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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Scope and analytical framework of the study

This study examined project selection processes for three themes (1. R&D-Technology Trans-
fer; 2. Innovations in SMEs; 3. Urban Regeneration) across 14 Operational Programmes
(OPs) financed by the ERDF in six EU Member States (Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany,
the Netherlands, Slovakia and Slovenia) in the programming period 2007-2013. The objectives
were to:

e Assess the effectiveness of project selection processes per theme and Member State (i.e.
selecting the projects best fulfilling the objectives of the OP).

e Assess the efficiency of project selection processes per theme and Member State (i.e. carry-
ing out the selection process with the least resources and without delays) including the level
of administrative costs linked to the project selection.

¢ Identify good practice examples for each theme across Member States both in terms of
effectiveness and efficiency.

e Propose recommendations that could serve for post-2013 policy design.

For each theme and Member State, project selection processes were identified, examined in
detail and assessed. This was done by means of a desk research, workshops on process analy-
sis with authorities/bodies involved in the project selection process, telephone interviews with a
representative sample of beneficiaries, an online-survey among all project beneficiaries and re-
jected applicants as well as a concluding multi-criteria-analysis. Administrative costs and burdens
were assessed based on the EU Standard Cost Model (SCM).

The analysis was conducted at the level of calls?; 36 calls were selected across themes and
Member States for in-depth analysis. These differed significantly along a variety of dimensions,
such as their location in priority axes and number of measures/operations covered, size/budget,
the organisational set-up and complexity of procedures, the type and number of bodies involved
and distribution of responsibilities among them as well as the types of beneficiaries and assis-
tance available. This diversity in the characteristics of calls has to be kept in mind when inter-
preting the findings of the study; the effectiveness and efficiency of project selection procedures
can only be understood within the specific context of the relevant OPs and their institutional and
administrative context.

In order to nevertheless achieve a certain degree of comparability, the study team identified and
defined standardised processes as a framework for the analysis. The resulting generic
model summarised the central process steps within selection procedures applied in each call,
covering all relevant aspects on both sides of the project selection process -- administration and
project beneficiaries -- as well as the interactions between them (for details, please see Chapter
2). This generic model structured the analysis of the 36 selected calls.

! For details on the EU Standard Cost Model (SCM) and a detailed description of the specific methodological approach to the cost
assessment in this study, please see Annex 7.

2 A “call” represents the procedure for implementing an operation (measure) and inviting potential beneficiaries for submission of
project proposals, setting out goals in accordance with programme objectives, specifying eligibility and selection criteria. In this con-
text, one can distinguish between permanent calls -- launched over an undefined period of time and inviting submission of proposals
throughout the whole programme period (example: “Forderrichtlinien” in Germany) -- and temporary calls -- open only for a limited
time and with set deadlines for submission of proposals within the programme period (example: procedures applied in the Czech
Republic or Slovakia).
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The selection process in comparative perspective

In all programmes and themes, basic decisions on launching calls are made in the OP pro-
gramming phase. Here, a framework is established as to how national/regional policies and EU
regulations are to be combined and aligned. In the programming phase, authorities also have to
make a decision on whether to base overall programme implementation on a system of tempo-
rary or permanent calls. In this context, the study identified two basic approaches:

e ERDF funding is used to support/supplement existing national or regional policies, also by
means of co-funding (Austria, Germany, and Netherlands). This means that the ERDF is ei-
ther closely linked to national and regional support instruments which have existed for quite
some time already (Austria, Germany) or as an instrument for targeted policy-making at re-
gional level (Netherlands). In these cases, ERDF support is implemented through permanent
calls.

e ERDF funding is used as a starting point for new national or regional policies rather than sup-
plementing existing approaches (Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Slovenia). In these cases,
ERDF support is implemented through temporary calls.

The study results do not lead to an exhaustive answer to the question of which type of call (per-
manent or temporary) is more effective and/or efficient. There are a number of good reasons for
both:

Temporary calls

e Enhance competition as project applications are received by a certain deadline/at the same
point in time and can be assessed in parallel with a comparative perspective.

e Are more selective, i.e. are associated with higher rejection rates.

e Allow for a direct response to evolving needs and address specific challenges which may also
facilitate overall programme management.

e Facilitate learning in terms of implementation and results from one call to the next.
Permanent calls

e Provide greater flexibility for applicants: as no deadlines are set, applicants have more time
to prepare their application.

e Reduce the administrative efforts associated with preparing and launching calls as the efforts
only have to be made once at the beginning of the programming period (aside from possible
changes to the call later on).

e Are less selective, i.e. are associated with lower rejection rates.

The types of calls selected have clear implications for the basic implementation structures
and procedures that follow. Permanent calls are mostly prepared at the beginning of the pro-
gramme period. The nature of temporary calls requires separate preparation for each call
throughout the programme period. The bodies involved in the preparation of calls are usually
Managing Authorities (MAs) and Intermediary Bodies (IBs). Often, ministries, government de-
partments and other stakeholders are consulted in the preparation process. This is especially true
in Member States with permanent calls. Stakeholders are also involved through Monitoring Com-
mittees as these have to approve selection criteria.

Guidance provided to applicants by authorities is an important variable determining the over-
all effectiveness of selection procedures. Guidance is primarily delivered by IBs, but sometimes
also by MAs. The provision of guidance largely focuses on providing information about funding.
However, in quite a few cases, guidance goes beyond such aspects, involving active outreach or
networking in order to generate projects. Therefore, there is also a great deal of direct contact
between administrations and applicants in the guidance process: between 67 percent (theme 2)
and 90 percent (theme 3) of survey respondents reported having had direct contact with authori-
ties.
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Applicants across Member States and themes seem to have a good knowledge of ERDF
funding; they appear to know when and how to apply, where to find relevant documents and
who to contact if they have questions. However, respondents were somewhat dissatisfied when it
came to the question of whether forms, documents and criteria were understandable, clear and
user-friendly. This is especially true of applicants with no previous application experience.

Many applicants found the application documents so complex that they hired external consult-
ants. In fact, the use of external consultants in the application process appears to be exception-
ally widespread: between 33 percent (theme 1) and 78 percent (theme 3) of applicants indicated
that they used external consultants in the application process. Overall, the support of grant writ-
ers and management consultants was most popular; in theme 3, engineers/technicians/architects
also played a strong role. The main reasons given for the use of external support were an inter-
nal lack of capacity to deal with the application and the complexity of the subject matter.

A formal two-stage procedure with an application for pre-qualification (APQ)’ is only ap-
plied in theme 2, and only in the Czech Republic and Germany. The approach and the role of
these APQ-procedures are, however, very different in both Member States:

e In the Czech Republic, the APQ is mainly aimed at pre-assessing the eligibility of applicants.

¢ In Germany, this process step primarily serves the purpose of discussing project ideas with
regional stakeholders. Hence, the APQ procedure is part of a broader understanding of guid-
ance.

Generally, it was found that these APQ-procedures effectively filter out projects which are not
eligible and do not fit into the funding scheme. Hence, early feedback is provided to the appli-
cants on chances for success which reduces uncertainty as well as administrative burden on ap-
plicants rejected at the first stage. Moreover, as the APQ is not only an instrument of pre-
selection but can be part of a wider understanding of guidance, it can also contribute to the
development of high-quality project ideas. On the other hand, it should not be forgotten, how-
ever, that APQ-procedures add to the overall procedural complexity of selection procedures as
they add additional procedural layers. Meanwhile, the study also shows that informal pre-checks
are in place in a number of other themes and Member States. These can also provide additional
guidance to applicants and provide early feedback to the applicants on the chances of success.

