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https://interreg-baltic.eu/project/we-make-transition-interreg-baltic-sea-region/#summary
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https://fesr.regione.emilia-romagna.it/erdf/regional-programme-2014-2020/citizen-participation-playbook-emilia-romagna
file:///C:/Users/pohlosi/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/GN84HCKI/Citizen%20Engagement%20Navigator
https://cor.europa.eu/en/engage/Pages/CoR-Bertelsmann-Stiftung-project.aspx
https://cor.europa.eu/en/engage/Pages/CoR-Bertelsmann-Stiftung-project.aspx
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https://transfrontier.eu/
https://transfrontier.eu/
https://www.oecd.org/publications/oecd-guidelines-for-citizen-participation-processes-f765caf6-en.htm
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https://assets.make.org/consultations/make_org_together_europe_rapport_final_20230502_EN.pdf
https://futurium.ec.europa.eu/en/border-focal-point-network/good-practices/civil-engagement-operational-and-strategic-planning-trinational-eurodistrict-basel
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1. Questions and focus 

 
1.1. How deep are we supposed to go with citizens consultations? Do we really 

want the opinion of common citizens, often not familiar with Interreg or EU 
funds? 

Yes, we need to have the views of ‘common citizens’. They are the end-users or 
beneficiaries of Interreg and it is important to have their perspective. This may of 
course require some explanation of Interreg (a few sentences), but most of the 
questions are general and do not require an in-depth knowledge.  

1.2. The questions are very general and do not touch on our key features. Why 
not ask something like: "How important is it for you that regions have a say 
in EU funding?" 

Because this will be addressed through the consultation of Interreg programmes (done 
by Interact). The role of regions will be part of the answer from each Interreg 
programmes (as the regions are some of their key partners in monitoring committees 
and as most programmes are managed by regions). 

1.3. Some questions are yes/ no answers or are rather general. We understand 
we can work with the questions as long as we provide the answers needed?  

The answer to the questions should not be “yes / no”. The question is an opportunity 
to open a discussion on the issue. This is why it is better to have in-person 
consultations rather than online ones. So, indeed programmes can “work with the 
questions” as long as we a meaningful receive an input on each question. 

1.4. Question n. 1 of for both stakeholder and citizens could be difficult to reply 
in a maritime CBC Programme area. Can they be adapted? If yes, how 
much? 

Yes, it is true that maritime borders are different. So indeed, the questions can be 
adapted but the spirit should remain. What matters is to get the views on the 
cooperation opportunities and disadvantages with regions on the other side of a sea. 

1.5. According to my understanding consultation of citizens by TN programmes 
is not compulsory (ref page 10 of the Toolkit); will you provide guidance in 
this respect? What do you intend by “adapting the questions (for strand B 
programmes)”? 

Yes, indeed, we understand that consulting citizens is more challenging for 
transnational programmes thus not compulsory.  However, it is strongly encouraged 
as all citizens’ views are valuable (e.g. citizens living in the Alpine Region share a 
similar natural environment which has similar issues: tourism, mobility, etc.) and there 
are already some good practices in this respect. Hence, programmes can adapt the 
questions.  



1.6. If consultations are programme-based and not addressing Interreg as a 
general process, then questions should be consistent with this approach. 

The consultation is covering both aspects. They are ‘programme-based’ as they will 
provide inputs that are specific to the territory of the programme (each cooperation 
depends on where it happens). And they are also about Interreg in the sense that they 
provide inputs on the cooperation as a policy. 

1.7. We would like to be able to adapt not only the list of key questions to citizens 
(page 6f.), but also the list of key questions to stakeholders (page 5f.) to our 
stakeholder landscape. As our cities are not in a cross-border, but pan-
European cooperation setting, it would help us a lot if the key questions to 
stakeholders were also reflecting their situation in transnational 
cooperations. 

In some cases, indeed, the questions are not fully adapted to the transnational or 
interregional contexts.  Therefore, yes, questions can be adapted.  We would still like 
to keep the spirit of the questions, so we have a better chance to be able to aggregate 
contributions in a meaningful manner.    

1.8. It could be relevant also to ask stakeholders to explain what Interreg is (as 
proposed for questions addressed to citizens). 

We need to make sure that stakeholders understand well what Interreg is (not really 
ask them to explain). What we need to ask them is rather: what they think about 
cooperation, especially about Interreg. 

1.9. ‘Cooperation’ and ‘governance’ might be understood differently from person 
to person (stakeholders and citizens). 

Yes, this is why before going to the questions it is necessary to provide some 
explanation on cooperation and on Interreg (and any other concept if needed). In 
particular, the geography of the consultation should be presented (which regions are 
concerned by the cooperation being discussed through the questions). 

