40,337 77,314 85,248

Finland 321,000 64,200 5,35 40,526 77,677 85,648

Sweden 343,500 68,700 5,73 43,367 83,121 91,652

UK 528,000 105,600 8,80 66,660 127,767 140,879

Total EU 6,000,000 1,200,000 100,00 757,500 1,451,900 1,600,900

Hungary 110,000 n.a. n.a. 0 27,500 27,500

Norway 340,000 n.a. n.a. 0 85,000 85,000

Slovenia 110,000 n.a. n.a. 0 27,500 27,500

Switzerland 350,000 n.a. n.a. 70,000 70,000 70,000

Total Partners 910,000 70,000 210,000 210,000
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We have considered the question of apparent overlap of responsibilities within the
financial control process for some organisations.  In some countries the same
organisations perform several roles within ESPON, for example, as project partners
and national financial control administrations.  However, for reasons of
transparency, in such cases the first level financial control should be clearly seen to
be  independent of the project operations.  This is an accepted practice in
INTERREG programmes and does not conflict with standard regulations.  The
evaluators feel that although it is not desirable to confuse roles in this way there is
no evidence that the financial control protocol is at risk from this situation.

The evaluation has shown financial management of ESPON to be operating in an
efficient and streamlined manner.  Procedures at all levels are functioning well and
the CU is both proactive in encouraging projects to report on time and responsive
to stakeholders.

5.7 Tender Process

The realisation of ESPON is achieved through a series of calls for tender.  A major
activity in the first year of the programme has been the specification of those calls
for tenders and their evaluation in order to meet the programme schedule.  All
calls for tender involve several months from inception to contract.  Progressing this
activity swiftly has enabled the CU to contract 9 first round projects from
September 2002, with a further 4 second round projects in February 2003 and 3
third round projects in March 2003.

A further round was launched 13 August 2003 for project 3.2 dealing with "Spatial
scenarios and orientations towards the ESDP and the Cohesion Policy".  This
continues to use the model established for earlier calls.

Our investigations have drawn heavily on evaluation reports and minutes of MC
debates on the tendering process. These investigations, through surveys and
interviews, suggest that the call procedure has in general worked well, but has
some deficiencies.  In particular, there does not appear to have been a thorough
publicity campaign associated with the process.  Much has relied on the use of the
Official Journal as a dissemination mechanism, and on the activity of ECPs to
stimulate local awareness of the opportunity.  The extent to which ECPs have
carried through this activity is variable, partly because of confusion over what they
should be told, since they might have a conflict of interest if they then became
bidders.

A further constraint on the publicly available material during the tender process is
the status of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for each TPG.  In the first round of a
call only the draft ToRs, as given in the programme complement, are available to
bidders.  It is not until the second round that full ToRs are attached to the
invitations to tender sent to selected lead partners.  This could influence the
decision to participate by potential bidders.  Our survey of TPG participants (and
contacts with some ESDP actors who are not in the current projects) has confirmed
that the scope and clarity of terms of reference has been a factor which influenced
decisions to participate.  In future calls full ToRs ought to be available from the
onset of round 1.  A further factor related to reduced response rates is a common
perception that indicative budgets are not well matched to the ToR specifications.

Nevertheless, the two phase operation involving firstly seeking expressions of
interest for lead partners, followed by full consortium building has attractions.  One
merit of this approach is its ability to stimulate links between interested parties and
enhance the quality of bids.  There is, however, little evidence that the process of
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encouraging links between applicants took place.  Those mergers that did occur in
the second round were not instigated by advice given from the initial evaluation
and, therefore, resulted in fewer offers to evaluate.  A stronger, more proactive
approach by the CU ought to be developed in future calls.  A list of interested
parties could be transmitted to Lead Partners so they know who to approach.

Similarly, recommendations from the tender evaluators regarding desirable
enhancements to outline proposals could likewise be communicated more
forcefully.  The evaluation reports indicate that an oral feed-back should be given
based on the comments made by evaluators (without violating the anonymity of
the evaluators).   Such a course of action might also help overcome the problem of
a low response to Lead Partner invitations to tender and generally improve the
quality of bids.

Our survey of Lead Partners, however, suggested that consortium formation is
fixed at the time of response to the expression of interest.  Only minor changes
seem to take place in the second round.  It is, therefore, probable that the two
phase tender process is not strictly necessary.  The same elapse time of the call
might be better used by proposers to formulate their offers and build consortia as
long as full ToRs are available at stage 1.

The following table documents the outcome of the tendering process.

Projects by
Priority

Lead Partner
EoI Responses

received

Restricted
Invitations

Issued

TPG
Tenders
Received

Contract Value
Euro

Contract
Date

Project 1.1.1: 4 4 3 530,000 06/09/02

Project 1.1.2: 7 6 5 410,000 06/09/02

Project 1.1.3: 4 4 3 460,000 13/02/03

Project 1.1.4 2 3 2 320,000 17/03/03

Project 1.2.1: 3 3 1 470,000 06/09/02

Project 1.2.2: 0 1 1 410,000 06/09/02

Project 1.3.1: 1 1 1 420,000 13/02/03

Project 1.3.2: 3 3 2 420,000 13/02/03

Priority 1 Total 3,440,000

Project 2.1.1: 5 5 4 349,700 06/09/02

Project 2.1.2: 5 5 3 394,000 06/09/02

Project 2.1.3: 4 4 3 459,400 06/09/02

Project 2.1.4 3 2 1 300,000 17/03/03

Project 2.2.1: 3 3 3 510,000 13/02/03

Project 2.2.2 0 6 3 310,000 31/03/03

Project 2.2.3: 4 4 1 410,000 06/09/02

Priority 2 Total 2,733,100

Project 3.1: 4 4 2 1,140,000 06/09/02

Priority 3 Total 1,140,000

Overall Total 7,313,100

Key:

1st round contracts

2nd round contracts

3rd round contracts
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A general observation on the tendering process is that it produced a small number
of responses.  In some cases zero response.  This outcome presented the
evaluation panels with limited scope for recommendations to the MC concerning
those organisations to be invited in the restricted second phase.  ESPON adopted
the standard principle for public procurement that the intention should be to
ensure a real competition among several partners (normally at least five).  As the
table above shows in 75% of the cases there was a field of less than 5 candidates.
The low response to the restricted call further constrained evaluators choice in
selecting TPGs and, therefore, the recommendations they could make to the
Monitoring Committee.

The flexibility that is offered to the MC by the two stage tendering process ought to
be better utilised.  MC members need to become more active in
providing/recommending both evaluators for selection of tenders and in publicising
the tenders nationally.  The current projects are constrained by a lack of
geographic coverage in some cases that hampers their ability to access first hand
the expertise of practitioners and researchers in many states.

The evaluation process implemented followed a classical model for EU funded
programmes and is well documented.  In this respect we found little cause for
concern.  We would, however, draw attention to the need to ensure the process is
fully independent and transparent.  Expressions of Interest and subsequent tender
evaluation teams have predominantly been composed of Commission and CU staff.
The MC is encouraged to assist the CU in broadening the number and coverage of
evaluators by nominating more experts from the Member States.

The low levels of response to the expressions of interest for lead partners gave rise
to a negotiated procedure to establish a restricted list for projects 1.2.2 in call 1
and 2.2.2 in call 3.  This process is documented in the MC minutes and is a
pragmatic solution to a pressing issue.  However, in order to demonstrate
competition at least 5 invitations should have been issued for project 1.2.2.  By call
3 when the situation reoccurred with project 2.2.2 the negotiated process
generated 6 invitations and 3 responses.  Similarly, the negotiated process seems
to have helped increase the field for project 1.1.4 also in call 3.

The tender process in itself has not had an adverse effect on the geographic
balance of project participation, but the outcome nevertheless has weaknesses.
This is especially important for the ESPON programme given the territoriality
dimension and the need to reflect networking over the whole community, plus
accession states and neighbouring countries by having people who know about
individual countries in depth.

Some organisations are involved in a large proportion of the 16 operational
projects and the Data Navigator.  For example, Nordregio in 8, Austrian Institute
for Regional Studies and Spatial Planning in 7, MCRIT in 7, BBR in 5 - including
ECP, University of Helsinki in 4 - including ECP, Politecnico di Milano in 4, Taurus
Institute in 4, and Swedish Institute for Growth Policy Studies in 4.

Clusters of the same organisations keep appearing in association with additional
partners.  This demonstrates networking, but might equally be seen as dominance
of a small group of experts in the intellectual development of the programme.  One
might also argue that this shows the breakdown of topics was poor as the projects
could clearly have been merged.  Broadening the participation base should offer
benefits and contrasting research perspectives (e.g. alternative theories to
clustering and polycentrism).
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The following tables illustrate the geographic coverage built into each project by
organisations represented.  The geographic participation is increasing as "Catch
Up" partners are added to existing projects.

The table shows a considerable difference between those with 11 or 12 states
compared to some with only 3 or 4 countries.  In addition, the table illustrates the
low level of involvement by ECPs in many projects, which in two instances falls to
zero.  If the ECPs are to carry out their networking function as envisaged then
more effort needs to be placed on integrating them into TPG projects arising from
future calls.

Geographic representation in ESPON Trans-national Project Groups

Projects Lead Partner
Country

Countries
Involved

ECPs
Involved

Total No.
Countries
Involved

Total No.
Partners
Involved

Project 1.1.1 Sweden SE, DK, NL,FR, UK,
AT, DE, IT, PT, GR,

NO, CH, HU

DK, FR,
AT, NO

13 13

Project 1.1.2 Finland FI, UK, NL, FR, PT,
IT, GR, IE, ES, AT,

SE,

FI, IE, LU 12 12

Project 1.1.3 Sweden SE, AT, DE, FI, GR,
NL, PT, CZ, PL, CH,

UK

FI, SE 11 13

Project 1.1.4 Sweden SE, PT, AT, BE, IT,
NO, HU

SE, NO,
HU

7 7

Project 1.2.1 France FR, ES, DE, NL, IT,
GR, 

FR 6 10

Project 1.2.2 United Kingdom UK, FI, PT FI, UK 3 4

Project 1.3.1 Finland FI, SE, PT, DE FI 4 7

Project 1.3.2 Netherlands NL, GR, UK, FR,
BU, ES

- 6 10

Project 2.1.1 Germany DE, NL, SE, IT, CH,
UK

DE 5 7

Project 2.1.2 Belgium BE, ES, NL, IT, UK,
LU

LU 6 8

Project 2.1.3 United Kingdom UK, AT, DE, IE, SE,
ES HU, 

IE 7 7

Project 2.1.4 Portugal PT, DK, IT, PL - 4 6

Project 2.2.1 Sweden SE, ES, UK, PT,GR,
NL, DE, LU

SE 8 9

Project 2.2.2 Germany DE, UK, DK, GR,
PL, HU

DE 6 7

Project 2.2.3 Belgium BE, UK, ES, SE, AT,
GR, NL, IT

- 8 9

Project 3.1 Germany DE, ES, SE, AT, BE,
LU, FR, GR

DE, LU, FR 8 8

The scale of national representation in projects is further demonstrated in the
following table where participation by organisations is considered.
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Scale of national representation in ESPON contracts

Country Number of ECP's Total No.
Organisations

involved in
projects

Number of projects
with national
participation

Austria 1 4 7

Belgium 1 4 4

Bulgaria 0 1 1

Switzerland 1 2 2

Czech Republic 0 1 1

Germany 1 7 9

Denmark 1 3 3

Spain 1 6 8

Finland 2 3 4

France 1 9 5

Greece 1 8 9

Hungary 1 3 4

Ireland 1 1 2

Italy 1 10 8

Luxembourg* 1 2 4

Netherlands 1 12 8

Norway 1 2 2

Poland 0 3 2

Portugal 1 12 8

Slovakia 1 0 1

Sweden 1 6 10

United Kingdom 1 11 11

TOTALS 20 110 n.a.

*  Taurus Institute (Germany) acts for Luxembourg

5.8 Co-operation and Linkage to other Interreg Programmes

ESPON is one of the two horizontal actions within Interreg, and unlike most other
Structure Fund programmes ESPON does not have a "localised" (regional)
dimension, but is envisaged to have relevance to the EU27+2.

The overall aims of ESPON are to improve the quality of networking between the
different interest groups – administrators, policy makers, scientists, users – at
different levels (EU, national, regional) who are engaged in territorial based
policies and to provide a coherent scientific base for planning and evaluating such
policies.  Our surveys report that this broad based interaction occurred during the
study programme that established ESPON, but is perceived to be lacking in the
current implementation.

In order to achieve these aims the results of ESPON need to be disseminated and
discussed widely.  With the interim project results that became available in August
2003 this is now a feasible action.  ESPON thus needs to link efficiently into the
Interreg programme’s other strands both by ensuring they have awareness of and
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access to the programme and its results, and by ensuring that particular results
are fed into the policy process at the correct point. 

The MC and CU have addressed the need to establish closer interaction with other
Interreg programmes through a proposal to establish an INTERACT Point selected
for Quantification and Transfer (IPQT).  Interreg Programmes under strand A, B
and C are carrying through a large number of projects affecting and dealing with
themes related to territorial development.  In particular, Interreg B programmes
are considering long term spatial strategies, scenarios and visions largely based on
knowledge on territorial trends and policy impacts.  Interlinking and exchanging
experiences from Interreg A, B and C and ESPON is logical to offer mutual learning
and benefits.  These may subsequently support new project ideas within Interreg
A, B and C programmes as well as within the ESPON programme.

The IPQT project covering the second phase of ESPON (2004-2006) will focus on
thematic interaction covering:

•  Transport, Communication and Accessibility

•  Natural resources and Risk management

•  Polycentric development and urban-rural relations

•  Cross-border co-operation

•  Spatial Visions and Scenarios.

Another logical working relationship that could be developed is with METREX – The
Network of European Metropolitan Regions and Areas.  ESPON provides research
support to the EU and the CSD whilst METREX seeks to support practitioner
implementation of EU/Council of Europe spatial planning frameworks.

5.9 The ECP-network

ESPON has an objective to create a network of the scientific European community
in the fragmented field of spatial development.  Networking, therefore, was set out
as an underlying aim of ESPON in the initial planning and building the current ECP
network commenced during the ESDP study phase.  As described in the
programme complement networking consists of a limited number of meetings each
year.  Networking, therefore, seems to be a lower priority than originally
envisaged.  Our survey of ECP partners has probed the extent to which ECPs both
run national networks of researchers and their interaction with each other and the
programme and found substantial difference.  This in elaborated on in our analysis
of the questionnaire responses in section 5.9 below.

Networking activity can be considered in two ways.  Firstly, the extent to which the
ECP network is functioning as a source of support to the programme, and secondly
how effectively the network is managed by the CU.  The performance indicator set
out in the PC specifies involvement of many institutes from all EU Member States
and from the candidate and partner countries.  Whilst ECPs have been established,
or nominated in all EU Member States and in 3 of the partner states, the network is
not yet operational in any accession state, or in Spain.  A Belgian ECP became
operational in October 2003.  In addition, visibility of the ECP network is low.  Only
Austria, Finland, France, Greece and the UK have website links from the ESPON
website.

The importance of the ECP network gave rise to a review of its activities by the MC
covering "…the role and perspectives from the view of the ECPs on the one hand
and the expectations and potential support to the ECPs by Member States and the
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Commission on the other hand."  This activity resulted in a “Strategy for
Strengthening the ECP Network” which has been welcomed by the ECPs.

Arising from the MC review was a recommendation that ECPs should have a more
active role in commenting on results from ESPON projects.  A test case of how this
might be carried out, led by the French ECP has highlighted weaknesses in the
network.  Some ECPs do not have the technical resources to carry out scientific
validation of results, and there is a general feeling that financial resources are
inadequate to fully perform such a function.  A realistic ambition would be to
comment only on the third interim reports of TPGs, as well as their final reports.
Activity in this respect will only occur after this mid-term evaluation, so its success
cannot be measured here.  In carrying out these tasks ECPs should be offering a
national perspective on project outcomes and helping to consolidate and co-
ordinate results into the European perspective.

Differences of opinion amongst ECPs regarding the desirability of extending the
numbers of meetings is reported by the CU.  This probably reflects the differing
interests and organisation types composing the ECP network. The MC might,
therefore, revisit the issue of how to improve the effectiveness of ECPs as a
component of the programme.

It has also been suggested that the ECPs need to perform a stronger role
supporting the TPGs in respect to identification of potential national data sources
and possibly even acting as an intermediary for data collection.  Evidence from our
surveys shows that this is occurring, but in an ad-hoc manner and in a reactive
way.