Submission of application documents is carried out_in various ways across calls and Member
States but it seems that postal and personal submission are still the preferred methods -- even
though online submission is possible in the majority of calls. The number of documents of ap-
plication materials that have to be handed in differs significantly across themes and Member
States, often depending on the type and size of a project. In some cases, applications are only 10
pages long; in others, several hundred pages have to be provided, plus annexes. Across all
themes, the newer Member States appear to be far more demanding in this respect than the old
Member States.

Once applications are submitted, a significant proportion of applicants are not informed by au-
thorities how long the evaluation and selection process will take. In fact, many applicants voiced
the frustration that they felt that there were unnecessary delays in the selection process as
it mostly took authorities quite a while to inform applicants about the selection decision. For 36
percent of surveyed beneficiaries, this took between three and six months, for 20 percent even
up to twelve months; only seven percent reported that decision-making took less than one
month.

3 An application for pre-qualification is defined as the formal, mandatory process of identifying a suitable group of potential beneficiar-
ies who will be invited to deliver proposals in a separate selection process (restricted calls). In this context, it is important to distin-
guish this formal APQ from a more informal pre-check procedure. Informal pre-checks have similar characteristics but do not constitute
a formal part of the selection procedure. Such informal pre-checks are not primarily aimed at excluding a certain proportion of appli-
cants from a final selection round but are rather used as instruments for guiding applicants and allowing for better fine-tuning of final
applications.
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In most Member States and themes, evaluation of applications is the responsibility of the IBs.
Generally, the process of assessing eligibility is clearly separated from the assessment of pro-
jects’ quality. Eligibility criteria tend to be exclusion criteria (yes/no); full compliance is re-
quired in order for a proposal to be selected. The quality criteria, on the other hand, vary
widely in the Member States and themes studied. In this case, too, a divide between old and new
Member States can be observed. The old Member States tend to use qualitative assessments to
evaluate the quality of applications on a one-by-one basis. The new Member States, on the other
hand, tend to use scoring methods for assessing quality and ranking as the basis for selection.
External evaluators are strongly involved in the evaluation of applications in a number of Mem-
ber States. They can provide valuable specialist knowledge (technical or financial) which the MAs
or IBs do not have and bring fresh external perspectives into the evaluation -- as long as they
are objective professionals and their involvement is transparent.

Project selection is not always carried out as a separate step of the overall process (but rather
as one step together with evaluation). When a separate selection step exists, selection is usually
carried out by a Selection Committee or a Steering Group. However, these bodies tend to mostly
adhere to the selection recommendations prepared by evaluators in advance rather than making
independent selection decisions.

Authorities then provide applicants with information on the selection outcome; reasons for
project selection are provided in about half of the cases. Official complaint systems for rejected
applicants exist in all programmes studied; however, knowledge about these complaint systems
is apparently not widespread among applicants and only a small proportion of applicants actually
make use of these mechanisms. This might be because applicants mostly thought that the selec-
tion decisions were published in a transparent manner and also felt that the criteria for
evaluating applications and project selection were appropriate and fair. However, there were also
those that perceived the process to be non-transparent; these applicants felt that the selection
process was a “black box” and internal procedures in the bodies responsible were not under-
standable to the outside observer.

The responsibility for preparation and signature of the agreement on ERDF support be-
tween authorities and beneficiaries, after a selection decision has been made, lies in most cases
with the IBs or MAs. In some Member States, this process step does not require a great humber
of formalities. In others, extensive additions to and revisions of application documents are re-
quired for signature of the agreement. The extent and number of documents to be submitted at
this stage differs greatly. Often, the calls with the highest amount of funding per project also
require the largest number of pages. In the case of large projects, this final process step can
therefore take more than half a year, resulting in long delays in the overall selection process.

According to the estimates collected, the project selection procedures per applicant on the part of
the administrations are, from an administrative cost perspective, most time-consuming
across all themes in the Czech Republic and the Netherlands. Decisive factors in the Czech Re-
public seem to be the involvement of a comparatively high number of people (internal and exter-
nal) especially in the evaluation of applications, the comparatively high complexity of the applica-
tions in terms of the number of documents and pages, and, for R&D and Urban Regeneration, a
time- and resource-consuming “negotiation” between the MA and the applicant on project details
within the last process step. In the Netherlands, it is mainly the comparatively complex proce-
dural set-up. This involves an informal pre-check for all themes and a very strong focus on pro-
viding guidance and helping (potential) applicants throughout the entire process.

Results of the multi-criteria-analysis

In order to draw together all the findings of the comparative analysis, the study team conducted
a multi-criteria-analysis. As a basis for the analysis, specific dimensions were assigned to each
study question; these were: “Information and Guidance”, “Complexity”, “Effectiveness”, “Effi-
ciency” and “Transparency”. Then, a scoring was undertaken. As a result, no significant differ-
ences could be identified across themes along the five dimensions of the study. However, differ-
ences could be observed between Member States.
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The study identified a number of key variables that influence the performance of the
Member States examined in the scoring across the five areas examined in this study:

e The level of information and preparedness of applicants is a key indicator for the overall suc-
cess of information and guidance activities; a lack of availability and user-friendliness of in-
formation and documents can undermine the success of these activities.

e Permanent calls tend to have a lower complexity than temporary calls; this is mostly due to
the fact that the selected permanent calls have often been implemented for many years al-
ready and routines have developed on the side of the administration and applicants. Another
important factor contributing to a high complexity of procedures in the newer Member States
is the amount of information and documentation which has to be provided by applicants;
here the newer Member States are far more demanding than the old Member States.

e Good scores in the realm of effectiveness can mostly be traced back to sophisticated frame-
works of selection criteria and high selectivity of programmes. Additionally, it is rated posi-
tively when stakeholders are involved in preparing calls and external evaluators are involved
in the selection process.

e Procedures are judged to be efficient when selection decisions are reached relatively quickly
and without major delays. However, such swift implementation does not always coincide with
relatively low administrative costs (in fact, in several cases there is a negative correlation).

e High scores in the realm of transparency can be traced to the positive assessment of appli-
cants of the appropriateness and fairness of evaluation and selection criteria -- and the
transparent communication of selection decisions, including reasons for selection.

Recommendations

Based on the findings described above, the study team developed a number of recommendations
which are intended to provide input for designing project selection procedures in the future. At
this point, a brief summary of the recommendations the study team considered to be most rele-
vant as input for further discussion and improvement in the realm of ERDF project selection pro-
cedures is provided. Further, more detailed recommendations and good practice examples can be
found in section 6.2 of this report. When considering the ‘implementability’ of the recommenda-
tions, each needs to be looked at in the light of the specific programme context, e.g. the objec-
tives and thematic fields of operations, the beneficiaries and recipients of assistance, the type
and size of projects or the levels of governance and national/regional administrative structures.

Enhance partnership by applying a broader concept of involving regional stakeholders
in the programming and preparation of the calls, going beyond the current role of the
Monitoring Committees (for details, see A in section 6.2.1).