1.10. Does the focus have to be only on current programmes? Can there be 
proposals for new cooperation? Especially for the needs of regions on 
border with Russia. 

Yes, the consultation is open to these regions as well. We are not pre-defining the 
geography of future programmes so the consultations should help us to understand 
better what stakeholders and citizens want and how they see the future of cooperation 
if situation on borders with Russia (and Belarus) remains as it is today.  

1.11. Does the mention of “consultation of Interreg’s programme authorities” refer 
to the Managing Authority / Joint Secretariat only or to the overall 
governance / Monitoring Committee partnership of a programme? 

It concerns primarily the managing authorities (and by extension the joint secretariats) 
and the members of the Monitoring Committee and the audit authorities. This will be 
explained further by Interact (which is organising the consultation of the programmes). 



2. ISO1 

2.1. How could we finance consultation activities within the framework of ISO1? 

The objective of ISO1 is to have a “better cooperation governance” (ETC Regulation). 
In particular it covers the following: “enhance the institutional capacity of public 
authorities (…) and of stakeholders”; “cooperation between citizens, civil society actors 
and institutions”; “people-to-people actions”; and “other actions to support better 
cooperation governance”. Hence this is very much in line with the consultations which 
also have as objective to have a better cooperation governance (by having better 
Interreg programmes). Therefore, ISO1 could finance these consultations. Modalities  
depend on each programme ((whether the right specific objective has been selected 
and how to allocate the funding).  

3. Geographical areas, Macro-Regional Strategies/Sea Basin Strategies and 
overlaps 

3.1. Is the quite obvious cross border focus a bad sign for transnational 
cooperation? 

The toolkit is designed for all strands. However, it is true that citizens’ consultations 
might be more straightforward for cross-border programmes. This is why the 
consultation of citizens is optional for transnational and interregional programmes. But 
it does not mean that transnational and interregional programmes are less important 
for the Commission than the cross-border programmes. 

3.2. You are suggesting consulting MRS stakeholders. What about SBS? Please 
clarify whether Macro-Regional Strateg(ies) should be consulted by DG 
REGIO (page 4) or by the programme(s) (table at page 11). 

Macro-regional strategies (and SBS) will be consulted on the future cooperation 
through the normal channels between their various governing structures and DG 
REGIO.  This does not mean that representatives of macro-regional strategies cannot 
be consulted via programmes where that makes sense.   

3.3. If one region is involved in more than one OP, how to avoid asking several 

times the same questions on the future to the same stakeholders and 

residents? As some transnational programmes share the same countries, 

should we organise ourselves with other programmes, may MAs who share 

part of Programme area launch the consultation together?  

DG REGIO does not consider it is a problem if some stakeholders are consulted more 
than once.  Each time they would be consulted in relation with one specific territory 
and their answers might therefore vary.  However, if programmes located in the same 
area want to coordinate their consultations, this would also be welcomed.  DG REGIO 
does not wish to be prescriptive on this question. 

3.4. Should the consultations also cover EU border areas with Belarus and 
Russia – there are regions that were cooperating on external EU borders, 
yet these programmes are not continued. How to cover these regions’ 
needs? 



Please see reply under 1.10. DG REGIO is keen to keep an open dialogue with the 
regions bordering Russia and Belarus as their new cooperation needs must be 
factored in the Commission’s proposals for post 2027.  Questions might need to be 
tailored to the specific situation. 

3.5. What about the NUTS3 areas added to cross-border eligible programme 
areas due to the war in Ukraine and its consequences? 

Please see reply under 1.10 . Maybe some specific questions may be added, for 
example specifying the consequences of the war and of closed borders for these areas. 

4. Support: Interreg Volunteer Youth (IVY) and financial aspects 

4.1. Some programmes have no funds available under the 2021-2027 Technical 
Assistance for this additional task. Will the Commission provide additional 
funds for this task?  

Would 2014-2020 Technical Assistance funds for the ENI programmes 
2014-2020, which are under disruption, be used for the post27 
consultations? 

DG REGIO will not provide additional funding as such for the discontinued 
programmes. The 2014-2020 ENI CBC programmes can still spend funds until 
September 2024 provided they are linked to closure activities.  If during closure events, 
the programme authorities want to question stakeholders or citizens about the future 
and report back to DG REGIO, this feedback will of course be fully taken on board. 

4.2. Will the Commission provide communication material for the consultation to 
Managing Authorities? 

DG REGIO will not provide additional communication material for this. The 
programmes are very well equipped when it comes to communication.  Since all 
programmes have a communication officer, DG REGIO believes that everything is in 
place to communicate well on this exercise. 

4.3. Are the IVY volunteers paid by the programmes or by the Commission? 

The volunteers’ costs are covered by the Commission, through a grant scheme 

managed by Association of European Border Regions (AEBR).  