The programme complement indicates that the creation of Transnational Project
Groups, will be facilitated by ESPON Contact Points, and that they have to involve
one ESPON Contact Point, preferably from the Lead Partner country, as a project
partner in order to secure constant involvement in the ESPON network.  The task
of the ECP being to secure the networking and the exchange of opinions with other
projects and the Co-ordination Unit.  This level of commitment from the ECPs has
not emerged, largely because of resource constraints.

In respect to ECPs adequately performing a role by supporting the research
community in their Member States we have perceived a general level of
satisfaction.  Many are conducting networking through workshop events and
awareness activities.  However, the scale of networking within these national
networks is rather limited.

The terms of reference for ECPs agreed by the MC should be implemented in the
form of a standard contract. The contract should be used by the contracting
organisations when funding the ECPs.

5.10 ECP Questionnaire responses

15 countries of the 19 sent the questionnaire replied. Those that did not reply were
mainly those which have not appointed a permanent ECP plus one of the new
countries in the group. 9 of the 15 were involved in the SPESP focal point groups
and had started ECP work by early 2002. 8 of the 15 are either government
departments or organisations set up by government. The others are research
institutes, generally attached to a university.

The active ECPs believe the ESPON programme is working and progressing as
expected. There are some concerns on the pressure that has been put on the
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programme to come up with input for the 3rd Cohesion Report and on the problems
uncovered with regard to the availability of adequate data.

The ECPs see their role as networking with policy makers and researchers, in
helping form TPGs, and in disseminating results. Some also see themselves as
having an active role in TPGs, and in co-ordinating or directly providing feedback
on the results. There are varying views on the mix of ECP organisations. The
overall view is that it is working, but the differences create problems in networking
between ECPs and in the question of scientific discussion of results. It is seen as
helping contact between researchers and policy makers and might be improved if
each ECP had both (some ECPs involve more than one organisation).

Most ECPs think that more finance would improve both networking and support to
projects. Actual support to ECPs clearly differs from country to country, with
government organisations seeing less need for more resources, possibly because
they do not account for activity in the same way.

The attitude of the national research community to Spatial Planning is considered
to be positive by most ECPs, although in some countries the knowledgeable
community is felt to be relatively small. The size of the ESPON budget and the lack
of ‘profile’ compared with the Framework Programme are felt to have discouraged
some organisations from taking part in projects.

Most ECPs have pursued an active programme of awareness building and result
dissemination though presentations, newsletters, web sites and other publication of
information. Although all are involved in some sort of networking with national
research institutes, only a few are running frequent meetings / workshops and
some feel that the national network is inherently very small. Some ECPs are
extending their network to policy makers and others. There is no reported contact
with other INTERREG projects by ECPs. The ECPs have not attempted to promote
the objectives of ESPON other than by the means requested.

The ECP view of EU enlargement is guarded so far, with hope that it will improve
rapidly. The position of countries outside EU and accession states seems to be
anomalous with some active in ESPON and others (notably Mediterranean
countries) not covered. This may be related to the relatively low activity in ESPON
of some Southern EU states. The non EU ECPs seem to have received far more
requests for data and other information than the EU ECPs. 

The contact to policy makers and policy support seems to be low, generally
through contact between ECP and a government department. There seems to be a
feeling that this occurs directly through the MC receiving project results rather than
through any ECP involvement. This is reflected in contact with the MC which tends
to be related to meetings and not part of the networking function. Again this may
be due to the fact that a majority of ECPs are government based organisations.
The ECP survey reports a sense that the MC does not welcome scientific comment
on the project results.

Support to TPGs in data collection has been provided by all the ECPs, either by
passing on requests to national authorities or other members of the national
network. ECPs which are also TPG members have some difficulty in separating the
two roles in this respect. Generally, there is a feeling that this role would have
been performed better if more resources had been available.

The number of ECP meetings for co-ordination are generally thought to be
sufficient since they were increased. However, this is conditioned by doubts about
the role of the ECPs as some ECPs feel there is not enough networking between
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ECPs. There is also some suggestion that they could be better co-ordinated by the
CU and that the locations chosen tend to involve an unnecessary degree of travel
compared with central locations such as Brussels.

The process of creating TPGs and exchanging opinions with them elicits mixed
views from the ECPs. The idea of having an ECP member of the same nationality as
the lead partner has been applied strictly by a few countries, but where a country
has no LP the situation has made it necessary for an ECP to take positive steps if
they wish to actively participate. Most ECPs have had some contact with several
TPGs, particularly those involved in TPGs themselves. The ECPs have taken an
active role in disseminating information to potential partners in TPGs although it is
not clear how they were chosen. There was a lower level of active participation in
TPG formation with several ECPs saying that the LPs fixed the members and the
allocation of resources at an early stage.

Most ECPs thought that the partial bypassing of ECPs by LPs seeking information
was probably a good thing in practice as it was likely to be more efficient and
speed the work of the projects. 

Commenting of interim reports by ECPs seems to be confused, with some ECPs
apparently commenting on all reports, some thinking it is not wanted and most
having commented only on specific reports when requested by the CU or MC. In
addition, some ECPs send comments directly to projects others via the CU or in a
co-ordinated way with one or more other ECPs. 

There is a general feeling that the ECPs are fairly effective, but have the potential
for more if they were better resourced, particularly in inter ECP networking and
links to TPGs. The ECPs are aware of the MC / CU paper on strengthening and
agree with its ideas.
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6 Community Added Value

6.1 Overall Assessment

This component of the evaluation draws conclusions on progress being made by
ESPON towards the fundamental objective of the Structural Funds to support
economic and social cohesion across and within Member States of the European
Union.  Within that general goal ESPON has a focus that offers benefits in respect
to balanced and polycentric development.

Our assessment draws on the analysis of results and outputs set out in the earlier
chapters together with our appreciation of responses from the varied data
collection exercises and interviews.

Unlike other Interreg evaluations arguably the most important factor for ESPON is
trans-national added value (which is clearly set out in the programme objectives).
Trans-national added value will ultimately be achieved if European spatial planning
and coherent territorial impact analysis of policy implementations improves at all
levels.  Given the strong trans-national component to ESPON and the considerable
interest across Member States to utilise results it is expected that substantial
Community added value will be realised.

It is too early in the ESPON programme to fully evaluate the extent of Community
added value.  Project results and outcomes are only just beginning to emerge on
which to base a judgement.  Interim project results so far produced show that
some of the concepts underlying ESDP are at present poorly defined (i.e. in a
statistical, social and economic sense), due to both a chronic lack of data and the
imprecise identification that follows from that lack.  It is unlikely that the current
programme will achieve more than a first step in putting the concepts and rigorous
connection between statistical measures and policy instrument targets, on the firm
basis necessary for planning success.

In respect to the 6 million euro ERDF-funds available (and the matching national
contribution), ESPON is a rather “cheap” programme.  With this very modest
budget ESPON is addressing a substantial task.  Perceptions of the early results
show Member States confident that it will offer very good value for money.  In
particular, there is a belief that ESPON will generate added value for EU policy
development that is much bigger than that of other instruments for EU spatial
policy.

It is also likely that the ESPON projects will pose new questions.  The ESPON
programme may, therefore, lack the resources to fully realise its potential by
providing the depth of study required to continue work on some issues in the
period 2004-2006.

The overall added value assessment indicates the budget is being directed in an
efficient manner to meet fundamental objectives.  There is no apparent need to
change priorities to improve effectiveness, though some scope exists to adjust
budget proportions between measures for overall effectiveness.  The inclusion of
the accession states in mid 2004 has been fully anticipated in the programme work
plans.  The additional resources this will bring to ESPON can only be seen as
contributing towards the likelihood of meeting the aims in the rest of the period
2002-2006. The limited budget, however, might hamper the possibility of fully
realising its potential by the end of 2006.
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7 Conclusions

7.1 Overview

The mid-term evaluation of ESPON shows a programme that has a strong trans-
European dimension with great potential to improve understanding of the territorial
perspective in EU policies. The programme offers great value in terms of providing
the indicators, typologies and models required to support regional policy.  It has
progressed significantly towards ambitious goals in a short space of time with very
limited resources.  The modest size of the programme is appropriate to the
investigative stage of development.  However, to maximise impact and to realise
sustainable results the scale of financial resources ought to be increased in a
follow-up action.

There is a need to retain a clear focus on activities in work plans for 2004-2006 to
avoid dilution of its potential impact.  The priorities and measures adopted are
appropriate, but with such limited funding available the MC should avoid spreading
TPG activity too thinly.

The Cross thematic project in measure 3.1 and the new project in 3.2 need to
provide the basis for consolidation of results and the framework for maintaining the
ESPON databank.

The emphasis we give to data issues in this evaluation is due to their importance in
the initial stages of the programme.  Many of the other issues related, for example,
to scenarios will only be properly presented in final reports of the early projects
and others are only relevant to later projects.  In addition, the data issues cannot
be written off at this stage, as later work will depend on the quality of the database
produced to back the analyses.  The problems of acquiring the necessary data were
clearly underestimated in designing the programme and it is imperative that the
necessary work is carried to a conclusion.  Whether this is possible within the
resources currently allocated is unclear and determining the answer to that should
be an immediate aim for the programme.

7.2 Key Components of the Evaluation

The MEANS checklist of contents for Mid Term Evaluations has guided our reporting
under each element of the evaluation.  Conclusions are summarised for each of the
Key Components (KC) and issue covered in the preceding chapters. At the end of
each section the main considerations are listed.

Re-Assessment of the Continuing Relevance and the Consistency of the
Strategy

KC1.1. A review of any new evaluations which have become available since the
agreement of the CIP and an identification of any implications their
findings have for the SWOT analysis.

The substance of the CIP was established well in advance of the Commission
agreement in June 2002, with indications that its content has not been revisited
since the end of SPESP, and some aspects not since the ESDP report.  Reviews of
ESPON have appeared in several countries and the INTERREG III programme
refers to polycentrism.  In addition, both the INTERREG paper on accession1 and
the MC paper on ECPs are relevant 'evaluations'.  These studies have no major
implications for the overall rationale of ESPON as presented in the CIP.

                                         
1 The Interreg III Community Initiative - How to Prepare programmes.  A practical guide for
preparing new, and amending existing, INTERREG III Community Initiative Programmes as
a result of Enlargement. Draft 12 March 2003.
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KC1.2. The continuing validity of the SWOT and any changes which should be
adopted

The specific nature of the ESPON programme dictated that a full SWOT analysis
was not required for the ex-ante evaluation.  Our evaluation has, therefore,
concentrated on the continued validity of the ESPON objectives.

The ex-ante evaluation provides an overview of issues faced by ESPON and draws
attention to a need for continued examination of the influence of enlargement as a
key issue underlying all priorities and measures.  The administrative response of
the MC, by inviting participation from candidate and neighbouring countries,
adequately address this issue.

KC1.3. The consistency of programming from the projects selected through to the
objectives of the CIP. 

Project coverage, selection and implementation has been appropriately sequenced
to match the objectives set out in the CIP, with objectives in many cases being met
by several projects, or alternative approaches.

Enlargement brings a new dimension and a need to consider new projects to
address emerging needs of accession states, but these should still fit within the
logic of the existing priorities.  Similarly, the publication of the 3rd Cohesion report
is likely to introduce new policy themes which might be integrated into the later
stage workplans of ESPON.

KC1.4. An appraisal of the continuing consistency between the strategic, specific
and operational objectives. 

The internal consistency of the priorities and measures in meeting objectives set
out in the CIP holds true.  Flexibility has been demonstrated by the MC in its
willingness to consider new measures and adjust resources to address those
demands.

KC1.5. Post-SPESP development

Spatial development perspectives originating in the study programme have
gradually found their way into a variety of Commission policy papers.  In
particular, the concepts of territoriality and polycentrism have been introduced into
successive cohesion reports.  ESPON has reinforced that trend with positive
contributions from several TPGs towards the drafting of the 3rd Cohesion report.
Furthermore, polycentrism has filtered into Interreg III programmes.  These
developments all help to reinforce the relevance the strategy pursued in the
programme.

Overall, ESPON remains relevant and on track.  Enlargement of the Community has
been addressed in an appropriate manner which extends to the identification of
new projects relevant to the accession states.

Quantification of Objectives - Outputs, Results and Impacts

KC2.1. The relevance of the performance indicators which aim to quantify
objectives and key disparities. 

The high level programme performance indicators given in the CIP and PC remain
relevant, are clear and appear to be generally met.  There is no explicit mapping
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between objectives and priorities/measures, since because of the broad nature of
the objectives it is possible to identify links with each priority and vice-versa.

KC2.2. The relevance of the performance indicators for global, specific and
operational objectives. 

The use of the term 'Indicators' within the ESPON is often misleading.  For
example, production of maps by projects is used as one performance indicator to
quantify objectives.  Maps are being created for almost every data variable. A
small more focused set of maps suitable for presenting the ideas uncovered by
ESPON to non-specialists would have more relevance.  These performance
indicators are relevant but not well defined in practice.

There should be a review of the values assigned to performance indicators and
they should at least be updated to take account of new projects. In future, it might
help if performance indicators could be matched to the time frame of the
evaluations and if necessary new values agreed between the CU and the MC for the
purpose of individual evaluations.  The performance indicators are oriented
strongly to data coverage although it evident that the programme is just as
strongly oriented to policy analysis.  The MC and CU might usefully spend some
time on considering what performance indicators might be defined for a later
programme that might be better suited to measuring the quality and relevance of
the treatment of policy issues.

KC2.3. The appropriateness of performance indicators to monitor impact on equal
opportunities and environment and other horizontal themes. 

This evaluation criteria is not well suited (relevant) to the ESPON programme,
since it does not have a dimension that addresses equal opportunity.  However,
the performance indicators measuring enlargement (EU vs EU+) and the policy
options covered have relevance for horizontal themes.  In particular, executive
summaries provide an appropriate measure of input to policy makers. 

KC2.4. The reliability and timeliness of procedures of data collection. 

Data on performance indicators is not being systematically collected by the CU for
some priorities, notably in relation to project output. The CU should require the
projects to indicate explicitly how they are meeting the PC performance indicator
requirements in their reports.  Such action would also clarify the relation between
the project’s output and the objectives. Project 3.1 has requested some of the
necessary data from projects in a questionnaire but response has been patchy.

KC2.5. The usefulness of the performance indicators, both quantitative and
qualitative, in giving an accurate and timely picture of implementation and
thereby feeding through to effective monitoring and evaluation. 

The performance indicators are not being used as a management tool in the
running of the programme, which is inconsistent with their place in the evaluation
process. 

The programme time line has not been updated to take account of the late start
and Commission requests to provide early input to the 3rd Cohesion report often
interfere inappropriately with the timetables inside projects.

KC2.6 Performance indicators for data requirements in priorities 1 to 3

Data availability is a general issue for projects in priorities 1 to 3.  Nearly every
project has qualified its results by a lack of adequate data. A clear list of missing
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data classified by necessary / required / useful must be produced.  This problem is
especially critical for the accession states. The performance indicators do not
adequately capture the difficulties found by the projects.

The essence of creating a scientific base for spatial analysis whether presented as
indicators, typologies, models or maps, is that the data and methods applied
should be clearly identified and documented.  The necessity for this lies in the need
for experts carrying out further analyses or updating results, as new data becomes
available, to be able to produce results consistent with those of the work in the
project output.  It is also necessary so that researchers, who are not the authors of
the work, are able to explore how anomalous or surprising results are generated in
the data.  Such difficulties of interpretation are common in social science and often
arise from details in the collection and coding of underlying data that can only be
identified by looking at the source metadata.

It is clear that the database does not at present contain the necessary metadata
detail to identify the source data, particularly where this is not in the Eurostat
Regio database.  The official source organization and title of the data series with
sufficient spatial and time related data to identify the spatial coding (e.g. NUTS3)
and dates of observations used, should be a minimum level of identification,
together with the methods of combining basic data to generate indicators and the
coding of typologies.  The case of modeled data is more complex and requires
precise guidelines to be established (for example, by 3.1 and the CU).

It can be argued that the projects have this information and will provide it in their
final reports.  However, in the case of some projects that started early in the
programme the remaining time is not long and the work required may be
extensive.  It is imperative that clear timetables for delivering the work to 3.1 to
create the database are set and adhered to.

Without this data it is not clear how the TPG of project 3.2 which is now tasked
with maintaining and extending the database will be able to carry out its work.
Nor will organizations involved in future research in the spatial area be able to use
the results of ESPON to extend the work in this 2002-2006 programme.  The
results of the TPG survey imply that this aspect of the work is not receiving the
priority it deserves, at this point.