The study findings show that the broad participation of regional stakeholders and social and eco-
nomic partners in the programming and call preparation phase is a key to linking EU structural
policy and Member States’ regional policy. Regional stakeholders and representatives of the pri-
vate sector should be involved in the discussions associated with preparing the calls; the discus-
sions should focus on the strategic level of targets, instruments, financing and procedures.

Enhance guidance and strengthen the role of the IBs in providing guidance (for details,
see G and H in section 6.2.2).

Providing needs-oriented guidance to applicants is key to generating good projects. Such needs-
oriented guidance might also contribute to reducing the currently widespread use of external
consultants and should therefore be enhanced. The IBs play a crucial role in providing guidance;
however, especially in the new Member States, they sometimes restrict themselves too much to
playing a formal administrative role. They should pay more attention to ensuring that the infor-
mation provided in print, on the web and in person is clear and user-friendly.
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The objective should be to provide each applicant with tailored information; this should also, for
instance, include:

e Provision of clear and concise instructions for filling in forms - “how-to-do’s”,

e Introduction of self-assessment tools which allow eligibility to be pre-tested online,
e Explanation of requirements and the reasoning behind them,

e Assistance in filling forms and drawing up documents, e.g. the project description,

e Provision of comprehensive answers and early assessment on the chances of a project (also
see the “pre-check” below).

Implement a pre-check of applications as a guidance tool (for details, see K in section
6.2.3)

The study showed that APQs and pre-checks effectively filter out projects which are not eligible
and/or do not fit into the funding scheme at an early stage of the process. If implemented, such
APQs and pre-checks provide early feedback to the applicants on chances for success which re-
duces uncertainty as well as administrative burden. Moreover, as part of a wider understanding
of guidance, they also contribute to the development of high-quality project ideas. In order to do
so, they do not necessarily need to take the form of official applications for pre-qualification.

Reduce the requirements of applications to the necessary minimum and enhance online
submission of applications (for details, see L and M in section 6.2.4)

The study found that e-solutions tend to facilitate the application process, reduce administrative
burden and provide further support for the evaluation of applications. In order to maximise their
added-value, the functionality of such e-solutions should be enhanced and applicants should be
more strongly encouraged to use them. Administrative burden could be decreased even further
by reducing applications forms/documents to the necessary minimum and only require the infor-
mation which is actually needed to assess the eligibility of applications and the quality of planned
projects. In this regard, the following points should be taken into account:

e Eliminate irrelevant/dual requirements from applications,
e Facilitate the re-use of information and data as far as possible,

e Provide the evaluating bodies with access to relevant folders/files available at other authori-
ties/bodies,

e Align the required financial information with the format of information at hand of applicants,
e Accept self-declarations instead of certified copies,

e Implement a flat-rate allowance for calculating project costs.

Design and apply effective and efficient evaluation processes (for details, see N in section
6.2.5).

In terms of the process of evaluating applications and the criteria applied, the study revealed
differences, in particular between the old and new Member States and between permanent and
temporary calls. Ideally, eligibility, quality and selection criteria should be coherently linked to
programme objectives:

e Eligibility, quality and selection criteria should be clearly distinguished, be simple, clear and
limited in number. Evaluation and selection criteria should not simply constitute a check list
or manual for evaluation. They should clarify what the funding authorities expect of the appli-
cants and form the binding basis for evaluation and selection.

e In order to identify projects which fully or best meet funding objectives, a comparative
evaluation perspective is advisable. Meanwhile, the goal of selecting projects which best meet
funding objectives should not be counteracted by the availability of funds and the pressure to
spend them.
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INTRODUCTION

This Final Report is the fourth deliverable in the comparative study of the project selection proc-
ess applied in cohesion policy programmes 2007-2013 in a number of Member States. It reports
on the activities of the three project tasks, structured per theme and country.

The Final Report is organised as follows:

e Chapter 2 outlines the scope and methodology of the study as well as the activities under-
taken.

e Chapter 3 summarises the context and characteristics of the calls selected for the study.

e Chapter 4 contains a comparative analysis of project selection procedures by theme from the

perspective of the relevant authorities; it also outlines the results of the project team’s com-
parative analysis of the administrative costs of project selection procedures.

e Chapter 5 contains a comparative analysis of project selection procedures by theme from the

perspective of applicants and beneficiaries; it also outlines the results of the project team’s
comparative analysis of the administrative burdens of project selection procedures.

e In Chapter 6 summarises results, identifies good practices and develops recommendations.
e The Annex contains:

e the study timetable,

e the sources used,

e an overview of workshops and interviews conducted as part of this study,

e the evaluation and selection criteria for all themes in detail,

e asummary of the demographic background of survey respondents,

e country-specific survey results,

e an outline of the EU Standard Cost Model (SCM) used for this study,

e the results of the multi-criteria-analysis by country,

e the Project Selection Profiles for all countries and themes.
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SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE EVALUATION

The overall objective of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is to strengthen eco-
nomic development and contribute to economic and social cohesion in the European Union (EU)
by correcting imbalances between regions. The types of activity supported are manifold and
range from direct aid for business investment, to public infrastructure investments, assistance for
research and development activities, management of local development and other non-physical
investments.

In accordance with the principle of shared management, the Member States are responsible for
selecting projects that fit with these activities. The project selection is partly based on require-
ments outlined in Cohesion Policy regulations and partly on the institutional and administrative
framework specific to each Member State. Thus, the selection procedures are characterised, on
the one hand, by many common patterns across the EU, and, on the other, by clear national and
regional differences arising from the diversity of institutional and administrative contexts.

The current study examines the different project selection processes for three themes across 14
Cohesion Operational Programmes (OPs) financed by the ERDF in six EU Member States during
the programming period 2007-2013. Table 1 below summarises the themes, OPs and Member
States covered.

Table 1: Scope of the study

Themes

Member States Research & De-

Austria

Czech Republic

Germany

Netherlands

Slovakia

Slovenia

velopment -
Technology
transfer

OP Styria

OP Research and
Development for
Innovations

OP Saxony

OP East Nether-

lands

OP Research and
Development

OP Strengthening
of Regional Devel-
opment Potentials

Innovations in
SMEs

OP Styria

OP Enterprise and
Innovations

OP Hessen

OP East Nether-
lands

OP Competitive-
ness and Economic
Growth

OP Strengthening
of Regional Devel-
opment Potentials

Urban Regenera-
tion

OP Vienna

Regional OP Mora-
via-Silesia

OP Brandenburg

OP West Nether-
lands

Regional OP for
Western, Central
and Eastern Slova-
kia

OP Strengthening
of Regional Devel-
opment Potentials
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For each theme and country, project selection processes were identified, examined in detail and
assessed. The objectives of the comparative study were to:

e Assess the effectiveness of the project selection process per chosen theme and country (i.e.
selecting the projects best fulfilling the objectives of the OP).

e Assess the efficiency of the project selection processes per chosen theme and country (i.e.
carrying out the selection process with the least resources and without delays) including the
level of administrative costs linked to the project selection.

e Identify good practice examples for each chosen theme across Member States both in terms
of effectiveness and efficiency.

e Propose recommendations that could serve for post-2013 policy design.

The methodological tools used for reaching these objectives and their respective purposes are
summarised in Table 2.



COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS APPLIED IN COHESION POLICY PROGRAMMES 2007-2013 IN A

NUMBER OF MEMBER STATES - FINAL REPORT

Table 2: Overview of methodology

Method

Desk study and document
analysis

Workshops on process analysis

(group interviews) with authori-
ties/bodies involved in the project
selection process

Telephone interviews

with a representative sample of
beneficiaries

Online-survey

among all project beneficiaries and
rejected applicants

EU Standard Cost Model (SCM)+*

Multi-Criteria-Analysis

22

Purpose

Obtain an overview of the selection procedures for each theme and country
Identify differences and similarities across countries

Set the data basis for the workshops, interviews, and online survey

Validate the desk study picture and “inject” the identified selection procedures with life

Assess efficiency and effectiveness of the project selection procedures from the point of view of the admini-
strations; collect recommendations for simplifications and improvements

Assess administrative costs

Validate the desk study picture and “inject” the selection procedures with life

Assess efficiency, effectiveness and administrative burdens of the project selection procedures from the
point of view of beneficiaries

Assess administrative burdens

Get opinions and feedback on the satisfaction with and transparency of the selection procedures
Test and assess recommendations and hypotheses for simplification derived from previous workshops and
interviews

Assess the administrative costs of Managing Authorities and other bodies involved in the project selection
process

Assess the administrative burden of the project selection for beneficiaries/applicants

Compare theme-related findings across the programmes studied and identify good-practices

* For details on the EU Standard Cost Model (SCM) and a detailed description of the specific methodological approach to the cost assessment in this study, please see Annex 7.
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Analytical framework
The analytical framework for the study was determined by nine study questions in the Terms of
Reference (ToR), which are in the Table below.

Table 3: Study questions

Study questions from ToR

What is the overall efficiency of the project selection process for each theme and Operational
Programme?

What is the overall effectiveness of the project selection process for each theme and Opera-
tional Programme?

How transparent is the evaluation process of projects/operations submitted?
How complex is the evaluation process of projects/operations submitted?
How efficient is the evaluation process of projects/operations submitted?

What is the availability, suitability, quality and “user-friendliness” of the national eligibility
rules and guidance provided by the Managing Authorities (or delegated bodies) to potential
beneficiaries during the entire process until the project selection?

How extensive and complex is the project application form, including its annexes, to be com-
pleted by potential beneficiaries?

Assess the administrative burden that final beneficiaries face during the whole project selection
process.

How might the project selection process be simplified in order to minimise the administrative
burden for the beneficiaries without potential negative impacts on sound financial management
or achievement of Cohesion Policy and programme objectives?

These study questions were analysed by the project team starting at the level of calls. Generally,
a “call” represents the procedure for implementing an operation (measure) and inviting potential
beneficiaries for submission of project proposals, setting out goals in accordance with programme
objectives, specifying eligibility and selection criteria. In this context, one can distinguish be-
tween permanent calls -- launched over an undefined period of time and inviting submission of
proposals throughout the whole programme period (example: “Férderrichtlinien” in Germany) --
and temporary calls -- open only for a limited time and with set deadlines for submission of pro-
posals within the programme period (example: procedures applied in the Czech Republic or Slo-
vakia).

A total of 82 relevant calls were initially identified in the OPs and themes relevant for the analy-
sis. These differed significantly along a great variety of dimensions, for instance in terms of:

e location in priority axes

¢ number of measures/operations covered

e size/ budget

e the organisational set-up

e complexity of procedures

e the type and number of involved bodies

e the distribution of responsibilities among different bodies

e types of beneficiaries and assistance available, etc.
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Therefore and due to the limited amount of resources and time constraints, it was decided that it
would not be possible to study each of these 82 calls in detail and that the project team should
instead focus on selected calls only for the in-depth analysis. In order to select the calls to be
studied, the following criteria were applied:

e All permanent calls were analysed.

e Temporary (theme-specific) calls within a relevant operation/measure were selected accord-
ing to the following criteria:

e the most recent calls,
e with a relatively high number of projects,
e with a relatively large budget volume,
e main objectives and activities of the operation/measure are reflected.
By applying these criteria, the number of calls to be studied as part of the in-depth analysis was

reduced to 36. The following sections of the Final Report only focus on these 36 selected calls.
Table 4 summarises the number of calls analysed in-depth per country and theme.

Table 4: Selection of calls studied in-depth

Number of Calls

Research & Innovations in SMEs Urban Regeneration
Member State Development -

Technology transfer
Identified Selected Identified Selected Identified Selected Identified Selected

Austria 1 1 2 1 1 2 4 4
Czech Republic 3 3 9 3 6 2 18 8
Germany 2 2 1 1 1 1 4 4
Netherlands 2 1 2 1 4 4 8 6
Slovakia 18 2 9 4 3 2 30 8
Slovenia 3 1 13 3 2 2 18 6
Total 29 10 36 13 17 13 82 36

Considering the variation in the characteristics of calls mentioned above, the most fundamental
challenge of the study was to handle the variety of project selection procedures within the se-
lected themes across OPs and Member States -- while still making project selection procedures
comparable. Comparability, first of all, required the definition of a standardized terminology (see
list of definitions) that served as a common reference for the variety of different administrative
and legal systems and cultures applied in selecting ERDF-supported projects across countries.

Moreover, comparability required the identification and definition of standardized processes as a
framework for the analysis. The project team therefore designed a generic process/model which
can be identified in all programmes (Figure 1). This generic model summarises the central proc-
ess steps within selection procedures applied under each call.

This generic model structured the analysis of the 36 selected calls. The resulting assessment of
project selection procedures provided in this Final Report covers all relevant aspects on both
sides of the project selection process -- administration and project beneficiaries -- as well as the
interactions between them.
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Figure 1: Project selection procedure - generic model

Administrative (Potential) beneficiaries'
process process

0000200
[

On the administration’s side, the preparation and launch of a call for projects (1) is taken as the
starting point of the analysis. The formulation and approval of eligibility and selection criteria
form part of this first process step, which also covers the definition of the specific scope of a call
as well as outreach to beneficiaries. Guidance for potential beneficiaries by the Managing Author-
ity (MA) and/or Intermediary Bodies (IBs) is analysed as a separate step (2). There is then a
two-stage selection process (3 to 6) or a one-stage selection process (4 to 6). Therefore, the
model differentiates between evaluation and selection of applications for pre-qualification (3b and
3c), and evaluation and selection of proposals/applications (5 and 6). An application for pre-
qualification is defined as the formal, mandatory process of identifying a suitable group of poten-
tial beneficiaries who will be invited to deliver proposals in a separate selection process (re-
stricted calls) -- where only selected applicants can move on to deliver a project proposal for the
final selection round and where other applicants are excluded from the final selection round. In
this context, it is important to distinguish this formal application for pre-qualification from a more
informal pre-check procedure. Informal pre-checks have similar characteristics but do not consti-
tute a formal part of the selection procedure; an example of such an informal pre-check would be
the submission of a draft project design by an applicant to the IB in advance of the submission of
the actual proposal. Such informal pre-checks are not primarily aimed at excluding a certain pro-
portion of applicants from a final selection round but are rather used as instruments for guiding
applicants and allowing for better fine-tuning of final applications. Finally, once the selection is
finalised, the process results in an agreement (e. g. contract, administrative decision) (7).