4.4. Can we/projects top up the IVY payment with ERDF funds?  

Host organisations can top up the financial support. However, it is important that the 
extra resources given to the volunteer do not come from ERDF funding, as this could 
lead to double funding, as volunteers are financed with Interreg’s Technical Assistance 
(which also comes from ERDF). 

4.5. For how long is it planned that IVYs may support programmes?  

A volunteer can stay with a programme/project between 2 and 6 months. The IVY grant 
scheme runs until the end of 2024. The Commission aims at prolonging the initiative, 
if possible. 



4.6. What is the average profile of IVY volunteers? Is there a pool of existing IVY 
profiles we can consult? 

IVY volunteers are young people aged 18 to 30 (they can start until they turn 31), who 

are citizens or legal residents of any of the participating countries (all countries involved 

in Interreg, including partner countries outside the EU). These are the only two 

requirements to participate. Host organisations outline their specific needs in the 

application form, so-called “Programme/Project Note”, which can be found here: 

https://www.interregyouth.com/host-organizations/how-to-apply/. Based on these 

needs, AEBR then looks for profiles with the competences required and submits a list 

of up to six potential candidates to the programme.  

4.7. How many IVYs shall be available for the consultations? 

As a general rule, programmes can host up to two volunteers each year, either 

concurrently or consecutively. Hosting a third volunteer is possible, but this third 

volunteer must be involved in the implementation of the consultation. Therefore, in 

total, each programme authority can host up to three volunteers, at least one of whom 

should be involved in the consultation. 

 

5. Harvesting of results and feedback  

5.1. In harvesting the answers, is something foreseen to better identify the 
people answering (i.e woman / men, age, prof., rural/urban)? Does this imply 
specific data protection measures? 

We do not need this information, unless it has a clear link with the answer. In any case, 
no names should be mentioned in the harvesting report. Hence, there is no issue of 
data protection. 

5.2. What kind of feedback is suggested for stakeholders participating in the 
survey?  

This is for each programme to decide. However, clearly, it is a good practice to provide 
feedback (e.g. on internet + possibly a mail). We strongly encourage to consider at the 
outset a system to provide feedback (e.g. the publication of a report on the programme 
website). 

5.3. How to explain the reason for the consultations to organisations and citizens 
who do not know Interreg? How to explain how their answers will be used? 

This is for each programme to decide. But, clearly, to have a good consultation, the 
reasons for the consultation should be explained (the toolkit provides the rationale), 
Interreg should be explained and feedback should be provided. 

 

 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.interregyouth.com/host-organizations/how-to-apply/__;!!DOxrgLBm!Hm4pAVtPQ9aF-nlM8W3kmhcWQU3nnJhrLBT4BOFwfEzwav2T-ipSpPKY-EmXceS2bqk92kjT4dDJeejYafBEVUuNRqUmG0KeIA$


5.4. Does the final report have to unconditionally be written in English? Will the 
Toolkit be available in other languages than English? 

Yes, the harvesting report should be in English to be analysed. The toolkit will not be 
translated. 

6. Others 
 

6.1. What about the role in the consultation by National Authorities and EU 
Delegations in non-EU countries? 

National authorities involved in Interreg programmes are part of the programme bodies 
that should be actively involved in the consultations.  DG REGIO considers that they 
should support the Managing Authorities in organising consultations on their territories 
or in their languages where appropriate.  The National Authorities themselves will be 
consulted through the consultation of programmes (carried out by Interact). 

6.2. For the Commission: what arguments would you highlight as the most 
important when making the case for Interreg towards key players in the post-
27 negotiation? 

It could be the following: “Stakeholders and citizens share a common territory with their 
neighbours. This provides opportunities that should be maximised. Hence, cooperation 
must be organised in the best way”. 

6.3. Maybe a platform could be established, along organizing the series of events 
where young people might present their ideas. 

Will a ‘community of practice’ be created for Interreg programmes, to allow 
sharing of information and exchange with each other during the consultation 
process?  

This is something that we are considering. In any case, there will be regular meetings 
to discuss progress, to share concerns and to agree on common approaches. 

6.4. How to make a representative selection of citizens? How many to ask? What 
groups of citizens to ask? How can we make the consultation process 
attractive? How to balance the qualitative-quantitative tools? Is the use of 
both methods recommended? 

Will you suggest a sort of “balance” between stakeholders and citizens 
consultations?  

We do not want to regulate this. The toolkit provides guidance and can be adapted to 
the specificities of Interreg programmes. For the rest, it is for the programmes to 
decide. A webinar on citizens’ consultations will be organised by Interact, with DG 
REGIO support at a date that will be shared with all programmes. 
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