Where data availability is an issue sensitivity analysis should be carried out to
compare results of different levels of aggregation.  Some countries have both
NUTS5 and NUTS3 data that can be used to validate the analyses and maps, to
confirm they show a consistent story.

In addition, where there are difficulties in obtaining data, the data required by a
project should be clearly noted in a report that can be collated and used as input to
a study to determine what changes are required in base data in either Regio or
national databases.  The ultimate responsibility for adding data requirements to
the task of organizations such as Eurostat lies outside ESPON, but requests from
the programme should be input to the process of determining the data to be
collected in the future.  Where data in the database is not comparable between
countries or regions due to different definitions, projects should in principle identify
the problems created and their likely magnitude, although it is recognized that to
carry this out properly may be outside the resources of the programme.  An
example of the type of analysis that can be carried out is the study ‘Analysis of
regional data on Gross Value Added’, carried out by Cambridge Econometrics for
Eurostat in Sept. 2000 and available on their web site http://www.camecon.com

http://www.camecon.com/
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Different country ‘national’ definitions for data series influence the relevance of
data collected.  There is a danger of misinterpretation of information on maps if
data is not comparable.  Projects should be discouraged from simply ducking the
responsibility for the interpretation of their analysis by labeling sections and maps
with phrases such as ‘Due to data being based on national classifications, figures
between countries are not comparable’, or ‘...GDP per capita [is] a very poor
indicator for spatial planning...’ which leave the user of the results wondering what
credence to give them.  In the final reports projects should give some guidance to
policy makers on whether they are strongly qualifying their results or simply
drawing attention to minor difficulties.  Sensitivity analysis should give some
support to the estimates, or its absence, due to lack of time or other resources,
noted.

Performance indicators should be updated and take account of quality. They should
have a more formal position in the management and control of the programme.

Whilst interim reports provide a basis for believing that the basic performance
indicator quantification is being met, there are areas where tighter control is
necessary to ensure the final outcome. At this stage this can be seen in relation to
the data consensus making and collection process. Future progress in the
programme requires that these two processes be satisfactorily completed by each
project before it delivers its final report. Similar tight control will be necessary with
later outputs such as scenarios.

Evaluation of Effectiveness To Date and Expected Socio-Economic Impacts

KC3.1. The outputs achieved to date and progress towards the achievement of
objectives.

At present the programme is meeting the high level objectives.  Projects have also
delivered results on schedule (or ahead of it) to meet the needs of the 3rd Cohesion
report.  However, there are indications that this prioritisation could endanger
completion of other tasks.

As input to the 3rd cohesion report has played such a significant part in the work
schedule of ESPON there is clear scope for an examination of the different inputs to
compare their value in the final outcome.  This could encompass, for example, both
ESPON contributions and DG REGIO funded study reports by consultants (e.g.
Cambridge Econometrics, and others).

KC3.2. The likely effectiveness and impact of the forms of co-operation being
pursued by the projects. 

To realise a maximised impact the projects and ECPs need to build a more effective
partnership between policy makers, policy analysts, statisticians, scientists and
practitioners.  The CU has already recognised this need with its proposals for
additional meetings and possibilities to enhance the activity of ECPs.  Resources for
improved networking should be increased.  These ought also to consider how to
increase direct interaction between projects.

There is scope to augment the list of measures with new projects funded by
additional resources when the accession states from 2004.  Neighbouring and
partner states should be more closely integrated into existing activity.  Action
towards this is already underway for partner states through "catch-up" measures.
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Preservation and improvement of the ESPON databank after the end of the
individual projects requires attention.  The databank created by ESPON must, in
the longer term, be held in a way that facilitates access by all European policy
research groups that might benefit from it.  The option of handling this through the
new cross-thematic project (3.2) provides an interim solution.

ESPON is operating in an effective manner.  It could benefit from additional
attention to partnership building and planning for the longer term preservation of
the outputs.

Quality of Joint Implementation and Monitoring Arrangements

KC4.1. Effective joint management and monitoring at CIP and project level

The evaluation team are encourage that overall, despite reduced resources, the CU
has managed to carry out the work programme in an efficient and effective
manner.  Calls for tenders have been issued with dispatch and evaluations
conducted in short time frames.  Networking meetings, seminars and monitoring
committees have all proceeded as planned.  The unit has also managed to provide
detailed feedback to projects on interim results.

The interpretation of their responsibilities by different ECPs, MC members and the
CU differ sufficiently to merit attention.  With respect to technical reviews of
deliverables there is a need to clarify and enhance the operation.  The quality of
the results, particularly those relating to data that will be used elsewhere for policy
formulation and action, needs to be given a seal of approval. Such a seal cannot
derive from the project authors in isolation.  Some sort of peer review process
needs to be built into the programme so that outside analysts and observers can
have the level of trust in the results that would come from academic peer review in
one milieu and independent assessment in another. It is not sufficient for the MC
and CU to simply accept the results at face value, because of the implicit
endorsement this gives to them.

Country specific feedback on project output, in relation to choice of data, the
different national viewpoints and policy context appears poor at this stage.  This is
a factor of the early stage of the programme, where until recently little was
available from projects for comment.  As projects approach their final reports there
should be more feedback to enhance the ultimate deliverable.

The evaluation has shown financial management of ESPON to be operating in an
efficient and streamlined manner.  Appropriate financial control procedures are in
place to manage and monitor resource usage at priority and project levels.
Procedures at all levels are functioning well and the CU is both proactive in
encouraging projects to report on time and responsive to stakeholders.

KC4.2. Competitive and common procedures for project selection. 

The full benefits of the two stage tender process are not being realised.  More
information could be supplied in the first phase (ToR) and greater publicity
generated to increase the pool of organisations bidding. Evaluation procedures
could be more rigorous.

The degree of competition in the tender process has so far been lower than the
target set, due to poor response rates.  The evaluation of tenders followed a
satisfactory procedure with clear selection criteria.  However, the lack of
expressions of interest for LPs in the first round meant that the process was largely
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formalistic and had little effect on the selection of LPs for the restricted second
round.

KC4.3. Contribution of the partnership. 

Networking appears to be a lower priority than originally envisaged and for ECPs
comprised only two meetings per year. Networking and Community building is not
working well.  At the present stage in the programme networking is one of the
least successful elements.  Greater efforts should be placed on enhancing the role
and effectiveness of the ECPs, and in generating more interaction between
researchers.

The MC and CU have addressed this issue in part through increased numbers of
meetings.  The MC need to rethink the whole approach to networking, to broaden
the base of interactions.

Joint implementation and monitoring operations are functioning satisfactorily, but
could be enhanced.  Publicity and networking operations need a higher profile, both
to attract participants into the programme and to facilitate integration of the
various actions.

Community Added Value

KC5.1. Aspects of added value evident which stem from the existence of the
Structural Funds investment in the region or sector concerned. 

Unlike other Interreg evaluations arguably the most important factor for ESPON is
trans-national added value (which is clearly set out in the objectives).  Trans-
national added value will ultimately be achieved by improving European spatial
planning at all levels and coherent territorial impact analysis of policy
implementations.  Given the strong trans-national component to ESPON and the
considerable interest across Member States to utilise results it is expected that
substantial Community added value will be realised.

It is too early in the ESPON programme to fully evaluate the extent of Community
added value.  Project results and outcomes are only just beginning to emerge on
which to base a judgement.  Interim project results so far produced imply that
some of the policy concepts underlying ESDP are at present poorly elaborated (i.e.
in a statistical, social and economic sense), due to both a chronic lack of data and
the imprecise identification that follows from that lack.  It is unlikely that the
current programme will achieve more than the first important step in putting the
concepts and the rigorous connection between statistical measures and policy
instrument targets on a firm basis. A basis that is necessary to ensure their
acceptance as tools for successful policy analysis.

The establishment of closer interaction with other Interreg programmes through an
IPQT project covering the second phase of ESPON (2004-2006) should further
enhance Community added value as it will offer mutual benefits.

ESPON is unlikely to make a real impact until the concepts and methods developed
are applied (i.e. validated in use).  This is not realistic in the time scale of single
ESPON programme and continuity should be sought.  This will also facilitate
greater interaction with experts outside the present framework in an expanded
community representing wider viewpoint, including INTERREG practitioners.
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8 Recommendations

8.1 Recommendations for Improvements

The recommendations for improvements in the implementation of ESPON set out
below summarise the findings of the mid-term evaluation. The recommendations
are based upon the checklist given in the MEANS evaluation guidelines with
additions to reflect the hybrid nature of the ESPON programme.  At this stage in
the programme our recommendations address those areas where strengths are
identified and might usefully be built upon, and those areas of weakness where
adjustments to implementation can produce added value.

Recommendation 1. Maintaining the internal coherence of the programme suggests that
flexibility is needed in the allocation of funding between priority
areas.  In particular: 

•  A larger proportion of the budget could be applied to Priority
4, with a specific measure to strengthen the role of ECPs in
the networking.

•  The set of data series and indicators, with their related models
and tools, that are being elaborated by the projects need to
be maintained and updated at least to the end of the current
programme.  The CU and MC have identified this as an activity
to be supported by the new cross-thematic project 3.2.
Nevertheless, it is also important that the precise definition
and method of creation (meta-data and model /tool systems)
is documented by the projects so that the can be maintained
even beyond the life of project 3.2.

Recommendation 2 Performance indicators given in the CIP and PC should be collected,
updated and analysed on a more consistent and timely basis than
now and used as a tool for monitoring and managing the
programme.

Although most programme level performance indicators will only be
fully quantified in the final stages progress should be closely
followed. The absence of activity in this area will make it difficult to
use the experience of the programme in setting performance
indicators for any future follow-up programme.

Recommendation 3 Data availability issues need further attention as nearly every
project has qualified its results by a lack of adequate data. A clear
list of missing data classified by necessary / required / useful must
be produced as a base for negotiation with organisations collecting
data on future changes to meet ESDP requirements. 

Recommendation 4 Sensitivity analysis should be carried out to compare analyses at
different levels of spatial aggregation for countries that have both
NUTS3 and NUTS5 (or similar) data to see whether the resulting
analyses and maps do show a consistent story at different levels of
aggregation.

Work published outside of ESPON by some TPG members show that
this is feasible.

Recommendation 5 Where data is not available for different countries on a comparable
basis and data has been used based on local methodologies, the
definitions used should be clearly shown and the possible effects
examined.  The maps should also be annotated clearly to show
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users where non-comparability of spatial unit or data definition
exists. 

Recommendation 6 The original target of providing a small set of maps suitable for
presenting the ideas uncovered by ESPON to non-specialists should
be reinforced and more closely defined.

At present maps have been created for almost every data variable.
Project 3.1 has done some work in defining a reduced set, but this
needs to be implemented urgently. There are signs that as projects
move from IR1 to FR they are concentrating their efforts.  However,
as the current IR is the last for several projects a more formal
requirement needs to be set out now rather than leaving this for
comment on the draft FR when resources will be scarce. 

Recommendation 7 There is a need to connect ESPON to people and organisations
carrying out spatial development (i.e. practitioners).  This would be
facilitated if methods developed in ESPON, such as Territorial
Impact Analysis and trends studies, were promoted widely for use
throughout INTERREG and any successor programmes.

Recommendation 8 Specific action is needed to create a theoretical framework for the
longer term development of ESDP policy analysis.

ESPON consists of a mixture of a ‘bottom up’ approach and a ‘top
down’ approach.  The responsibility for defining and documenting
the ‘top down’ view does not seem to have a clear focal point, such
as the CU or one of the projects.  The problem is not the absence of
an operational plan; the PC and additions by the MC fulfil this
requirement.  Rather the ESDP is not being extended to become a
coherent intellectual framework (‘story’) with a firm scientific base.
Such a framework is needed to prepare the programme for long
term development of models, tools and concepts for policy
elaboration and control. There needs to be some working group
tasked with the initial elaboration of this framework from the
different inputs the programme generates and developing an
ongoing process to extend and update it. 

Recommendation 9 Feedback on project output, in relation to choice of data, the
different national viewpoints and policy context should be enhanced
and set in a clear operational structure.

The credibility of the programme is judged by the quality of its
results.  Greater rigour in the assessment of tools, methodologies,
indicators, maps, etc., would raise confidence amongst practitioners
and promote wider application of the output.  This could be
achieved in several ways, for example, through independent peer
reviews of the project IRs by external experts. Attention needs to
be paid to both scientific and policy aspects of the project results.

Recommendation 10 Networking and building a European spatial development
community is not working well and should be further developed.
Networking and building a community should encompass not only
the operation of ECPs and TPGs, but a much wider community.
Whilst ESPON does satisfy its performance indicators of networking
researchers the operational structure of that interaction is
inadequate.  
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The ECP network is designed to create a network within a country.
Some countries have only a few members in their network, there is
no structure to create links between institutes in different countries.
The existence of TPGs can only partially fulfil this function since for
practical reasons they are not required to be comprehensive in their
geographic coverage and do not have the continuity required
throughout the programme period. The following suggestions are
offered as ways to move towards improved networking and greater
openess:

•  Provide a list / directory of member institutes on the ESPON
web site covering TPGs, ECPs and other interested research
groups.

•  Allow other institutes to sign up online, or at least attempt to
join via the ECP.

•  Establish a newsletter to ECP, TPG and other network
members.

•  Organise an ESPON international conference.

•  Include policy institutes and other organisations that are not
primarily regional in focus but do regional analysis.

•  Publish ESPON reports as a series and do not allow ESPON
projects to publish those reports outside this framework to
force a level of esprit de corps with citations and links
identified with the ESPON framework.

Recommendation 11 Monitoring and evaluation procedures should be more rigorously
applied to avoid duplication of effort.

The involvement of organisation in projects should be better
monitored from evaluation stages through contract implementation
to avoid the same, or similar work components being proposed in
different projects.  Furthermore, there is an impression given that
the skill and expertise of some organisations is being duplicated
across several projects in which they carry out a similar if not
identical function.

Recommendation 12 Continuity of the action after 2006 is imperative. The current
problems with data quality and coverage, and the inevitable doubts
as to the accuracy of analysis as a result, make such a continuation
essential.

A second round of the type of analyses of concepts and linkage
between policies and outcomes that is being pursued in the current
programme should be continued and the community building and
expansion pushed forward. Improvements in the connection
between policy makers, analysts and scientists are unlikely to
proceed sufficiently rapidly for the programme to meet fully the
objectives in this area by its end in 2006.
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TERMS OF REFERENCE

MID-TERM EVALUATION OF THE ESPON 2006 PROGRAMME

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Starting point

On 3 June 2002 the European Commission adopted the multi-annual ESPON programme
in order “to take concrete steps in applying the European Spatial Development
Perspective (ESDP) and, in particular, to improve knowledge, research and information
on territorial development as well as to prepare for enlarged territory of the European
Union”.1 The ESPON 2006 programme is implemented in the framework of the
Community Initiative INTERREG III and covers a period of five years from January
2002 to December 2006.

Pursuant to article 42 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/99 a mid-term evaluation has
to examine the ESPON 2006 Programme in regard to relevance, effectiveness, efficiency
and impact as well as initial results.

1.2. Description of the subject to be evaluated: Programme objectives and priorities

In accordance with Point 2 of the ESPON Guidelines 2001-2006, the ESPON programme
should follow seven objectives:

1. To add value to existing national research by taking a clear European and trans-
national focus and improving the understanding of the diversity of the European
territory and territorial development, including the prospective dimension and
sustainable development, and beyond the usually employed statistical units. These
would include an analysis of territorial trends in the 13 candidate countries and
neighbouring countries as well as in the Member States to draw conclusions for the
territorial development of the Union;

                                                
1 Tampere Ministerial, Presidential Conclusions. Tampere, October 1999, p.3
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2. To specify the implications of the ESDP policy orientations on transnational-national
spaces, the interpretation of existing ones (such as Interreg II/III) and eventually
evolving ones in the wake of the enlargement of the EU;

3. To develop orientations for instruments and institutions necessary for a better
perception and application of the ESDP policy options by policy actors at all levels
from the EU to the local level; also including a better co-ordinated application of the
ESDP principles;

4. To contribute to a better understanding of the enhancement of the spatial dimension
of the Structural Funds, Cohesion policy and other Community policies, and national
sector policies;

5. To make concrete contributions and proposals to improve co-ordination of
territorially relevant decisions, taken at different levels (at the Community, national,
regional and local level) and in different sector policies;

6. To bridge the gap between policy makers, administrators and scientists;

7. To create a network of the scientific European community in the fragmented field of
spatial development.

These objectives derive from the insight that research on spatial development from a
national, regional and local perspective is partly already existing and available although
not covering the whole EU territory.