On the beneficiaries’ side, the focus is on the activities which potential beneficiaries have to carry
out in order to comply with the administrative framework of ERDF support. The starting point is
the degree to which potential applicants are informed, especially about the objectives, expected
results, eligibility and selection criteria (1). The application process which follows is either two-
stage or one-stage. Depending on the type of process, applicants go on to draft and submit an
application for pre-qualification (3a) and/or a project proposal/application (4).

Once a project has been selected, agreements between the MA/IB and the beneficiary (7) may
require that the beneficiary provide additional documentation in order for the decision on ERDF
support to be fully completed.
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Overview of activities undertaken

Activities undertaken over the course of the study were clustered into three different phases: the
inception phase, the desk research phase and the data collection phase. The main milestones of
these three different phases are outlined below.®

Inception phase: activities during the initial inception phase were focused on refining the meth-
odology and fine-tuning the framework for the evaluation originally suggested in the technical
proposal.

e Exploratory, individual interviews were carried out with a number of Desk Officers in the Di-
rectorate General for Regional Policy of the European Commission (EC) in order to identify
key issues to be taken into consideration during the subsequent steps of the study.

e Preliminary desk research was undertaken for all themes, countries and OPs to be studied to
collect publicly available documents relevant for the study, to identify the bodies responsible
for project selection for all OPs and to obtain a first overview of the various project selection
mechanisms.

e All MAs were contacted. This initial establishment of contact with the MAs was aimed at in-
forming the MAs about the study, announcing the planned involvement of the MAs and dele-
gated bodies responsible for project selection, obtaining documents that are not publicly
available and checking data availability (beneficiaries and rejected applicants).

e An Inception Report was prepared, including detailed analysis of the evaluation questions and
a work plan. The Inception Report also included a draft of the Project Selection Profiles
(PSPs) to be used in the desk research phase.

Desk research phase: the aim of the second project phase was to use the written sources to es-
tablish separately for each theme across the Member States an overview of the selection proce-
dures, and the structural and procedural requirements.

e Country assessors reviewed and analysed the documents relevant to the selection procedures
per theme and OP as identified and collected during the inception phase. Relevant documents
included OPs, descriptions of the management and implementation systems, calls, eligibility
and selection criteria, Annual Implementation Reports (AIRs), guidance and support docu-
ments provided to applicants and application forms. This document study was complemented
by telephone contacts to the MAs and IB.

e The document study was structured by the PSP. The PSP was designed to document and
structure all analytical work done per OP and theme. During the desk research phase, the
PSP was used for storing and structuring the information collected on an ongoing basis. Once
the PSPs were complete, they were passed to the core team by the country assessors. The
core team then reviewed, compared and synthesised the PSPs across programmes in order to
identify similarities and differences per theme.

e A Progress Report was prepared, reporting on results of the desk research and document
study as well as progress made in terms of the work to be performed in the upcoming project
phases.

® A detailed work plan and schedule of the study is provided in Annex 1.
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Data collection phase: the aim of the third project phase was to review and analyse the practical
application of the project selection procedures identified during the desk study. The procedures
were “injected with life” from the point of view of the administrative bodies responsible for pro-
ject selection, as well as beneficiaries and rejected applicants.

e First, country assessors carried out group interviews/workshops with all official bodies in-
volved in the process of project selection per theme and country to assess the processes
from the administration’s point of view. Participants were representatives of MAs and IBs
and, where relevant, further stakeholders, such as external assessors. The groups discussed
the efficiency (including administrative costs) and effectiveness of the overall processes and
single process steps; recommendations for simplification and improvements were collected.
An overview of workshop dates is provided as part of the Annexes.

e As a complement to the workshops with the authorities/official bodies responsible for project
selection, country assessors carried out telephone interviews with a representative sample of
project beneficiaries to receive their feedback on the project selection processes, including
their potential recommendations for improvements. The interviews also served the purpose
of shedding light on the related administrative burdens for applicants. An overview of the in-
terviews by theme is provided as part of the Annexes.

e In order further to assess the project selection process from the point of view of applicants,
the project team carried out an online-survey among all project beneficiaries and rejected
applicants per theme and country. The project team developed a questionnaire tailored to
these specific target groups. Survey respondents were asked about their level of satisfaction
with the selection criteria, the project selection procedures broken down into single process
steps, the guidance provided, the forms, the duration of the process, effectiveness, transpar-
ency, etc. In addition, they were asked about their assessment of theses put to them in rela-
tion to simplification recommendations. They were also asked about administrative burdens
resulting from the project selection procedures (resources and costs spent on complying with
requirements). The survey was conducted from August 22 to September 9, 2011 in the five
relevant national languages (German/Austrian, Czech, Dutch, Slovak and Slovenian) using
Rambgll Management Consulting’s survey tool SurveyXact. A link to the survey was sent out
via email and regular mail by the project team to more than 3,000 applicants. A total of 545
respondents fully completed the questionnaire.

e In a final step, the project team carried out a qualitative and quantitative analysis of all
project results and a comparison across Member States in order to identify good practices
and draw up conclusions and recommendations. Based on the results of all project activities,
the core team also prepared this Final Report for the Steering Group.
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CONTEXT AND CHARACTERISTICS OF CALLS STUDIED

As mentioned in Chapter 2, a total of 82 relevant calls were initially identified as relevant in the
OPs and themes to be studied. Due to the limited amount of resources and time constraints, it
was decided that it would not be possible to study each of these calls in detail and that the pro-
ject team should instead focus the in-depth analysis on selected calls only. By applying the selec-
tion criteria outlined in Chapter 2, the number of calls to be studied as part of the in-depth analy-
sis was reduced to 36.

The effectiveness and efficiency of project selection procedures can only be understood within the
specific context of the relevant OPs, and their institutional and administrative context. Therefore,
this chapter provides an overview of and initial insights into the 36 selected calls of factors which
may influence the effectiveness and efficiency of the selection process and may explain differ-
ences between the OPs discussed later on. The programme context (e. g. size of the programmes
in terms of financial volume, relevance of the theme within the programme) and main character-
istics (e. g. type or form of support, targeted beneficiaries) of the selected calls are outlined for
each.

For the examination of main characteristics, the following typology is used:

Table 5: Typology of characteristics of calls studied

Forms of support Types of support Complexity of projects

TP 1: Non-physical invest-

B 42 Nenoicperelle aenis ments: facilitating cooper_a— CP Low: < EUR 50,000 and
tion, management, planning, only one type and one form
consulting

CP Medium: EUR 50,000-
250,000, and minimum two
types and one form

TP 2: Physical investment in

F 2: Repayable loans R&D and technology-transfer

TP 3: Physical investment in CP High: > EUR 50,000,
F 3: Mix public and social infrastruc- and multiple types and two
ture forms

TP 4: Physical investments
F 4: Other improving production and
services

TP 5: Multiple type

TP 6: Others

Methodologically, the information presented in this chapter was mostly collected by means of
desk research, workshops with authorities/relevant bodies involved in process selection as well as
interviews with beneficiaries.
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Research & Development - Technology Transfer

First, this section looks at the programme context and main characteristics of the theme “Re-
search & Development - Technology transfer”. In total, ten calls were selected for in-depth
analysis under this theme.

3.1.1 Programme context of selected calls

In general, the relevant OPs in this theme fall into two groups: regional and national OPs. The
countries implementing regional OPs are Austria, Germany and the Netherlands. The Czech Re-
public, Slovakia and Slovenia belong to the group with national OPs.