In order to meet these objectives the ESPON 2006 Programme provides the following
priorities:

1. Thematic projects (Priority 1) on the major spatial developments on the background
of typologies of regions, and the situation of cities.

2. Policy impact projects (Priority 2) on the spatial impact of Community sector policies
and Member States’ spatial development policy on types of regions with a focus on
the institutional inter-linkages between the governmental levels and instrumental
dimension of policies.

3. Co-ordinating and territorial cross-thematic projects (Priority 3) represent a key
component of the programme. These projects evaluate the results of the other projects
towards integrated results such as indicator systems and data, typologies of territories,
spatial development scenarios. The cross section projects help to thematically co-
ordinate the whole programme and add value to the results and to fill gaps, which are
unavoidable when different themes are dealt with in different projects.

4. Scientific briefing and networking (Priority 4) in order to explore the synergies
between the national and EU source for research and research capacities.
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Within Priority 5 the ESPON-Programme provides financial means for technical
assistance.

More information on the ESPON 2006 Programme can be found on the web at
www.espon.lu.

2. SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

2.1. General aim of the mid-term evaluation

The mid-term evaluation is not an end in itself but a means to improve the quality and
relevance of programming. It should provide an opportunity to identify reorientations to
the programming which may be needed to ensure the achievement of the original
objectives. The starting point for the mid term evaluation is the ex ante evaluation and the
agreed CIP and Programme Complement.

The mid-term evaluation – according to Art. 42 of Regulation (EU) 1260/99 and taking
into account the ex-ante evaluation – revisits the main elements of programming, reviews
them for continued relevance, efficiency and effectiveness. It assesses the interim results
and reviews likely impacts. The mid-term evaluation also analyses the allocation of
financial resources as well as management and administrative issues.

The mid-term evaluation will not only serve to provide a feedback on programme
implementation but also to draw recommendations for the remainder of the programme.

2.2. Components and key issues of the Mid-Term Evaluation

To meet these objectives the evaluation must address the following components and key
issues.

(a) Continuing relevance and consistency of the strategy
The mid term evaluation should review the consistency and coherence between needs,
objectives, activities and the intended results of the programme. This should be done by
checking how each priority for actions will contribute to the overall objectives. The
continuing relevance and consistency of the priority areas should be assessed.

Key issues:
- justification for the continuing share and weight of each priority;
- consistency of programming from the objectives of the Programme Complement

through to the objectives of the CIP;
- appraisal to the continuing consistency between the strategic, specific and operational

objectives.
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(b) Quantification of objectives:
The mid term evaluation should appraise the effectiveness of the process of quantification
of objectives. This includes an analysis of how the quantification of objectives links
logically together Programme Complement (operational objectives) to CIP (specific
objectives).

The mid-tem evaluators should also appraise the data gathering systems to ensure that
appropriate information is supplied for monitoring and evaluation purposes.

Key issues:
- relevance of the indicators for programme objectives as well as specific and

operational objectives;
- usefulness of the indicators in giving an accurate and timely picture of

implementation.

(c) Analysis of implementation results on priority and measure level
The mid-term evaluation should review effectiveness on the basis of results in terms of
aims and quantified objectives as well as available funds. In the light of these outputs it
should form a view on the likelihood of the expected results and impacts being achieved.
Analysis of effectiveness on the basis of outputs achieved should further include an
assessment of evident added values gained.    

Key issues:
The mid term evaluation should draw conclusions on the continuing sound footing of the
strategy and of the financial resources allocation on the basis of its response to the needs
stated as well as its expected impact. The outputs and results achieved to date should be
reviewed to assess progress towards the achievement of objectives, but also to make
evident added values gained so far (e.g. synergies with other ongoing studies, relevant
programmes and institutions). Conclusions on any inappropriate weighting of priorities
should give rise to recommendations for changes to the structure and balance of the form
of assistance.

(d) Quality of implementation structures
The impact of the programme policy depends on the performance of implementation
bodies. The mid-term evaluation should therefore address the quality of implementation
arrangements. The adequacy of project selection criteria and procedures should also be
reviewed.

Key issues:
- assessment of quality and efficiency of joint operation of main entities and bodies

involved in programme management as there are: Monitoring Committee, Managing
Authority and Coordination Unit;

- effectiveness of the institutional arrangements in carrying out the stated objectives
including an assessment of the relation of human resources to the stated tasks;

- consider if transparent, competitive and common procedures and criteria for project
selection are in operation so as to achieve the CIP objectives in a cost-effective way;
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- examine common project selection criteria to ensure their quality and application and
that they reflect the objectives of the CIP.

(e) Conclusions and Recommendations – Community Added Value
Conclusions should be drawn in relation to each of the issues mentioned under (a) to (d).
Should these conclusions point to weaknesses in the planning or implementation of
programmes, recommendations for improvements shall be made.

The fundamental objective of the Structural Funds is to support economic and social
cohesion across and within member States of the European Union. Concerning the
European territory the basic aim is a balanced and polycentric development. The mid-
term evaluation should draw conclusions on progress being made towards this overall
objective.

2.3. Additional issues and specific questions of interest

These aims are further elaborated through additional respectively overlapping objectives
within the following themes which have also to be addressed:

(a)  Co-operation with non EU-partners
The mid term evaluation should also review the existing co-operation with non EU-
partners not only on programme level but also on project level. Recommendations
towards integrating Accession and Neighbouring Countries on both levels should be
made.

(b) Implementation of ECP-network
Assessment of status quo of the implementation of the ECP-network in relation to the
role stated in the CIP and drawing of any possible conclusions and recommendations on
modifications and adaptations.

(c) Feedback on progress of the ESPON programme by Member States
The mid term evaluation should also address on the perception of Member States of
progress made in the ESPON programme.

(d) Linkages to other INTERREG Programmes
This includes the assessment of evident and potential linkages to other ESPON
programmes as well as synergies between ESPON and these programmes.

2.4. Methodology

Mid-term evaluation is primarily concerned with an assessment of how well the
Programme is performing in reality judged on the basis of its continued relevance and the
effectiveness and efficiency of its implementation.

It will be for the contractor to propose an overall approach to delivering the requirements
set out in these terms of references. The description of the approach should be
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comprehensive and detailed and should include a full explanation of the methodologies to
be employed, the specific tasks to be undertaken, the quantity of staff input and their
expertise, numbers of face to face interviews or questionnaires and the like.

The tender has to comply with the MEANS quality criteria of the European Commission
as well as the working paper 8 and 8a and the structures proposed there (mentioned under
4). These documents provide starting points which need to be adapted and complemented
by the evaluators.

3. ORGANISATION OF THE EVALUATION

3.1. Steering Group

A Steering Group will be set up to ensure progress of Programme evaluation. The group
will be composed of representatives of the Monitoring Committee, the Managing
Authority and the Coordination Unit. The evaluators will be invited to report at the
Group’s meetings. The Monitoring Committee is included in the discussion of mid-term
evaluation reports.

3.2. Products and time schedule

Ongoing evaluation starts in May 2003 with a kick-off meeting. At 10 September 2003
and at 17 November 2003 a discussion with the Steering Group on the initial findings
will be held. These results will also be presented in the Monitoring Committees of 8
October and 15 December 2003. The final report will be examined by the Monitoring
Committee and has to be submitted by the Managing Authority to the European
Commission by the end of 2003.

(a) Meetings of the “Steering Group Evaluation” and presentation of results in the
Monitoring Committee

Kick off meeting (within 4 weeks after appointment to discuss the elaborated evaluation
concept)
- discussion of the evaluation approach
- identification of key issues
- preparation and approval of a work programme
- communication and data flow

Meeting of Steering Group (10 September 2003)
- Discussion of initial findings and results (Preliminary Report)

Meeting of Monitoring Committee (8 October 2003)
- Presentation and discussion of Preliminary Report
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Meeting of Steering Group (17 November)
- Discussion of Draft Final Report

Meeting of Monitoring Committee (15 December 2003)
- Presentation and Discussion of the Draft Final Report

(b) Deliverables

The contractor will be required to provide the following:

- an inception report within 4 weeks after Kick-off meeting,
- a preliminary report (3 of September 2003)
- a draft final report (10 of November 2003)
- a final report (20 December) in 40 copies

The inception report should provide a detailed work plan, a full description of the
methodologies to be used, the scale of activities to be undertaken and a clear statement of
what will be done by when and by whom. The inception report must be delivered to the
Steering Group within four weeks after the Kick-off meeting. The contractor will take
account of comments and made by the Steering Group in the Kick-off meeting.

The preliminary report should set out the initial findings on identified key issues of the
evaluation and the contractor’s preliminary thoughts on the conclusions expected for each
of the key outputs. The interim report must be delivered to the Steering Group no later
than one week before the Consultative Meeting being scheduled for 10 September 2003.
The contractor will take account of comments made by the Steering Group.

A draft final report must be delivered to the Steering Group, in writing, no later than one
week before the Consultative meeting scheduled for 17 November 2003. The contractor
will take account of comments made by the Steering Group. The final report must be
produced and its form content and quality agreed by the Monitoring Committee no later
than 20. December 2003.

It is important that the final report is succinct and that it focuses on analysis, rather than
lengthy descriptive passages and that it gives, clear conclusions and recommendations.

The final report should comprise:

- a free-standing summary of the conclusions and recommendations over no more than
5 pages that is suitable for publication;

- an explanation of the methodology used including details of data sources and original
research undertaken;

- chapters which correspond to the objectives and  key issues set out above;
- conclusions;
- detailed recommendations.
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In course of the evaluation the following additional deliverables are:

- workshop inputs in writing as well as slide presentation;
- attendance of the workshops;
- workshop documentation including minutes.

4. DOCUMENTATION

The following materials and legal documents are to be considered:

1. ESPON 2006 Community Initiative Programme*
2. Programme Complements *
3. Regulation (EU) no. 1260/1999 of 21  June 1999
4. Methodological Working Paper no. 8 of the European Commission of   5.12.2000:

„ The Mid Term Evaluation of Structural Fund Interventions"
5. Methodological Working Paper no. 8a of the European Commission of   5.12.2000:

„ The Mid Term Evaluation of Structural Fund Interventions- Interreg III“
6. MEANS Documents, Volumes I-VI: Evaluation of Socio-Economic Programmes,

European Commission (1999), Office for Official Publications of  the European
Communities, Luxemburg

7. ESDP – European Spatial Development Perspective, European Commission  (1999)
8. ESPON Guidelines 2001-2006, agreed by the Committee for Development and

Conversion of Regions (1999).
Note : Documents marked with an asterik * can be downloaded from the programme website (www.espon.lu).

5. DURATION OF CONTRACT

The contract will/should start with May 2003 and will end on the 31.12.2003.

6. LOCATION OF PERFORMANCE

The contract will be dealt with under Luxembourg law.

7. CONTRACT AMOUNT

The total budget planned for carrying out this study is about 50.000 Euro including VAT.
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We are grateful to the following for their involvement in guiding our evaluation and
providing comments on the drafts of the Mid-Term Evaluation reports.

Members of the Steering Group

Peter Mehlbye  (Chair)
Director
Espon Co-ordination Unit
Luxembourg

Thiemo Esser
Espon Managing Authority
Ministry of Interior
Luxembourg
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Espon Co-ordination Unit
Luxembourg

Eva Maria Forsberg
Monitoring Committee Representative
Sweden
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Monitoring Committee Representative
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We are grateful to the following ESPON programme stakeholders for their involvement in
our surveys, interviews and discussions.  Without this willing co-operation the task of the
Mid-Term Evaluation would have been impossible.

Co-ordination Unit Staff

Peter Mehlbye
Director
Espon Co-ordination Unit
Luxembourg

Ernst Holzinger
Espon Co-ordination Unit
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Espon Co-ordination Unit
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Managing Authority
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Ministry of Interior
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Jean-Claude Sinner
Paying Authority Representative
Luxembourg

European Commission - DG Regio

Patrick Salez
European Commission
DG Regio
Brussels

Mario Rodrigues
European Commission
DG Regio
Brussels

Monitoring Committee Members

Roland Arbter
Monitoring Committee Representative
Austria

René Van der Lecq
Monitoring Committee Representative
Belgium
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Monitoring Committee Representative
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Odd Godal
Monitoring Committee Representative
Norway

Maria José Festas
Monitoring Committee Representative
Portugal

Eva Maria Forsberg
Monitoring Committee Representative
Sweden

Armand Monney
Monitoring Committee Representative
Switzerland

Peter Schmeitz
Monitoring Committee Representative
The Netherlands

Christabel Myers
Monitoring Committee Representative
United Kingdom

ESPON Contact Point Representatives

Eliette Kment
Austria

Niels Boje Groth
Denmark

Kaisa Schmidt-Thomé
Finland

Karl Peter Schön
Germany

Panagiotis Getimis
Greece
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Norway

Olaf Foss
Norway

Mats Johansson
Sweden
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Switzerland

Cliff Hague
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Karryn Kirk
United Kingdom
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Niels Boje Groth
Project 1.1.1
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Project 1.1.1

Klaus Spiekermann / Michael Wegener
Project 1.1.1

Gabriele Tatzberger
Project 1.1.1

Michelle Wishardt
Project 1.1.2

Jörg Neubauer
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Project 1.1.2
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Project 2.1.1
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Project 2.1.1
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Project 2.1.1
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Project 2.1.2

K J Thomson
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1.1 Overview

The PC contains a complex set of objectives, policies and measures all of which have
attached expected results and impacts with quantified performance indicators that are
intended for evaluation. The sections below show for each objective, policy and measure
the description, expected impact and outcome to end October 2003. The wording of the
descriptions, impacts and performance indicator expectations are taken from the CIP/PC.

There are three principal difficulties with checking the performance indicators. The first is
that the time period from the start of the work programme to the end of October 2003
(agreed as the cut-off point with the CU) does not correspond to the quantification period.
Secondly, there is a degree of ambiguity in the definitions and references that complicates
the comparison of expectation and outturn. Thirdly, the programme started late and due to
the immutable timetable for creating the 3rd Cohesion Report and the Commission’s
laudable wish to include input from ESPON projects, the timing of work within projects has
not followed strictly logical paths.

The evaluation team take the view that the fact that there has been no attempt by the MC
to reset the performance indicators or their expected values, implies at least a tacit
acceptance of their continuing validity and relevance. One problem lies with the lack of any
explicit mapping between programme objectives and programme measures. It is not the
task of the mid-term evaluation to propose such a mapping although the MC might consider
discussing such a mapping when considering new projects to be added to the programme.
There is a consistency between values set for the performance indicators at different levels
that, with a consideration of the different objectives, allows a simple implied mapping to be
used. This is explained at each stage below and provides reasonable conclusions to be
drawn on the progress of the programme.

The evaluation team agrees that all activities contribute to a greater or lesser extent to the
high level objectives, but to carry this argument too far would invalidate the performance
indicator system chosen in the programme definition and the measurement concept itself.

The mid-term evaluation is not intended to evaluate the accuracy of individual projects and
all the quantification in this section is based on the output of the projects in their Interim
Reports taken at face value.

The performance indicators for some activities are zero in the period 2002-2004 which refer
to actions that are not expected to start until the second half of the programme period. The
performance indicators for the second half (2004-2006) are not given here as they cannot
be adequately addressed at this point.

1.2 Achievement analysis of high level objectives

Objective 1  To add value to existing national research by taking a clear European and
transnational focus, by improving the understanding of the diversity of the European
territory and territorial development. These would include an analysis of territorial trends in
the 13 candidate countries and neighbouring countries as well as in the Member States to
draw conclusions for the territorial development of the Union;

Expected impact

Projects cover the whole EU territory and the neighbouring countries. Typologies are
developed and employed which allow identifying and comparing the variety of Europe’s
territory.
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Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Projects tendered and finished:

   -  in total 10

Covering:

   -  the EU territory 10

   - the candidate and partner states 2

   - wider territory of the EU 0

Outcome to end October 2003

10 projects have been defined within, Priority 1: Thematic projects on important
spatial developments addressing three measures:

a) Cities, polycentric development and urban-rural relations,

b) Parity of access to infrastructure and knowledge,

c) Natural and cultural heritage.

In addition, two projects that co-ordinate information have been defined, one in Priority 3:
Co-ordinating cross-thematic projects, concerned with Integrated tools for the
European spatial development; one in Priority 4: ESPON Research briefing and
scientific networking, that creates a data catalogue, Data navigator: preparatory surveys
on data access. Data Navigator is covered below.

Start and end dates of each project, actual or projected.

Project Start date
(addendum +1)

IR1 IR2 IR3 FR4

1.1.1 Aug 2002 Oct 2002 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004

1.1.2 Aug 2002 Oct 2002 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004

1.1.3 Jan 2003 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004 Dec 2005

1.1.4 Mar 2003 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Feb 2004 Mar 2005

1.2.1 Aug 2002 Oct 2002 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004

1.2.2 Aug 2002 Oct 2002 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004

1.3.1 Jan 2003 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Feb 2004 Mar 2005

1.3.2 Jan 2003 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Feb 2004 Aug 2004

3.1 Aug 2002 Nov/Dec 2002 Apr 2003 Sep 2003 Oct 2004

So far all projects have delivered their reports on time.  Responses to each IR were sent to
the projects by the CU.  The responses are taken account of in the subsequent IRs.

In all 9 projects have been started (plus Data Navigator) and 6 are due to be completed by
the end of 2004. All projects are currently intended to cover EU 27 + 2.

These projects also contribute to objectives 2 and 4.
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Objective 2  To specify the implications of the ESDP policy orientations on transnational-
national spaces, the interpretation of existing ones (such as Interreg II/III) and eventually
evolving ones in the wake of the enlargement of the EU.

Expected impact

Projects take stock of the ESDP policy options and make proposals for the specification and
advancement with particular regard to the Interreg areas.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

ESDP existing policy options addressed - in
total, assuming that all thematic issues are
addressed in a balanced way

40

Outcome to end October 2003

Some projects have provided a cross reference to the 60 policy options in the ESDP report
but not sufficient to quantify this at present. The results of IR3 of project 3.1 do not help
with this performance indicator at this time.  The 60 policy options in the ESDP were set
some time ago and it may be worth the time, in a later project, to reconsider whether some
have dropped from prominence and others emerged.

Objective 3  To develop orientations for instruments and institutions necessary for a
better perception and application of ESDP policy option by policy actors at all levels from
the EU to the local level; also including a better co-ordinated application of ESDP principles;

Expected impact

Do the results of the programme support the better application of the ESDP?

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of projects addressing the
application of the ESDP

0

Outcome to end October 2003

The performance indicator clearly shows that this aspect is expected to be covered at a
later stage of the programme. The programme defines a project in Priority 2: Policy
impact projects, The governance of territorial and urban oriented policies from the EU to
the local level (priority 2004-06), that is due to appear in the early 2004 call for
expressions of interest.

Objective 4  To contribute to a better understanding of the enhancement of the spatial
dimension of the Structural Funds, Cohesion policy and other Community policies, and
national sector policies.

Expected impact

Development of tools/methods for the territorial assessment of sectoral polices. Systematic
assessment of EU sector policies.
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Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Total projects on sectoral policies: 5

   -  TENS 1

   -  Agricultural policy 1

   -  R&D policy 1

   -  Structural Funds/Cohesion 1

   -  Accession aids 1

Outcome to end October 2003

7 projects have been defined within, Priority 2: Policy impact projects addressing two
measures: a) The territorial effects of sector policies, b) New territorial aspects of the
Structural Funds and related Funds.

Start and end dates of each project, actual or projected.

Project Start date

(addendum +1)

IR1 IR2 IR3 FR4

2.1.1 Aug 2002 Oct 2002 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004

2.1.2 Aug 2002 Oct 2002 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004

2.1.3 Aug 2002 Oct 2002 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004

2.1.4 Mar 2003 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004 Dec 2004

2.2.1 Jan 2003 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004 Mar 2005

2.2.2 Mar 2003 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004 Mar 2005

2.2.3 Aug 2002 Oct 2002 Mar 2003 Aug 2003 Aug 2004

So far all projects have delivered their reports on time. Responses to each IR were sent to
the projects by the CU. The responses are taken account of in the subsequent IRs.  In all 7
projects have been started and 5 are due to be completed by the end of 2004.

Objective 5  to make concrete contributions and proposals to improve co-ordination of
territorially relevant  decisions, taken at different levels (at the Community, national,
regional and local level) and in different sector policies;

Expected impact

Results contribute to the understanding of a better horizontal and vertical co-ordination of
sector policies.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of projects regarding the co-
ordination of planning policy

0



Appendix D

Quantification of Objectives Page D5

Outcome to end October 2003

The performance indicator clearly shows that this aspect is expected to be covered at a
later stage of the programme. The programme defines a project in Priority 2: Policy
impact projects, The application and effects of the ESDP in Member States (priority 2004-
06), that is due to appear in the early 2004 call for expressions of interest.

Objective 6  To bridge the gap between policy makers, administrators and scientists.

Expected impact

Methods and results are presented in a way which contribute to the mutual understanding
of the mentioned groups using chats, maps, listing of advantages and disadvantages of
approaches.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Each project includes an executive
summary which indicates the added value
for practitioners and the conditions for
application of results.

1 per project

Outcome to end October 2003

IRs contain executive summaries.  Added value for practitioners and conditions for
application of results are expected in final reports.

Objective 7  To create a network of the scientific European community in the fragmented
field of spatial development.

Expected impact

The involvement of many institutes from all EU Member States and from the candidate and
partner countries.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

How many institutes are involved:

   -  in total 50

   -  from how many countries 15

Outcome to end October 2003

There are 84 separate organisations in the transnational project groups for the projects so
far operational in policy areas 1-3. Of these 16 are commercial organizations 11 are ECPs
(from 10 countries). The organizations are drawn from 21 different countries: the 15
member states, Norway, Switzerland, Czech Republic, Hungary, Macedonia, and Poland.

The precise number of organizations is changing as partners from the newly associated
countries to ESPON increases. The number is well above initial target expectations.
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Summary

Detailed analysis of achievements of the priority lines are given in the following sections,
but one can see that the performance indicators for the high level objectives have been
met and in some cases exceeded, although there is likely to be some slippage in the
timetable with a few projects reporting after the end of 2004.

Planning for 2004-2006

The CU and MC have started to plan for new projects in the later part of the programme.

1.3 Achievement analysis of Priority 1 - Thematic projects on important spatial
developments

In total 10 projects have been defined in this priority.

Measure Project Phase

Measure 1.1.: Cities, polycentric development and urban-rural relations

The role, Specific situation and potentials of urban areas as nodes in a polycentric
development

1.1.1

Urban-rural relations in Europe 1.1.2

Particular Effects of Enlargement of the EU and Beyond on the Polycentric Spatial Tissue
with Special Attention on Discontinuities and Barriers

1.1.3

The spatial effects of demographic trends and migration 1.1.4

Measure 1.2.: Parity of access to infrastructure and knowledge

Transport services and networks: territorial trends and basic supply of infrastructure for
territorial cohesion

1.2.1

Telecommunication Services and Networks: Territorial Trends and Basic Supply of
Infrastructure for Territorial Cohesion

1.2.2

Identification of spatially relevant aspects of the information society 1.2.3

Measure 1.3.: Natural and cultural heritage

The spatial effects and management of natural and technological hazards in general and in
relation to climate change

1.3.1

Territorial Trends of the Management of the Natural Heritage 1.3.2

The role and spatial effects of cultural heritage and identity 1.3.3

The PC and CIP give expected impact / output / results and quantified performance
indicators at both priority and measure level. Results at priority level are given for mid-
2002 and end 2003. Performance indicator values are given for both priority and measure
level for 2002-2004. In this section (3.2) we give performance indicators for each project
and then summarise these and the general results at measure and priority level. The term
indicator is used very loosely in the documents, both in those defining the programme
(used here) and those intended to be part of the project deliverables (statistical output of
the projects for the databank). As a result a number of different estimates of the number of
statistical indicators produced by each project are given. These estimates differentiate as
far as possible between indicators in the sense of available measured data variables, and
proxy variables developed for unmeasured concepts.
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1.3.1 Achievement analysis for Measure 1.1. Cities, polycentric development and
urban rural relations

The subject of this measure corresponds with the first and widest set of policy options of
the ESDP and focuses on the themes mentioned in the ESPON guidelines in that specific
field. The ESDP states  that a polycentric and balanced urban system and the strengthening
of the partnership between urban and rural areas, which overcomes the outdated dualism
between city and country side, belong to the central objectives of a future orientated
European spatial development. The envisaged actions under this measure pinpoint the most
emerging thematic priorities in accordance with the ESPON guidelines and should take
account of the objectives preceding and expected results following the description of this
priority.

Expected output

The further specification of actions within the thematic range of this measure focuses on
the following issues:

1.1.1. The role, specific situation and potentials of urban areas as nodes of
polycentric development (2001-06)

1.1.2. Urban-rural relations (2001-03)

1.1.3. Particular effects of enlargement for the polycentric spatial tissue (2001-06)

1.1.4. The spatial effects of demographic trends and migration (2003-06)

The performance indicators relate to the results defined above for this priority and break it
down to the measures and envisaged actions.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of spatial indicators developed:

   -  in total 15

Covering:

   -  the EU territory 15

   -  more than the EU territory 7

applied:

   -  in total 10

Covering

   -  the EU territory 10

   -  more than the EU territory 4

   -  Number of spatial concept defined 4

   -  Number of spatial typologies tested 7

   -  Number of EU maps produced 8

   -  Number of ESDP policy options
       addressed in that field

16
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Outcome to end October 2003

Indicators:

Project 3.1 published a list of core indicators for TPGs to produce by August 2003 (Crete
Guidance Paper June 2003). Although data series have been added to the database for
1.1.1 and 1.1.2, they are not the series listed in the paper but rather the typology results
derived from the data. No data for 1.1.3 has been added to the database, For 1.1.4 the
series are more extensive than those listed in the paper, including related and derived
series, but are only for NUTS2.

Spatial concepts:

No information available.

Spatial typologies:

The typologies proposed to date are listed in Table 5 of 3.1 IR3 (p. 81-88). The projects
have developed 12 typologies. However, only 5 relate specifically to factors identified in
their SWOT analysis and of these only 4 have been transferred to the database, for use by
other projects (3.1 IR3 p. 152-155).

EU Maps:

In the Crete Guidance Paper, project 3.1 proposed a set of 48 maps of which 3 were to be
produced by 1.3.3 when it was operational. Twelve of these are in measure 1.1. In fact the
projects have produced many more maps for their IR3s.

Policy options addressed:

Spatial options from the ESDP 60 list are referred to in the IR3s of the first round projects
1.1.1 and 1.1.2, 3 are identified as relevant to 1.1.1 (IR3 p. 6) and 10 to 1.1.2 (IR3 p.4).

Outcome to end October 2003 1.1.1 1.1.2 1.1.3 1.1.4 Total

Spatial indicators in Crete Guidance Paper
(June 2003) as core indicators

7 4 1 7 19

Indicators listed as developed in project IR3 3 - - -

Data variables in database v2.3 9
(FUA)

3
(NUTS3)

- ~25
(various)

Typologies listed in 3.1 IR3 Table 5 5 3 1 3 12

Maps proposed in Crete Guidance Paper 7 2 - 3 12

1.3.2 Achievement analysis for Measure 1.2.: Parity of access to infrastructure
and knowledge

The subject of this measure corresponds with the second set of policy options of the ESDP
and focuses on the themes mentioned in the ESPON guidelines in that specific field. The
ESDP states that the promotion of integrated transport and communication concepts
support the polycentric development of the EU territory and represent an important pre-
condition for enabling European cities and regions their integration into the EMU.
Furthermore parity of access to infrastructure and knowledge should be gradually realised
and regionally adapted solutions developed. The envisaged actions under this measure
pinpoint the most emerging thematic priorities in accordance with the ESPON guidelines
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and should take account of the objectives preceding and expected results following the
description of this priority.

Expected output

The further specification of actions within the thematic range of this measure focuses on
the following issues:

1.2.1 Basic supply of infrastructure for territorial cohesion (2001-03)

1.2.2 Spatial effects of networks, transport and (tele-) communication services
(2001-03)

1.2.3 Identification of spatially relevant aspects of the information society (2001-
06)

The performance indicators relate to the results defined above for this priority and break it
down to the measures and envisaged actions.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of spatial indicators developed:

   -  in total 15

Covering

   -  the EU territory 15

   -  more than the EU territory 7

applied:

   -  in total 12

Covering

   -  the EU territory 12

   -  more than the EU territory 5

   -  Number of spatial concept defined 5

   -  Number of spatial typologies tested 7

   -  Number of EU maps produced 10

   -  Number of ESDP policy options
       addressed in that field

12

Indicators:

Project 3.1 published a list of core indicators for TPGs to produce by August 2003 (Crete
Guidance Paper June 2003). There is no data for 1.2.1 in the database. More series have
been added to the database for project 1.2.2 than listed in the paper but only at national
level (the regional level was not specified in the paper).

Spatial concepts:

No information available.



Appendix D

Quantification of Objectives Page D10

Spatial typologies:

The typologies proposed to date are listed in Table 5 of 3.1 IR3 (p. 81-88). The projects
have developed 12 typologies. However, only 2 relate specifically to factors identified in
their SWOT analysis, these have been transferred to the database, for use by other projects
(3.1 IR3 p. 152-155).

EU Maps:

In the Crete Guidance Paper, project 3.1 proposed a set of 48 maps. Four of these are in
measure 1.2. In fact the projects have produced many more maps for the IR3.

Policy options addressed:

No information available

Outcome to end October 2003 1.2.1 1.2.2 Total

Spatial indicators in Crete Guidance Paper
as core indicators

7 11 18

Data variables in database v2.3 - 17
(NUTS 0)

Typologies listed in 3.1 IR 3 2 7 9

Maps proposed in Crete Guidance Paper 2 2 4

1.3.3 Achievement analysis for Measure 1.3.: Natural and cultural heritage

The subject of this measure corresponds with the third set of policy options of the ESDP
and focuses on the themes mentioned in the ESPON guidelines in that specific field. The
ESDP states that the development and conservation of the natural and the cultural heritage
could be achieved through wise management, which would contributes both to the
preservation and deepening of regional identities and the maintenance of the natural and
cultural diversity of regions and cities of the EU in the age of globalisation. The envisaged
actions for this measure pinpoint the most emerging thematic priorities in accordance with
the ESPON guidelines and should take account of the objectives preceding and expected
results following the description of this priority.

Expected output

The further specification of actions within the thematic range of this measure focuses on
the following issues:

1.3.1 The spatial effects and management of natural and technological hazards in
general and in relation to climate change (2001-06)

1.3.2 Management of the natural heritage (2001-06)

1.3.3 The role and spatial effects of cultural heritage and identity (2003-06)

The performance indicators relate to the results defined above for this priority and break it
down to the measures and envisaged actions.
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Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of spatial indicators developed:

   -  in total 10

covering

   -  the EU territory 10

   -  more than the EU territory 5

applied:

   -  in total 7

covering

   -  the EU territory 7

   -  more than the EU territory 3

   -  Number of spatial concept defined 3

   -  Number of spatial typologies tested: 7

   -  Number of EU maps produced 5

   -  Number of ESDP policy options
        addressed in that field

10

Outcome to end October 2003

Indicators:

Project 3.1 published a list of core indicators for TPGs to produce by August 2003 (Crete
Guidance Paper June 2003). In its second IR project 1.3.2 identified 14 indicators that is
was working on. Both projects in measure 1.3 are only at the second IR stage and have yet
to finalise their list of indicators.

Spatial concepts:

No information available.

Spatial typologies:

The typologies proposed to date are listed in Table 5 of 3.1 IR3 (p. 81-88). The projects
have developed 4 typologies. However, none relate specifically to factors identified in their
SWOT analysis (3.1 IR3 p. 152-155).

EU Maps:

In the Crete Guidance Paper, project 3.1 proposed a set of 48 maps of which 3 were to be
produced by 1.3.3 when it was operational. Four of these are in measure 1.2 in projects
underway, three more are projected for project 1.3.3.  In fact the projects have produced
many more maps for the IR3.

Policy options addressed:

Project 1.3.2 in its second IR identifies 3 policy options from the ESDP 60 list that are
relevant to its work.
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Outcome to end October 2003 1.3.1 1.3.2 Total
Spatial indicators in Crete Guidance Paper as

core indicators
20 3 23

Data variables in database v2.3 - -
Typologies listed in 3.1 IR 3 3 1 4

Maps proposed in Crete Guidance Paper 4 2 6

1.3.4 Summary for Priority 1 Thematic projects on important spatial
developments

This measure aims to:

•  refer to the three fundamental development objectives of the ESDP;

•  gain concrete and applicable information on the EU wide effects of spatially
relevant development trends and their underlying determinants;

•  define the concepts and to find appropriate indicators, typologies and
instruments such as new methodologies to consider territorial information, and
to detect territories;

•  develop possible orientations for policy responses considering institutional,
instrumental and procedural aspects;

•  consider the provisions made and to provide input for the achievement of the
horizontal projects under priority 3.