The ERDF volume per OP ranges from EUR 155 million in Austria to EUR 3,091 million in Ger-
many. A similarly diverse picture emerges when looking at the financial volumes per call. There
are also major differences in relation to the priority axes within the OPs. While in the Czech Re-
public the priority axis corresponds to roughly one-tenth of the OP ERDF volume, it is one quarter
in Slovenia and one third in Slovakia. In Austria, almost the full ERDF amount is ascribed to the
priority axis. The priority axes volumes as such range from EUR 132 million to EUR 1,079 million.

In several countries, more than one call was selected for study per OP. In these countries, there
are sometimes major differences in the allocation of funds between calls. While in Slovakia the
money is more or less equally distributed across the chosen calls, the opposite is true in Ger-
many: The financial volume of the Guideline R&D call (EUR 463 million) is more than ten times
higher than that of the call Guideline technology transfer (EUR 40 million). The lowest financial
volume per call is again in Austria (EUR 6.5 million) and the highest is the German Guideline R&D
call (see above).

The following table gives an overview of the calls studied within their specific context of the rele-
vant OPs. It indicates the considerable differences in size of financial allocation of the OPs as well
as of the calls.
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Table 6: R&D - programme context of calls

ERDF-volume
OP in million

ERDF-volume

Financial volume per Call

Priority Axis in million EUR (ERDF)

Name operation

EUR

Austria Regional competitiveness Styria 155.06 1 - Strengthen the innovation and 1.1 Corporate Research and Guideline Promotion of Corporate 6.5
2007-2013 | knowledge-based economy Development Research and Development |
3.2 Promotion and awareness of |Popularisation of Science and 741
R&D results Technology )
Research and Development for e 3.2 Promotion and awareness of Information Infrastructure for R&D |26.9
Czech Republic [Innovations 2070.68 3 - Commercialisation and 213.28 R&D results
' popularisation of R&D ’ 3.1 Commercialisation of results of
research organisations and
protection of their intellectual 3.3 Technology Transfer Centers |33.7
property
Operationelles Programm des 1-St thening i ti Individual and joint R&D projects |Guideline R&D 463
Germany Freistaates Sachsen fiir den 3091.14 sciencr:r;%d ?SISZ%LZROVE‘ fon, 1096 —
Europiischen Fonds fiir regionale Technology transfer Guideline technology transfer 40
Strengthening knowledge clusters
Operationeel Programma EFRO 1 - Regional innovation power and - - . nutrition, health and technology; *
Netherlands 2007-2013 Regio Oost-Nederland 164.1 entrepreneurship 95.28 Priority Axis 1 (operation 1 & 2) Strengthening innovation and 95
business competitiveness
2.2 Support of the applied R&D
(implementation of the industrial
research projects; support of
applied R&D projects in industry
(SMEs and big factories), including [OPVaV-2009/2.2/05 Support of
support of researchers and their |R&D centres, Support of R&D 45
activities with an aim to develop [Scheme
new activities of enterprises,
support of industrial cooperation
2 - Support to research and (SMEs, big factories)with academic
development sector)
- Research and Development .
Slovakia 1209.42 4 - Support to research and 396.48 3.1 Surplfl)orrt tore::;[r:anger?inijjl ]OII:':
development in the Bratislava esearch progra es carried ou
region by Slovak R&D and educat|onahl
institutions in cooperation wit
institutions, Support of important i)I(I(;r of :e ionalrdevelowmrent and [63.3
research and development E t fg ra-regi npl .
projects in areas of strategic csgpgrat(i)orfup a-regiona
importance for the further P
development of the economy and
the society, Support of
international cooperation in R&D
Operational Programme for 1.1 Encouraging competitive
. Strengthening Regional 1 - Competitiveness and research . X . Public call for development centres
Slovenia Development Potentials for Period 1709.75 excellence 402.13 potential of enterprises and of slovene economy 157.5
2007 - 2013 research excellence

* indicates the total amount for priority axis 1
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3.1.2 Characteristics of selected calls

Austria, Germany and the Netherlands have established permanent calls covering the whole time
span of the Cohesion Policy programmes from 2007 to 2013.¢ The Czech Republic, Slovakia and
Slovenia implement temporary calls for around four-to-six months. All calls provide multiple types
of support in the form of non-repayable grants. The complexity of projects can be considered high
almost everywhere. The only exceptions are Austria and Germany’s Guideline Technology Transfer
which are instead characterised by medium complexity.

A further variation lies in the types of beneficiary. In Austria, the funding goes to non-profit R&D
facilities, irrespective of whether they are part of a university or not. Research organisations are
also the Czech Republic target group, and applicants must comply with the regulations of the
Community Framework for State Aid for Research, Development and Innovation. Germany and
Slovakia also include enterprises in their beneficiary set. In the case of Germany, the Guideline
Technology Transfer only targets SMEs. Additionally, the Netherlands and Slovenia both either
prefer or demand that the application come from a minimum of two partners. In Slovenia, on the
other hand, at least one partner needs to be an SME. In the Netherlands, the legal status of bene-
ficiaries does not matter, but knowledge institutions are preferred.

There are also clear differences in the number of applications and selected projects. The most ex-
treme examples are the Czech Republic’s Information infrastructure for R&D call. There were only
five applications and only three projects were selected -- compared to 1,108 applications and 824
selected in Germany’s Guideline R&D call. However, both calls have a relatively similar selection
rate of 60 and 74 percent. But this picture changes when considering all calls. Overall, selection
rates range from 25-100 percent.

The ten calls considered also differ in terms of ERDF funding and average financial size of projects.
The commitments range from EUR 2.6 million in Austria to EUR 319.7 million in Germany. Austria
is also at the lower end when it comes to average financial volume per selected project (commit-
ment divided by number of selected projects). On average, a selected project in Austria is granted
EUR 105,000. The upper bound is EUR 8.967 million in the Czech Republic (information infrastruc-
ture for R&D). Slovakia and the Netherlands are situated in the middle, at EUR 2.25 and 5.33 mil-
lion. Slovenia is located at the upper end of the scale, with a value of EUR 6.85 million.

The following table summarises the main characteristics of the selected calls under this theme and
the considerable differences between them.