Expected output

Until mid 2002

•  to reach consensus on indicators and necessary data after a precise analysis of
the availability and comparability of data at Community level and to develop
new database indicators and mapmaking.

Until end of 2003

•  to develop appropriate tools for the processing of new data base, indicators and
mapmaking;

•  to develop applicable systems for the monitoring of new territorial developments
trends;

•  to detect typologies of regions revealing risks and potentials for the identified
types of regions.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of spatial indicators developed and
applied in total

40

Covering: 29

   -  the EU territory 29

   -  more than the EU territory 12

Number of spatial concept defined 12

Number of spatial typologies tested 21

Number of EU maps produced 23

Number of ESDP policy options addressed
in that field

38
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Indicators:

Data availability has turned out to be a more serious problem than originally expected. In
addition priority has been shifted from agreeing and collecting data to providing input to
the 3rd Cohesion Report. The CU believes that this will be overcome in the remaining time
available to the projects in the 2002-2004 period.

Project 3.1 published a list of core indicators for TPGs to produce by August 2003. The
majority of these were variables such as number of university students and income per
capita. Generally the spatial scope was EU27+2, regional level was NUTS2 or 3, and the
temporal scope was one year. However, little of this data appeared in the database (v2.3)
distributed on the ESPON CD-ROM at Matera (October 2003). Project 3.1 now expects to
complete the database by July 2004 (3.1 IR3 p.128-129). The projects that are most
advanced in their timetable have begun to add typology data to the database for use by
other projects. However the data used to measure the typologies and the related metadata
are generally not in the database, and/or not sufficiently well defined to allow an
independent expert working on the subject to check the results or to extend the analysis.

Spatial concepts:

Three spatial concepts are defined in project 3.1 IR3 together with associated spatial
analysis tools (3.1 IR3 p. 80). The notion of spatial concepts does not appear as a topic of
discussion in the other IR reports so far.

Spatial typologies:

The typologies proposed to date are listed in Table 5 of 3.1 IR3 (p. 81-88). The projects
have fully developed 19 typologies and proposed a further 6. However, only 7 relate
specifically to factors identified in their SWOT analysis, of these 6 have been transferred to
the database, for use by other projects (3.1 IR3 p. 152-155).

EU Maps:

A large number of maps have been produced although the underlying data is not generally
available in the database at this stage. There is a lack of detailed metadata for both maps
and indicators although most projects have identified this as a task to be completed by the
end of the project.

Policy options addressed:

So far the projects have not tied their results back to the policy options listed in the ESDP
report. Project 3.1 has included a slot in the metadata framework for this but the projects
have not filled in the required data.

Outcome to end October 2003 1.1 1.2 1.3 Total
Spatial indicators in Crete Guidance Paper as

core indicators
19 18 23 60

Typologies listed in 3.1 IR 3 12 9 4 25

The tender process for a further project in measure 1.2 is due to be launched in February
2004 covering “Aspects of Information Society”, as is a further project in measure 1.3
dealing with “Impact of cultural heritage and identity”.
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1.4 Priority 2 - Policy impact projects

In total 9 projects have been defined in this priority.

Measure Project Phase

Measure 2.1.: The territorial effects of sector policies

Territorial impact of EU transport and TEN policies 2.1.1

Territorial impact of EU research and development policy 2.1.2

The territorial impact of CAP and rural development policy 2.1.3

Territorial trends of energy services and networks and territorial impact of EU energy policy 2.1.4

Measure 2.2.: New territorial aspects of the Structural Funds and related Funds

The territorial effects on the structural funds 2.2.1

Territorial effects of the “AQUIS COMMUNITAIRE”, pre-accession aid and
PHARE/TACIS/MEDA programmes

2.2.2

Territorial effects of structural funds in urban areas 2.2.3

Measure 2.3.: Institutions and instruments of spatial policies

The application and effects of the ESDP in Member States 2.3.1

The governance of territorial and urban oriented policies from the EU to the local level 2.3.2

Measure 2.3 is concerned with the evaluation of the effects of ESDP at EU level for the
period 2003-2006.  Naturally, this work will not start until late in the programme.  We
examined the planning for this measure and its relation to changes in the focus and budget
allocations within ESPON.  The tender process for two projects to address measure 2.3 is
only scheduled to be launched in February 2004 in phase 5.

1.4.1 Achievement analysis for Measure 2.1. The territorial effects of sector
policies

The subject of this measure corresponds with the demand for better knowledge on the
territorial impact of EU sector policies recognising the proposals in the ESDP to investigate
Community policies on the background of different spatial concepts such the use of spatial
categories, the development of functional synergies, integrated spatial development
approaches, the improvement of infrastructure and the delineation of areas in danger and,
therefore, in need for support referring to the goals, aims and policy options developed in
the ESDP. The sub-measures pinpoint the most emerging thematic priorities in accordance
with the ESPON guidelines, which should take account of the objectives preceding and
expected results following the description of this priority. Assessing the territorial impact of
transport policies and major infrastructure projects, CAP and R&D in order to allow the
improvement of the territorial co-ordination of the Community policies is a major aim of
this measure.

Expected output

The further specification of actions within the thematic range of this measure focuses on
the following issues:

2.1.1 Spatial diversification by the infrastructure policy of TENs (2001-03)

2.1.2 Spatial effects of the EU R&D policy (2001- 2003)

2.1.3 Spatial effects of the EU Agricultural Policy with particular reference to the
environmental dimension and policy (2001-03)
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The performance indicators relate to the results defined above for this priority and break it
down to the measures and envisaged actions.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of spatial indicators employed in
addition to priority 1:

   -  in total 10

Covering

   -  the EU territory 8

   -  more than the EU territory 4

applied:

   -  in total 8

Covering

   -  the EU territory 7

   -  more than the EU territory 2

Number of sector policies fully addressed 3

Number of EU maps produced 20

Number of charts on the institutional
structure of sector policies

3 (1 by sector)

Number of policy aims mentioned in the
ESDP reference made to by sector study

All aims

Outcome to end October 2003

Note:

The results achieved so far include those for project 2.1.4 which was not included in the
CIP/PC, being added later. Project 2.1.4 was at the IR2 stage at the end of August 2003
and therefore not at a comparable stage to the other projects.

Indicators:

Project 3.1 published a list of core indicators for TPGs to produce by August 2003 (Crete
Guidance Paper June 2003). Projects 2.1.1, 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 have added many of the data
series to the database although there it is evident that they have had a great deal of
difficulty in obtaining data and there are missing values at some regional levels and for
some time periods. No data has been added for 2.1.4 which started later than the other
projects.

Sector policies:

The number of sector policies has been increased to 4 by including energy policy, project
2.1.4.
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EU Maps:

In the Crete Guidance Paper, project 3.1 proposed a set of 48 maps. Sixteen of these are in
measure 2.1, of which two are intended to be produced in collaboration with project 1.2.1.
In fact the projects have produced many more maps for their IR3.

Charts:

The charts are not mentioned in the terms of references for the projects and none have so
far been produced.

Policy aims:

The policy options in the ESDP report are mentioned in the objectives of the projects in
their IRs but do not figure in the reports in detail so far. The main reference in the reports
to ESDP is in relation to the three main policy guidelines.

Outcome to end October 2003 2.1.1 2.1.2 2.1.3 2.1.4 Total
Spatial indicators in Crete Guidance Paper

(June 2003) as core indicators
9 3 7 3 22

Indicators listed as developed in project IR3 - - 5 3
Data variables in database v2.3 ~50

NUTS3
17

NUTS3
~25

NUTS2
-

Maps proposed in Crete Guidance Paper 8 1 5 2 16

1.4.2 Achievement analysis for Measure 2.2  New territorial aspects of the
Structural Funds and related Funds

The subject of this measure corresponds with the demand for better knowledge on the
territorial impact of EU sector policies recognising the proposals in the ESDP to investigate
Community policies on the background of different spatial concepts such the use of spatial
categories, the development of functional synergies, integrated spatial development
approaches, the improvement of infrastructure and the delineation of areas in danger and
therefore in need for support. The sub-measures pinpoint the most emerging thematic
priorities in accordance with the ESPON guidelines which should take account of the
objectives preceding and expected results following the description of this priority. The co-
ordination with the Commission should avoid interference with the Commission’s evaluation
(ex post) of the Structural Funds as part of their competences. The concentration on the
territorial effects must be ensured. DG Regio supports the coordination by the
establishment of exchange between the ESPON and the organizations carrying out the
evaluation studies.

Expected output

The further specification of actions within the thematic range of this measure focuses on
the following issues:

2.2.1. The territorial effects of the Structural Funds

2.2.2. The territorial effects of pre-accession aid and Phare/Tacis/ISPA (priority
2002-04 finalising in 2006)

2.2.3. The effects of Structural Funds in urban areas (2001-2006).
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The performance indicators relate to the results defined above for this priority and break it
down to the measures and envisaged actions.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of spatial indicators employed in
addition to priority 1:

in total 7

Covering

- the EU territory 7

- more than the EU territory 2

Applied

   -  in total 7

- the EU territory 4

- more than the EU territory 2

Number of funds fully addressed 3

Number of EU maps produced 7

Number of charts on the institutional
structure related to the Funds in their
policy context

4 (1 by sector)

Number of policy aims mentioned in the
ESDP reference addressed by Funds
investigated

All aims

Outcome to end October 2003

Note:

Projects 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 were at the IR2 stage at the end of August 2003 and therefore not
at a comparable stage to many other projects.

Indicators:

Project 3.1 published a list of core indicators for TPGs to produce by August 2003 (Crete
Guidance Paper June 2003). The data in the database for 2.2.1 goes some way to meeting
the paper expectations but only at NUTS2 level. No data has been added for 2.2.2. The
indicators added for 2.2.3 are extensive but do not include the indicator from the paper.

Funds:

Unclear.

EU Maps:

In the Crete Guidance Paper, project 3.1 proposed a set of 48 maps. None of these are in
measure 2.2. In fact the projects have produced many maps for the IR2.
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Charts:

The charts are not mentioned in the terms of references for the projects and none have so
far been produced.

Policy aims:

The policy options in the ESDP report are mentioned in the objectives of the projects in
their IRs but do not figure in the reports in detail so far. The main reference in the reports
to ESDP is in relation to the three main policy guidelines. 2.2.1 has marked the options in
its metadata in the database.

Outcome to end October 2003 2.2.1 2.2.2 2.2.3 Total
Spatial indicators in Crete Guidance Paper as

core indicators
2 2 1 5

Indicators listed as developed in project IR2 - 8 -
Data variables in database v2.3 6

NUTS2
- ~35

NUTS 3
Maps proposed in Crete Guidance Paper - - - -

1.4.3 Summary for Priority 2 - Policy impact projects

The priority aims to:

•  develop methods for a territorial impact assessment of sector policies;

•  show the influence of sector policies on spatial development at the EU scale;

•  sustain every study by empirical, statistical and/or data analysis;

•  show the interplay between EU and sub-EU spatial policies and best examples
for implementation;

•  develop methods for a territorial impact assessment of sector policies and to
find appropriate instruments to improve the spatial coordination of EU sector
policies;

•  consider the provisions made under priority 3 and to provide input for the
achievement of the horizontal projects under this priority.

Expected output

Until mid 2002

•  to reach consensus on indicators and necessary data after a precise analysis of
the availability and comparability of data at the Community level and to develop
new database indicators and map-making.

Until end of 2003

•  to develop methods for a territorial impact assessment of sector policies;

•  to gain information on the EU wide effects of the most important EU and
Member State sector policies in terms of economic relocation and other spatial
criteria;

•  to detect typologies of regions revealing risks and potentials for the identified
types of regions;

•  to find appropriate indicators, typologies and instruments to detect regions and
territories most negatively and positively affected
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Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Number of spatial indicators developed 17

Applied

   -  In total 17

covering

   -  EU 11

   -  more than EU 4

Maps produced 27

ESDP policy aims addressed all

Sector policies fully addressed 3

Institutional structure charts

   -  sector policies 7

   -  spatial planning 0

Outcome to end October 2003

Indicators:

Data availability has turned out to be a more serious problem than originally expected. In
addition priority has been shifted from agreeing and collecting data to providing input to
the 3rd Cohesion Report. The CU believes that this will be overcome in the remaining time
available to the projects in the 2002-2004 period.

Project 3.1 published a list of core indicators for TPGs to produce by August 2003. The
majority of these were variables such as R&D expenditure and agricultural output, but also
regional expenditure by the EU funds. Generally the spatial scope was EU 15 or EU27+2,
regional level was NUTS2 or 3, and the temporal scope was related to the funding periods.
Much of this data appeared in the database (v2.3) distributed on the ESPON CD-ROM at
Matera (October 2003) although with gaps and often at a higher regional level than hoped
for. Project 3.1 now expects to complete the database by July 2004 (3.1 IR3 p.128-129).
The projects that are most advanced in their timetable have begun to add typology data to
the database for use by other projects. However the data used to measure the typologies
and the related metadata are generally not in the database, and/or not sufficiently well
defined to allow an independent expert working on the subject to check the results or to
extend the analysis. Typologies are not included in the performance indicators for priority 2
although they are required in the ToRs.

Sector policies / funds:

The programme has covered the policies and funds planned at the beginning of the period
and has added some more.

EU Maps:

A large number of maps have been produced although the underlying data is not always
available in the database at this stage. There is a lack of detailed metadata for both maps
and indicators although most projects have identified this as a task to be completed by the
end of the project.
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Policy options addressed:

So far the projects have not tied their results back to the policy options listed in the ESDP
report. Project 3.1 has included a slot in the metadata framework for this but only project
2.1.1 has filled in the required data.

Institutional structure charts:

No work has been published on this item so far and it is not included in the ToRs.

Outcome to end October 2003 2. 1 2. 2 Total

Spatial indicators in Crete Guidance Paper as
core indicators

22 5 27

1.5 Priority 3 - Co-ordinating cross-thematic projects

In total 2 projects have been defined in this priority.

Measure Project Phase

Measure 3.1.: Integrated tools for the European spatial development

Integrated tools for European spatial development 3.1

Measure 3.2.: Spatial scenarios and orientations towards the ESDP and the Cohesion
                         Policy

Spatial scenarios and orientations towards the ESDP and the Cohesion Policy 3.2

The actions envisaged under measure 3.2 are dependent, at least in part, on the results of
priority 1 and 2 projects.  The performance indicators show that little or no activity is
expected to take place before the end of 2004.  We examined the planning for this measure
and its relation to changes in the focus and budget allocations within ESPON.  The tender
process for a project to address measure 3.2 is only scheduled to be launched in August
2003 in phase 4.

1.5.1 Achievement analysis for Measure 3.1 Integrated tools for the European
spatial development

The aim of this measure is to use the results of the projects under Priority 1 and 2 towards
the development of integrated tools for the European spatial development. The priority is
more technically oriented and concentrates in the first phase of the programme. That
means for example to summarise the indicators suggested in those projects, and to
compare and check their consistency as a whole and in relation to the existing indicators
currently used in Structural Funds programmes. The results will be suitable tools for the
diagnosis of territorial trends, elaboration of scenarios, policy instruments and institutional
settings. A comprehensive view towards the various sectoral dimensions within the
territorial view should also build on the feed back from the Member States and Candidate
Countries.

Expected output

The output relates to the results defined above for this priority and breaks it down to the
measures and envisaged actions:



Appendix D

Quantification of Objectives Page D21

•  Integration of European spatial databases is a core task which provides the
basic material for all further research by projects under the ESPON (starting
from the databases and indicator system suggested and compiled by the SPESP
regular contacts with National Statistical Agencies, Eurostat and European
Environment Agency);

•  Clarification of the concepts and definition of the indicators to measure spatial
and social integration (6 concepts mentioned);

•  Specification of potential thematic fields for Community intervention and how it
could be articulated within national, regional and local policies.

The performance indicators relate to the results defined above for this priority.

Indicators 2002-2004 Number

Size of the integrated data base, and
indicators (collected from other projects)

   -  in total 40

Covering

   -  the EU 40

   -  more than the EU 20

Number of spatial concepts explored 6

Number of maps produced 10

Meetings with EU statistical authorities 3

Outcome to end October 2003

Indicators:

Project 3.1 published a list of core indicators for TPGs to produce by August 2003 (Crete
Guidance Paper June 2003). The results of that work are given above and in the detailed
figures for 2.1 below.