5 If not stated otherwise, the financial commitment per call refers to the time period from 2007 to 31 December 2010.
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Table 7: R&D - characteristics of calls

Type of Call

Type of support

Complexity of

projects

Type of beneficiary

Call period

Number of
applications
submitted

Number of
selected
projects

Selection rate in
%

Commitment
per call
(ERDF) in

32

Average financial volume
(ERDF) per selected project
in million EUR

Guideline Promotion of Corporate

Non-profit R&D facilities of the

Research and Development Permanent Multiple type Medium university and non-university 2007 until 2013 25 25 100% 2,6 0,105
Austria P sector
Entities meeting the definition of
research organisation accordiing
Popularisation of Science and : : to the Community Framework Nee " n. o
Technology [ Temporary Multiple type High Community Framework for State 2009-Dec-15 until 2010-Jun-30 32 9 28% 74.1 8,233
Aid for Research, Development
and Innovation, 2006/ C 323/01
Entities meeting the definition of
research organisation accordiing
" . : : to the Community Framework Dec. " _ADr o
Czech Republic |[Information Infrastructure for R&D |Temporary Multiple type High Community Framework for State 2009-Dec-15 until 2010-Apr-29 5 3 60% 26.9 8,967
Aid for Research, Development
and Innovation, 2006/ C 323/01
Entities meeting the definition of
research organisation accordiing
: ; to the Community Framework 1l " e " call not " :
Technology Transfer Centers [ Temporary Multiple type High Community Framework for State 2010-Jul-7 until 2011-Jan-28 call not finalised finalised call not finalised |[33.7 call not finalised
Aid for Research, Development
and Innovation, 2006/ C 323/01
Guideline R&D Permanent Multiple type High Enterprises and research facilities |2007 until 2013 1108 824 74% 319,7 0,388
Germany From Medium
Guideline technology transfer Permanent Multiple type tcl; High o SMEs 2007 until 2013 79 61 77% 4,6 0,075
Legal status does not matter;
applicants should preferably be
Strengthening knowledge clusters knowledge institiitions involving
o . several partners
Netherlands .”S‘;It_;':]'g;‘Heh:iz'g”}nan'fvgffor:]”;"n"dgy' Permanent Multiple type High * Applications should be 2007 until 2013 12 12 100% 64% 5,333
business competitiveness _sup_por!:ed by knowledge
institutions
* Applications are preferred to be
submitted by multiple parties
OPVaV-2009/2.2/05 Support of
R&D centres, Support of R&D Temporary Multiple type High Enterprises 2009-Dec-21 until 2010-Apr-9 80 20 25% 45 2,250
[Scheme
2 Public and private research
Slovakia g:;?l\énizogg'tlrg?n:tlﬁgirta:fthe institutions and univesities, local
pillar of regional development and |Temporary Multiple type High 3g;:’eerr';ri’t‘iee':zLi’:ig'e'cs"’t:f:;a;e ﬁgegl';“":’o until November 2009- |g¢ 17 30% 63.3 3,724
support of supra-regional -
cooperation schemes
Published: 2010-Oct-26
: Consortium of minimum two Submission deadline: 2010-Nov-
Slovenia Z;‘:I'l'fvc:n"efgzg:;ﬂ"pme”t centres |yemporary Multiple type High partners, whereby at least one |15 42 23 55% 157.5 6,848
i must be classified as SME conclusion of co-financed
operations: 2014-Dec-31
Total 1427 994

* indicates the total amount for priority axis 1

Form of support

in all cases: Non-repayable grant
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Innovations in SMEs

The programme context and main characteristics for the “Innovations in SMEs” theme are out-
lined below per country and OP. In total, 13 calls were selected for in-depth analysis under this
theme.

3.2.1 Programme context of selected calls

Again, the OPs can be divided into subgroups of regional and national OPs. These are the same
country groupings as in theme 1. As before, the calls considered differ in their financial context.
The ERDF financial volume per OP ranges from EUR 155 million in Austria to EUR 3,041 million in
the Czech Republic. A different picture emerges when looking at the priority axes. Here, the
Netherlands have the smallest financial volume, with EUR 95 million, compared to Slovakia, with
the highest value of EUR 432 million. For the priority axes, this results in different levels of rele-
vance within the OPs. Broadly speaking, the relevance ranges from one quarter in the Czech Re-
public to four-fifths in Austria.

The financial volumes per call also differ across and within countries. The range is from EUR 2 to
135 million; both can be found in the Czech Republic.

The following table gives an overview of the calls studied within their specific context of the rele-
vant OPs. It again indicates the considerable differences in size of financial allocation of the OPs
as well as of the calls.
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Table 8: Innovation - programme context of calls

ERDF-volume
OP in million

EUR

Priority Axis

ERDF-Volume
priority axis
in million EUR

Name operation

34

Financial
Volume of Call in
million EUR

(ERDF)

Austria gf;g’r‘;f;‘ik";gtgsfz‘“(’)el;wah'gke't 155.06 in'oﬁ[:ggér_f:szhdee”c‘gg(‘)’f:\'/°” and |35 4 1.3 Research and development in enterprises  |RTDI Guideline 22.8
;':rlnslsncreasmg the innovative performance of Programme "INOVACE" - Innovation Projects 134.7
Czech Republic |Enterprise and Innovations 3041 4 - Innovation 783 4.1 Increasing the innovative performance of Programme "INOVACE" - Industrial Property P
firms Rights (IRP)
4.2 Capacities for industrial R&D Programme "POTENCIAL" 87
Operationelles Programm fiir die Applied Research and Development in SME
Foérderung der regionalen 1 - Innovation and knowledge- (operation Research cooperations of SME and - .
Germany Wettbewerbsfahigkeit und 263.45 based economy 104.75 universities has been merged with this Guideline on Innovation Support 122
Beschaéftigung in Hessen operation)
Strengthening knowledge clusters nutrition,
Operationeel Programma EFRO 1 - Regional innovation power and - . . health and technology; *
Netherlands 2007-2013 Regio Oost-Nederland 164.1 entrepreneurship 95.28 Priority Axis 1 (operation 1 & 2) Strengthening innovation and business 95
competitiveness
1.1.1 Support for introducing innovation and
technology transfers - introduction of innovative
technologies and services: physical and non- KaHR-111SP-0902 Innovation and technology
physical investment in the purchase of transfers, sub-measure 1.1.1 Support for 125
innovative technologies, machinery and introducing innovation and technology transfers
equipment, purchase of equipment for effective |(de minimis)
use of natural sources to decrease negative
environmental impacts
1.3 increased competitiveness of the products
through research and development, support of
innovation activities - products, procedures and
technologies, the assistance will focus on the _ ~ : .
Slovakia Competitiveness and Economic 772 1 - Innovation and Growth of 432.32 introduction of the quality management aKitTv}?titi?reonigt{p?izzzo(georr:i:\?rirsa)tlon 15
Growth Competitiveness . methods, (pre)certification process, industrial
rights protection, trade marks and purchase of
industrial rights related to new technological
solutions
1.1.1 Support for introducing innovation and KaHR-111SP-1001 Innovation and technology
technology transfers - introduction of innovative [transfers, sub-measure 1.1.1 Support for 39
technologies and services: physical and non- introducing innovation and technology transfers
physical (state aid)
OP CEG 1.1. Innovation and technology
transfer, OP ESI 1.2 Promoting the creation and [DOP2008-SIP001 Support for starting
sustainability of jobs through increasing the entrepreneurs (common call of the OP CEG and |20
adaptability of workers, businesses and the OP Employment and Social Inclusion)
promotion of entrepreneurship
1.1. Encouraging competitive potential of Direct incentives for joint development- 425
Operational Programme for enterprises and research excellence investment projects - DIP 09 i
Slovenia Strengthening Regiopal ) 1710 1- Competitiveﬁgss and research 402 1.1. Encouraging competitive potential of Strategic research-development projects in 225
Development Potentials for Period excellence / Activity fields enterprises and research excellence companies |
2007 - 2013 1.1. Encouraging competitive potential of Public call for co-financing of purchase of new 29.7
enterprises and research excellence technology equipment in period 2009-2011 i

* indicates the total amount for priority axis 1
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3.2.2 Characteristics of selected calls

As in theme 1, Austria, Germany and the Netherlands have established permanent calls. The
other countries implement temporary calls; in the Czech Republic, these are restricted calls. The
temporary calls take between two and six months. In all cases, support takes the form of non-
repayable grants. In most of the calls, multiple types of support are provided. In other cases,
only physical investment is provided.