Spatial concepts:

Project 3.1 identifies three spatial concepts and related analysis tools (IR3 p.80).

EU Maps:

In the Crete Guidance Paper, project 3.1 proposed a set of 48 maps of which nine were to
be produced by itself. In fact the project published 36 maps in its IR3.

Policy options addressed:

The project is listing the policy options addressed by each indicator in the metadata in the
database. There is so far no specific analysis in IR3.

Outcome to end October 2003 3.1

Spatial indicators in Crete Guidance Paper as
core indicators

20

Data variables in database v2.3 ~100 (NUTS 3)

Typologies listed in 3.1 IR 3 4

Maps proposed in Crete Guidance Paper 9
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The actions envisaged under measure 3.2 are dependent, at least in part, on the results of
priority 1 and 2 projects.  The performance indicators show that little or no activity is
expected to take place before the end of 2004.  The tender process for a project to address
measure 3.2 was only scheduled to be launched in August 2003 in phase 4.

1.5.2 Summary for Priority 3 - Co-ordinating cross-thematic projects

The aim of the priority is to:

•  provide a common frame for the projects prepared under the priorities 1 and 2
i.e. provide common definitions for the collection of data base, common frame
for indicators, the common structure of reports etc;

•  add value to the results of the single projects by discussing the results in
different contexts such as scenarios and options for policy conclusion;

•  re-examine the reference of the achieved results in the light of the ESDP;

•  make the results of the programme accessible to policy makers;

•  allow a better understanding of the complexity of spatial development at the EU
scale;

•  give guidance on the future necessities of policies which recognize the spatial
dimension.

Expected output

Until mid 2002

•  To reach consensus on indicators and necessary data after a precise analysis of
the availability and comparability of data at the Community level;

•  To define of the geographical level/technology for data collection, and the
availability of data. First list of main requests about statistical and geographical
data should be addressed to relevant authorities before mid 2002;

•  Second revised and extended request until the end of 2002.

Until 2003:

•  To create tools for the identification of threads and potentials for a more
balanced territorial development such as indicator lists, databases, mapping
methods covering all themes in a comprehensive and integrated way;

•  To identify orientations on the implementation of spatial objectives into the
existing EU policies – from analytical tools to policy measures;

•  To prepare methodologies for prospective scenarios.

Performance indicators 2002-2004  are the same as 3.1 above as it is the only project in
this phase.

Outcome to end October 2003

Quantification of outcome to end October 2003 is given above.

Project 3.1 has been creating rules and methods for the common platform and collating
information from other projects. This work is described and quantified in depth in its IRs.
The completion of the list of core indicators and their transfer to the database has been
severely handicapped by the problems of data availability noted under the quantification of
priorities 1 and 2 above. These problems and the prioritisation of work for the 3rd cohesion
report has, of course, had a knock-on effect on 3.1’s ability to carry out work in relation to
other output from projects in areas such as SWOT, typologies and their application.

The IR3 contains detailed plans to complete the work.
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1.6 Priority 4 - ESPON research briefing and scientific networking

The measures specified in this priority are performed by a mix of project activity and CU led
initiatives.

1.6.1 Achievement analysis for Measure 4.1:  Data navigator: preparatory
surveys on data access

Measure 4.1 “Data navigator: preparatory surveys on data access” has given rise to a
major activity within Project 4.1 which collected basic information.  The end result of this
project was a handbook that supports the search for relevant territorial data and maps
across Europe.  The project was comprised of a cluster of small contracts covering
institutions in each Member State and non-EU Interreg IIC states in the Baltic sea, Cadses
space and EuroMed regions.

Expected output

To provide a common data access for the projects prepared under priorities 1-3. The output
indicators relate to the results defined above for this priority.

Indicators 2002-2004 4.1

Number of national data access surveys 27

Number of EU data access surveys 4

Outcome to end October 2003

There are 27 national data access surveys reported in the final report. Three sets of data
requests have so far been forwarded to Eurostat, coordinated by project 3.1

The extent to which this handbook is proving useful is limited.  As an initial point of
reference it has value, but in most cases where identification of appropriate data was an
issue projects report that, as anticipated, the sort of data required was not available.
Complete sources for missing data were not given and time constraints have made it
impractical to utilise the Data Navigator fully.

1.6.2 Achievement analysis for Measure 4.2:  ESPON briefing and scientific co-
ordination of ESPON Contact Points

Measure 4.2 is not a project activity, but an action carried out through ECP co-ordination
meetings.

Expected output

Annual meetings of ESPON Contact Points for a coordinated and coherent ESPON approach
between the Transnational Project Groups and ESPON Contact Points for scientific briefing
and co-ordination of projects.

Indicators 2002-2004 4.2

Number of Meetings 3
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Outcome to end October 2003

The first meeting was conducted on 14 February 2002.  There have been four meetings so
far. Given the importance placed on the ECP network in the initial programme objectives
this activity has been examined in detail through surveys and interviews (which are
detailed in Chapter 5.7 of the main report).  The success of the contact points could be a
critical factor in the long-term success of ESDP.

The active participation of an ECP throughout the whole ESPON process, both at national
level and European level, is a precondition for a correctly functioning contact point.  ECPs
should be arranging contacts, taking an active part in projects, participate in knowledge
development, promote discussions and communication of results, and acting as a reference
point.  They can be seen as a bridge between TPG - CU - MC - MS and national networks of
institutes and experts.

The opportunities for networking were considered to be too constrained by the initial plan
of only hosting one ECP seminar per year.  The CU and MC, therefore, responded by
increasing this to four meetings.  However, the surveys still display a feeling that
networking is as yet underdeveloped.

ECPs are reported to have been useful in finding partners and in pointing projects towards
data sources in their country. They are generally felt to be a useful support to the ESPON
programme, though much of their activity is within a national framework, with limited inter
ECP networking.

Potential to improve the effectiveness of ECPs has been recognised by the MC and support
exists to further strengthening the function of ECPs exists.  A lack of resources lies at the
heart of the problem.  ECPS are funded by Member States.  ESPON provides only support
for travel costs to the seminars.

Linkages between TPGs and ECPs in terms of networking has also been limited.  Effective
links are largely based on personal contacts.  Seminars are seen as too large to offer good
opportunities for discussions.

The implementation of ECP networking and more information on the results of the ECP
survey are given in Chapter 5.

1.6.3 Achievement analysis for Measure 4.3:  ESPON briefing and scientific co-
ordination of Transnational Project Groups

Measure 4.3. is being handled in a similar way to measure 4.2 in that control is provided
from the CU through TPG meetings (seminars) held twice each year.

Expected output

Indicators 2002-2004 4.2

Number of Meetings 6

Outcome to end October 2003

Three meetings have been held so far. The first meeting was held 21-22 Nov 2002 in
Mondorf les Bains (Luxembourg) and a second in Crete (Greece) from 5-6 May 2003.  The
evaluation team attended the latest meeting in Matera (Italy) 6-8 October 2003 to gain an
appreciation of the events and to hold discussions with participants.
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The events are generally seen as good milestones where progress can be reported.  The
scale of the meetings, however, is now becoming so large that it is a constraint on debate
of results, leaving much to fringe discussions.  Scope exists to identify smaller sub-groups
of projects that have common interests for more focussed networking.  The smaller LP
seminars run by the CU are a move towards such events.

1.6.4 Summary for Priority 4 - ESPON Research briefing and scientific networking

The aim of the priority is to:

•  to provide common data accesses for the projects prepared under the priorities 1-3;

•  to establish the scientific infrastructure of the ESPON approach;

•  to strengthen the coherence of the common ESPON approach;

•  to scientifically and thematically co-ordinate the actions.

Expected output

Until mid 2002

To develop the ESPON internal compendium on national data access and mapping
capacities as input for the TPG in the Member States; ditto for the candidate and partner
states.

Throughout the whole programme

Annual meetings of ESPON Contact Points and Biannual Transnational Project Groups for a
co-ordinated and coherent ESPON approach between the Transnational Project Groups and
ESPON Contact Points for scientific briefing and coordination of projects; permanent
scientific monitoring of the approach and progress.

The indicators are just those listed above for each of the measures.

Outcome to end October 2003

The outcomes are those listed above in the individual measures. Further analysis of the
outcome with conclusions and recommendations appear in the main report.

1.7 Priority 5 - Technical assistance

1.7.1 Measure 5.1: Management, implementation, monitoring and control

Measure 5.1. covers costs related to management, implementation, monitoring and control
encompassing costs of the Co-ordination Unit and the Monitoring Committee external
experts and miscellaneous.

Expected output

Indicators 2002-2004 5.1

Number of projects contracted 20

- in priority 1-3 12

Number of Monitoring Committee meetings
(four per year)

12

Number of MC meetings with observer
participation

3
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Outcome to end October 2003

16 projects have been contracted in priorities 1-3 and one in priority 4.1 (although this
involved a large number of small contracts). A further 6 projects are either in process of
being opened or are under consideration.

9 MC meetings have been held so far, plus a further 3 prior to the formal constitution of the
MC. Many of the meetings included observers from candidate and neighbouring states.

Activity in this measure is considered in detail in the main report.

1.7.2 Measure 5.2: Information, publication and evaluation

The promotion strategy and the project development process is undertaken in close
consultation with the Monitoring Committee.

Expected output

Indicators 2002-2004 5.2

Number of publications organised
(no finances available)

2

Number of visitors of the ESPON web site
homepage

in total

internal

external

4000

1500

2000

Evaluation study tendered 1

Outcome to end October 2003

All interim reports have been published in a timely manner on the ESPON web site,
together with reports on the seminars and other miscellaneous information. Projects have
published a number of papers based on work carried out in the ESPON programme,
although no formal list of these is held by the programme.

The web site performance is reported on in Chapter 5 in the main report and exceeds the
targets given above.

The mid-term evaluation is this document.

1.7.3 Summary for Priority 4 - ESPON Research briefing and scientific networking

The aim of the priority is to:

•  Efficient running of the programme;

•  Efficient assistance to the Managing Authority, Paying Authority, Monitoring
Committee in the fulfillment of their respective responsibilities;

•  Joint sound, smooth and transparent management of the programme budget and
accountancy,

•  Scientific and CIP oriented guidance for the Transnational Project Groups;

•  Collection and integrated management of the financial monitoring.
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Expected output

Results are mostly of a qualitative nature and are related to the smooth and efficient
running of the programme. It has to be reminded that the core of the implementation of
the whole programme, the Co-ordination Unit, is not financed under the programme.

The indicators are just those listed above for each of the measures.

Outcome to end October 2003

The outcomes are those listed above in the individual measures. Further analysis of the
outcome with conclusions and recommendations appear in the main report.

The evaluation considered the need for enhancing the profile of the programme.  Our
assessment of measures under this priority suggests that whilst the CU has performed well
with limited human resources there are some deficiencies in respect to the visibility of the
programme and its publicity policy.  During the course of the evaluation the CU and MC
have addressed this topic.

Priority 5 is concerned with delivery of services by the CU.  Measure 5.1 “Management,
monitoring and implementation” covers most administrative activities.  The effectiveness of
this action is critical to the overall performance of the programme.  It is closely linked with
Measure 5.2 “Information, publication and evaluation” handling the visibility of the
programme.

Details from the MC interviews and questionnaire responses on these topics are given in
Chapter 5.8 of the main report.

The objectives of this measure are largely delivered through the ESPON website and press
briefings.  An initial press briefing was performed in April 2002, since then awareness
activities have included conference presentations in:

•  Toulouse at the Interreg IIC South Europe meeting (22 March 2002)

•  Athens at the Geography and Regional planning in the enlarged European Union
(16 May 2002)

•  Bruxelles at Second Cohesion Forum (22 May 2002)

•  Barcelona at Strategic development of Catalonia in Europe (11 June 2002),

•  Working Group Spatial and Urban Development (25 June2002)

•  Brussels at the Working Group Spatial and Urban Development (24 Sept 2002),

•  DG Regio EIS (25 September 2002)

•  Copenhagen at the Roundtable on European Development (4 Nov 2002)

•  Bilbao regional conference on the strategic territorial development of the Basque
region (25 Nov 2002)

•  Luxembourg Eurostat (6 December 2002)

•  Paris Interreg NWE (15 January 2003)

•  Working Group Spatial and Urban Development (18 February 2003)
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•  Budapest CEMAT (26 March 2003)

•  Vesteraas regional seminar (24 April 2003)

•  Working Group Spatial and Urban Development (23 September 2003)

•  Vienna ECP seminar (25 September 2003)

•  Rome EU sustainable development (26 September 2003)

•  Bruxelles Interreg Baltic (16 October 2003)

•  London ETCP (24 October 2003)

•  Milano Jean Monnet Programme (5 December 2003)

Promotion activities have also covered numerous contacts with different organisations
related to territorial development (e.g. Eurocities, Metrex, ETCP).  Further promotional
activity is being provided by projects.  These include project 1.1.1 in Valencia, project 1.3.1
in relation to DG Environment seminars, project 1.3.1 in relation to CEMAT and the
European Landscape Convention as well as project 3.1 at different occasions.  The ESPON
programme has also been presented at meetings with regional scientists (e.g. European
seminar in Finland).
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Hypotheses

In chapter 1 of the main report an series of hypotheses on the implementation and
outcome of the ESPON programme were posed.  We present here our assessment of those
hypotheses based on the results and analysis presented in Chapters 2 to 7.

Hypothesis 1 The ESPON initiative offers an added-value trans-national
perspective on territorial development in Europe.

An important feature of ESPON is the trans-national character of the
actions undertaken.  Whist it is too early in the ESPON programme to fully
evaluate the extent of Community added value arising from the approach
adopted it is evident that substantial Community added value will be
realised.  In addition, output from the trans-national project groups is
providing valuable inputs to the 3rd Cohesion report.

Hypothesis 2 The ESPON action clarifies ESDP policy implications on
transnational-national space.

ESPON projects are providing a cross reference to the 60 policy options in
the ESDP report, but at this early stage the results are not sufficient to
quantify the policy implications.  The policy options in ESDP were set some
time ago and in the second half of ESPON it should be possible to
reconsider whether some have dropped from prominence and others
emerged.

Hypothesis 3 ESPON activity offers a better perception and application of ESDP
policy options.

In the later stages of the programme actions under priority 2 will directly
address the application and effects of the ESDP in Member States. These
will extend to governance of territorial and urban oriented policies from
the EU to local level.

Hypothesis 4 The ESPON action contributes towards a better understanding of
the spatial dimension of EU and national policies.

The expectation of and desire to gain experience from ESPON is
widespread and is especially strong amongst the neighbouring and
accession states.  ESPON is anticipated to produce a better knowledge of
spatial development policies, and trends across Europe.  It might also
enhance the spatial dimension of the structural funds, cohesion policy and
other Community and national sector policies.  ESPON should also deliver
the necessary input to update the ESDP and create a concrete territorial
frame of reference for sector policies and investments in Europe. The
ESPON analyses will form the key instrument to bring the ESDP process a
step further.

Hypothesis 5 The ESPON action facilitates improved co-ordination of territorial
relevant decisions at all levels (Community, National, Regional &
Local).

ESPON opens a new dimension in European co-operation. It is performing
pioneering work that will have an influence on many areas and levels.
Consistent information and databases at European level to feed regional
policy making is a frequently voiced goal.  It is the opinion of the
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evaluation team that the current programme represents the first steps in
realisation of this objective.  To fulfil its promise ESPON actions need to be
consolidated over a time frame which extends beyond 2006.

Hypothesis 6 The ESPON action provides experience and networks to bridge the
gap between policy makers, administrators and scientists.

The ESPON programme is building a substantial community of researchers
across Europe, both in the enlarged EU and neighbouring states.
Networking and collaborative actions are taking place through Trans-
national Project Groups and ESPON Contact Points.  As the programme
matures and results begin to emerge they are envisaged to flow out to
policy makers and practitioners at all levels through seminars, publications
and a transparent Internet based publicity strategy.

Hypothesis 7 The projects undertaken in each measure are sufficiently diverse
so as to collectively cover the scope of the objectives.

Project activity identified in each of the priorities and measures is
comprehensive in its coverage and fully address the scope of the
objectives.  Projects have been let in a logical series of calls for tender that
continue beyond the mid-term evaluation.  At this stage in the programme
activity is underway in all priorities and measures.

Hypothesis 8 The Monitoring Committee and Co-ordination Unit demonstrate a
flexible approach towards the identification and selection of
projects topics.

Selection of research issues is considered carefully and the Monitoring
Committee have adopted a flexible approach towards identification of new
thematic studies.  The initial broad base of thematic and policy studies are
being continuously reassessed, with new topics added as issues emerge.
These recent additions to the programme demonstrate a sensitivity
towards the particular policy needs of accession and partner states.

Hypothesis 9 The allocation of resources to programme activities reflects a
proper distribution between projects, networking, technical
coordination actions, and administrative activities.

The initial allocation of resources to priority areas was elaborated
according to the measures defined in the CIP.  This allocation has been
respected by the MC whilst showing appropriate flexibility between
projects at the measure level.  The weighting attributed to each priority
area and the allocation of resources to those priorities is broadly
successful.

Whilst all components of the programme could benefit from additional
funding the proportions going to each priority are broadly realistic.
However, networking could justify a slightly higher percentage to cover the
necessary dissemination activities of the second phase of the programme.

Hypothesis 10 The projects selected are performing according to plan and
producing relevant outputs.

Projects are generally found to be performing according to plan.  All
interim reports have been produced at the scheduled dates and the quality
and content of deliverables has improved.  In fact, most projects are



Appendix E

Hypotheses Page E3

delivering results that exceed the indicator targets set in the contracts.  In
addition, they have also been able to provide input to the Commission for
the 3rd Cohesion report.  This latter activity, however, is clearly placing
strain on project plans as workloads have been adjusted to accommodate
the timetable of the Cohesion report.
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MC Questionnaire for ESPON Mid Term Evaluation

MVA Reference No: C33206

This questionnaire is being circulated to ESPON Monitoring Committee representatives to
gather background information on the operation of ESPON and to establish a view on the
programme from the perspective of the Monitoring Committee.

The questionnaire is intentionally free format and contains only a short list of prompts to
stimulate your contributions.  Please add any other comments that you think will be useful
in our review.

•  What do you expect to get out of ESPON?

•  Do the other Member States want the same things, and what is the current state of
Member State support for the aims of the programme?

•  The three major aims of ESPON seem to be:

•  Harmonising and collecting data into a database for use by ESPON
participants,

•  Policy analysis input at EU, Member State, lower levels,

•  Networking between scientists and policy makers.

Is this how you see things?  Are there other important aims? Is it all working as
expected and do you think ESPON is progressing at the desired rate?

•  How will ESPON results be used in your country?

•  What is your feeling about the way ESPON is managed by a mixture of Member State
and Commission monitoring.  Does this adequately reflect the way the funding is
provided?

•  Is the ESPON work plan evolving in an appropriate way given the imminent integration
of accession states?

•  The Monitoring Committee investigated ways of improving the ECP effectiveness and
drafted new guidelines in 2003.  Do you have any observations on that process and its
outcome?

How effective are the ECPs in supporting your national initiatives?

How do the ECPs support the ESPON process?

•  Does your national ECPs co-ordinate "national" networks of researchers / national
research institutes?

•  What do you expect to be the future development path of ECPs and ESPON in general?

Do you see a need for them to develop a stronger role assisting Member States with
regional policy co-ordination not just EU.

•  Do you feel Member State case study material is being used sufficiently by the TPGs
and are the ECPs assisting the TPGs by identifying such inputs?

•  What measures are in place to monitor the activity of the Projects?  Responsibility
seems to rest with the Monitoring Committee not the Co-ordination Unit.  Is the
connection between Monitoring Committee and the projects sufficiently direct to give
useful policy input to specific Member State points of concern as well as those of the
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Commission?

•  Lots of countries are signed up to ESPON in some form.  However, underlying activity
by organisations in those states within the programme seems restricted with some
countries being represented by only one or two organisations across several TPGs.  Is
there really adequate activity in ESPON states, and is the activity that is taking place
clustered in too small a group?

•  Do you think the TPGs are in fact adequate to the task?

•  Do you have any observations on the two stage tendering process used to establish
TPGs and the way in which Lead Partners were selected?

•  The multi-layered financial auditing arrangements took a long time to agree.  Do you
feel these are appropriate, and are they now working satisfactorily?

•  Do you feel that ESPON is offering good value for money?

•  Is the programme research delivering sufficient direct return in relation to your
national and inter-governmental regional policy concerns, in addition to EU and global
questions?

•  Finally, what do you hope to see / learn from the results of this mid-term evaluation?

Responses will be treated in confidence.

In the event that we need to contact you again for clarification of a response could you
please give us the following contact details:

Name of contact person:   ______________________

Telephone Number:   __________________________

Email address:   ______________________________

Questionnaires can be emailed back to us at:

ijohnson@mva.co.uk
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ESPON Objectives

1. To add value to existing national research studies by taking a clear European and
trans-national focus and improving the understanding of the diversity of the European
territory and territorial development, including the prospective dimension and
sustainable development, and beyond the usually employed statistical units. These
would include an analysis of territorial trends in the 13 candidate countries and
neighbouring countries as well as in the Member States to draw conclusions for the
territorial development of the Union.

2. To specify the implications of the ESDP policy orientations on transnational-national
spaces, the interpretation of existing ones (such as Interreg II/III) and eventually
evolving ones in the wake of the enlargement of the EU.

3. To develop orientations for instruments and institutions necessary for a better
perception and application of the ESDP policy options by policy actors at all levels
from the EU to the local level; also including a better co-ordinated application of the
ESDP principles.

4. To contribute to a better understanding of the enhancement of the spatial dimension
of the Structural Funds, Cohesion policy and other Community policies, and national
sector policies.

5. To make concrete contributions and proposals to improve co-ordination of territorially
relevant decisions, taken at different levels (at the Community, national, regional and
local level) and in different sector policies.

6. To bridge the gap between policy makers, administrators and scientists.

7. To create a network of the scientific European community in the fragmented field of
spatial development.
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ECP Questionnaire for ESPON Mid Term Evaluation

MVA Reference No: C33206

This questionnaire is being circulated to all ESPON Contact Points to gather background
information on the operation of ESPON Contact Points (ECPs) and to understand the
programme from the perspective of those organisations.  Given the importance placed on
ECPs when the programme was being designed the success of the contact points could be
a critical factor in the long-term success of ESDP.

The questionnaire is intentionally free format and contains only a short list of prompts to
stimulate your contributions. Please add any other comments that you think will be useful
in our review.

•  How and when was your organisation nominated as an ESPON contact point?

•  The three major ideas of ESPON seem to be:

•  Harmonising and collecting data into a database for use by ESPON
participants,

•  Policy analysis input at EU, Member States, lower levels,
•  Networking between scientists and policy makers.

Is this how you see things?  Is it all working and do you think ESPON is progressing
as expected?

•  What, in your opinion, is the role of an ECP?

•  The ECP network is composed of different types of organisations (e.g. ministries and
academic / research institutions).  Do you have any view on the effectiveness of this
mix?

•  How do the current financial resources for ECPs effect performance?  What is the
consequence of a split between tasks funded by ESPON and tasks funded nationally?

•  What is the attitude of your national research community in SPD?

•  Do you have any responsibility with regard to interaction with INTERREG projects and
case studies?

•  What activities (events, publications, networking) has your ECP carried out to increase
the awareness / visibility of ESPON and present ESPON results?

•  The ESPON programme has been expanded to facilitate improved knowledge and
understanding on spatial development arising out of an enlarging European Union.  Is
the ECP network presently able to satisfy that enlarged integrated European
perspective?

•  Are you co-ordinating a "national" sub-network of researchers / national research
institutes interested in ESPON outputs?  If yes, how is this done?

•  The outcome of the ESPON programme is expected to support policy makers in respect
of the territorial dimensions of EU policy.  How is the ECP network helping to achieve
that aim (in your country and Europe wide)?

•  What specific support do ECPs provide to the Monitoring Committee?  Have the MC
made special requests for support, and if so are those requests transferred to your
national sub-network or handled directly?  Please explain how communication channels
work?
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•  Have you received requests from TPGs for data or data guidance? If so, how did you
respond?

•  Priority 4 - ESPON research briefing and scientific networking has a specific measure
(4.2) to cover “ESPON briefing and scientific co-ordination of ESPON Contact Points”.
This activity is an action carried out through ECP co-ordination meetings.  The first
such meeting was conducted on 14 February 2002.  Given the importance placed on
the ECP network in the initial programme objectives do you feel the co-ordination is
adequately carried out by two such meetings per year?

•  The programme complement document indicated that the creation of Transnational
Project Groups, would be facilitated by ESPON Contact Points, and that they would
have to involve one ESPON Contact Point, preferably from the Lead Partner country, as
a project partner in order to secure constant involvement in the ESPON network.  The
task of the ECP being to secure the networking and the exchange of opinions with
other projects and the Co-ordination Unit.

To what extent has this operational process functioned as envisaged?

What TPGs have you been in contact with?

What role did your ECP have in helping to find TPG lead partners and in distributing
tender information?

Did you inform your network about selected lead partners, after each round of
tendering, so organisations could put themselves forward as TPG members?

•  In some instances Lead Partners in projects seem to be carrying out liaison actions
envisaged for ECPs.  What is your opinion on this?

•  Have you seen, and been able to comment on ESPON Transnational Project Group
interim results?

•  In addition to the actions above are you supporting the 7 objectives of ESPON (see
table at end of questionnaire) in other ways?

•  How effective are the ECPs in supporting ESPON, and vice versa?

•  A document setting out a strategy for strengthening the ECP network has been
considered by the Monitoring Committee.  Have you been informed of this, and if so
what is your reaction to it?

•  Finally, what do you see as the future of ECPs and ESPON in general?

Responses will be treated in confidence.

In the event that we need to contact you again for clarification of a response could you
please give us the following contact details:

Name of contact person:   ______________________

Telephone Number:   __________________________

Email address:   ______________________________

Questionnaires can be emailed back to us at:

ijohnson@mva.co.uk
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ESPON Objectives

1. To add value to existing national research studies by taking a clear European and
trans-national focus and improving the understanding of the diversity of the European
territory and territorial development, including the prospective dimension and
sustainable development, and beyond the usually employed statistical units. These
would include an analysis of territorial trends in the 13 candidate countries and
neighbouring countries as well as in the Member States to draw conclusions for the
territorial development of the Union.

2. To specify the implications of the ESDP policy orientations on transnational-national
spaces, the interpretation of existing ones (such as Interreg II/III) and eventually
evolving ones in the wake of the enlargement of the EU.

3. To develop orientations for instruments and institutions necessary for a better
perception and application of the ESDP policy options by policy actors at all levels
from the EU to the local level; also including a better co-ordinated application of the
ESDP principles.

4. To contribute to a better understanding of the enhancement of the spatial dimension
of the Structural Funds, Cohesion policy and other Community policies, and national
sector policies.

5. To make concrete contributions and proposals to improve co-ordination of territorially
relevant decisions, taken at different levels (at the Community, national, regional and
local level) and in different sector policies.

6. To bridge the gap between policy makers, administrators and scientists.

7. To create a network of the scientific European community in the fragmented field of
spatial development.
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LP Questionnaire for ESPON Mid Term Evaluation

MVA Reference No: C33206

This questionnaire is being circulated to all ESPON Lead Partners to gather information on
the operation of TPGs and to understand the programme from the perspective of those
organisations.

The questionnaire is intentionally free format and contains prompts to stimulate your
contributions. Please add any other comments that you think will be useful in our review.

•  With regard to the TPG tendering process:

•  How were you aware of the call for expression of interest (EoI)?

•  Why did you decide to lead a project?

•  Was the information available at the EoI stage adequate?

•  Did your consortium change from the EoI stage to the one eventually proposed?  If
yes how did it change and why?

•  Did receive help or information about the tender process from national ESPON
Contact Points (ECPs),and if so was it useful?

•  How could the tendering process be improved?

•  With regard to Data Collection:

•  Have you been able to access data for all countries as you initially intended?

•  What were the main problems with data collection (e.g. data definitions, geographic
coverage on comparable area base, time series range)?

•  How have you overcome data collection problems?

•  What sensitivity analysis have you carried out to test the adequacy of the data
used?

•  Has the ECP network been useful in data identification and collection?

•  Was the Eurostat data provided by the CU broadly adequate for your project?

•  Did you use the Data Navigator to identify additional data?

•  With regard to Networking and Communication:

•  How often has your TPG met face-to-face and how many partners attended?

•  What process do you have for communicating within the project on drafts and
quality control of data?  Is all quality control and communication organised by the
LP?

•  Is inter TPG networking effective? Are the seminars adequate for this?

•  How could the TPG partners and the ECPs network more effectively, and do they
need to?

•  Have you  provided input to Monitoring Committee members other than the interim
reports?

•  Is the co-ordination activity of project 3.1 providing a useful service to your TPG ?

•  With regard to 3rd Cohesion report:

•  What input to DG REGIO has your project provided for the cohesion report?

•  Has the need to provide input to the report affected your project work plan and
resource allocation?
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•  With regard to maps, tools and results:

•  How will you ensure that indicators, maps, datasets, tools, or methodologies
developed by your project can be maintained after the end of the project?

•  Are you discussing the TPG analyses with other experts and policy makers in
Member States? Is the posting of reports on the ESPON web site adequate
dissemination?

•  What publications / presentations at conference have your project made?

•  What value do you expect to receive from the ESPON research institute network
after your project has finished?

•  Finally:

•  What do you see as the future of ESPON in general?

Responses will be treated in confidence.

In the event that we need to contact you again for clarification of a response could you
please give us the following contact details:

Name of contact person:   ______________________

Telephone Number:   __________________________

Email address:   ______________________________

Questionnaires can be emailed back to us at:

ijohnson@mva.co.uk
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TPG member Questionnaire for ESPON Mid Term Evaluation

MVA Reference No: C33206

This questionnaire is being circulated to all ESPON Partners (except Lead Partners who
have received a longer questionnaire) to gather information on the operation of members
of TPGs and to understand the programme from the perspective of those organisations.

The questionnaire is intentionally free format and contains prompts to stimulate your
contributions. Please add any other comments that you think will be useful in our review.

•  With regard to Data Collection:

•  Have you been able to access data for all countries as you initially intended?

•  What were the main problems with data collection (e.g. data definitions, geographic
coverage on comparable area base, time series range)?

•  How have you overcome data collection problems?

•  What sensitivity analysis have you carried out to test the adequacy of the data
used?

•  Has the ECP network been useful in data identification and collection?

•  Was the Eurostat data provided by the CU broadly adequate for your work?

•  Did you use the Data Navigator to identify additional data?

•  With regard to Networking and Communication:

•  How many TPG meetings have you attended?

•  What process do you have for communicating within the project on drafts and
quality control of data?

•  Is inter TPG networking effective? How many seminars have you attended?

•  How could the TPG partners and the ECPs network more effectively, and do they
need to?

•  Have you had any direct contact with your national Monitoring Committee member?

•  Is the coordination activity of project 3.1 providing a useful service to you?

•  With regard to 3rd Cohesion report:

•  What input to DG REGIO have you provided for the cohesion report?

•  Has the need to provide input to the report affected your work plan and resource
allocation?

•  With regard to maps, tools and results:

•  How will you ensure that indicators, maps, datasets, tools, or methodologies
developed by you can be maintained after the end of the project?

•  Are you discussing the TPG analyses with other experts and policy makers in the
Member States? Is the posting of reports on the ESPON web site adequate
dissemination?

•  What value does your organisation expect to get from participation in ESPON?

•  What publications / presentations at conference have you made?

•  What value do you expect to receive from the ESPON research institute network
after your project has finished?
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•  Finally:

•  What do you see as the future of ESPON in general?

Responses will be treated in confidence.

In the event that we need to contact you again for clarification of a response could you
please give us the following contact details:

Name of contact person:   ______________________

Telephone Number:   __________________________

Email address:   ______________________________

Questionnaires can be emailed back to us at:

ijohnson@mva.co.uk
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The following acronyms are used throughout the evaluation report:

CIP Community Initiative Programme

CSD Committee for Spatial Development

CU Co-ordination Unit

DPSIR Driving force, Pressure, State Impact Response

ECP ESPON Contact Point

ERDF European Regional Development Fund

ESPON European Spatial Planning Observation Network

ESDP European Spatial Development Perspective

FR Final Reports

FUA Functional Urban Areas

IPQT INTERACT Point selected for Quantification and Transfer

IR Interim Reports

LP Lead Partner

MA Management Authority

MC Monitoring Committee

NUTS Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics

PA Paying Authority

PC Programme Complement

SPESP Study Programme on European Spatial Planning

SWOT Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats

TIA Territorial Impact Analysis

TPG Transnational Project Groups

ToR Terms of Reference
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