The only exception is in the Czech INOVACE industrial property rights programme, which funds
non-physical investments, such as planning or consulting. This call is also one of two in which the
complexity of the projects is judged as low. (The other is the Public call in Slovenia.)

The projects in the other call in the Czech Republic as well as those in Austria are of medium
complexity. The projects in the eight other calls are in the category of high complexity. As the
theme already indicates, beneficiaries are mostly enterprises. Slovenia and the Netherlands are
again the countries either requiring or preferring applicants to consist of several parties.

Theme 2 is the only case in which there is a formal application for pre-qualification. This applies
to the Czech Republic and Germany. Here the number of applications for pre-qualification in the
calls selected ranged from 77 to 390. The selection rate was between 70 and 85 percent.

The range in the number of applications is also significant, i.e. from 17 in Slovakia to 492 in Slo-
venia. These two countries also had the lowest and highest number of selected projects. Slovakia
chose 4 and Slovenia 231 projects. This in turn results in the lowest selection rate for Slovakia of
24 percent. The highest selection rate can be found in Austria (100 percent).

The lowest average per project is in the Czech Republic. The INOVACE industrial property rights
programme (EUR 2 million commitment) on average only grants EUR 14,000 per project. The
highest value can be found in Slovakia (KaHR-111SP-0902): EUR 3.75 million per project.

The following table summarises the main characteristics of the selected calls under this theme
and the considerable differences between them.
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Table 9: Innovation - characteristics of calls

Type of Call

Type of support

Complexity of

Type of beneficiary

Call period

Number of APQ

Number of
selected

Selection rate in

Number of
applications

Number of
selected

Selection rate in
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Average
Commitment per financial volume
call (ERDF) in (ERDF) per

projects turned in '“‘:‘att"’"s £ " % submitted projects % million EUR selected project
SUBIEE PIopose in million EUR
- SMEs
- Community Research Institute,
other academic institutions or
Austria RTDI Guideline Permanent Multiple type Medium thelr e".t't'e.s 2007 until 2013 Not applicable Not applicable 23 23 100% 5,2 0,228
- organisations of trade and
industry
- researchers
Programme "INOVACE" - Temporary,
Innovation Projects (1.7.2009 - . ’ Multiple type Medium Enterprises 2009-Jul-1 until 2009-Dec-31 390 291 75% 291 154 53% 134.7 0,875
restricted
31.12. 2009)
Programme "INOVACE" - Industrial | Non-physical investments: SME, natural bli
Czech Republic [Property Rights (IRP) (16.6.2009 - [T€TPOray: facilitating cooperation, ow e I ties |2008-Jan-2 until 2009-Feb-28 271 215 79% 162 147 91% 2 0,014
28.2.2010) restricte: management, planning, consulting research institutions, universities
Programme "POTENCIAL" (start P N
and end of calls:15.7.2008- Temporary, Physical investment in R&D and |y enterprises 2008-Jul-15 until 2009-Nov-30 299 254 85% 219 156 71% 87 0,558
30.11 2009) restricted technology-transfer
[Germany Guideline on Innovation Support _|Permanent Multiple type High SME, Research facilities 2007 until 2013 77 54 70% 54 49 91% 13.7** 0,280
Legal status does not matter;
applicants should preferably be
- Strengthening knowledge knowledge institiitions involving
clusters nutrition, health and several partners
Netherlands technology Permanent Multiple type High * Applications should be 2007 until 2013 Not applicable Not applicable 49 39 80% 64* 1,641
- Strengthening innovation and supported by knowledge
business competitiveness institutions
* Applications are preferred to be
ubmitted by multiple parties
KaHR-111SP-0902 Innovation and
technology transfers, sub- P B
measure 1.1.1 Support for Temporary tphys'ca' investment in R&D and |, enterprises 2009-Aug-3 until 2009-Dec-2 Not applicable  [Not applicable 169 77 46% 125 1,623
r 1.1 P echnology-transfer
introducing innovation and
technology transfers (de minimis)
KaHR-13DM-0901 Support of - -
innovation activities in enterprises [Temporary ths'c‘a' '"Vesm‘?m inR&Dand | enterprises 2009-Sep-3 until 2010-Jan-27 Not applicable  [Not applicable 17 4 24% 15 3,750
(de minimis) technology-transfer
Slovakia KaHR-111SP-1001 Innovation and
technology transfers, sub- P N
measure 1.1.1 Support for Temporary Physical investment in R&D and | ;. Enterprises 2010-Jan-25 until 2010-May-11  |Not applicable  |Not applicable 39 call not finalised 39
r > 1.1 P technology-transfer
introducing innovation and
technology transfers (state aid)
DOP2008-SIP001 Support for
z?l'ﬁ'pfhz"é;eg?g:l:‘?é?mmon Temporary Multiple type High SMEs, employees, self-employed [2008-Aug-28 until 2008-Nov-28 Not applicable Not applicable 220 113 51% 20 0,177
Employment and Social Inclusion)
Published: n.a.; submission
Direct incentives for joint Companies, which form project  |deadlines: 2009-Apr-16, 2009-Sep-
development-investment projects {Temporary Multiple type High consortium of at least 2 14; Not applicable  [Not applicable 68 46 68% 42,5 0,924
DIP 09 i conclusion of co-financed
operations:.2011-Oct-31
Published: 2008-Dec-12;
. . N submission deadlines: 2009-Jan-
Slovenia Strategic research-development | oo Multiple type High Consortia of con where at |3 9-28, .2010-Jan-22, |Not applicable  |Not applicable 159 44 28% 22,5 0,511
projects in companies least 2 companies cooperate 2010-Aug-27; condlusion of co-
financed operations: 2012-Sep-22
Public call for co-financing of physical Investrments improvi e 2 o-Aor-
purchase of new technology I Temporary ysical investments improving Low SME su . mission deadline: Pr Not applicable Not applicable 492 231 47% 29.7 0,129
equipment in period 2009-2011 production and services 24; corjc\uslon of co-financed
operations: 2011-Mar-30
Total 1037 814 1913 1044

* indicates the total amount for priority axis 1
**value until 30.03.2011
Form of support in all cases: Non-repayable grant
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Urban Regeneration
Finally, this section outlines the programme context and main characteristics for the “Urban Re-
generation” theme. In total, 13 calls were selected for in-depth analysis.

3.3.1 Programme context of selected calls

For theme 3, the ERDF financial volume per OP ranges from EUR 25 million in Austria to EUR
1,709 million in Slovenia. These two countries also have the smallest (EUR 15 million) and largest
(EUR 619 million) amounts of funding for the respective priority axis. The relevance of the prior-
ity axes within the OPs again differs here, ranging from around one-sixth to half the amount of
the OP. Financial volumes per call range from EUR 10 million in the Netherlands (Utrecht) to EUR
203 million in Slovenia’s Public open call’.

The following table gives an overview of the calls studied within the specific context of the rele-
vant OPs. It again indicates the considerable differences in size of financial allocation of the OPs
as well as of the calls.

Next page:

Table 10: Urban Regeneration — programme context of calls

7 However, this is a multi-theme call where local /municipal beneficiaries apply for support in the area of business, environmental,
transport or social infrastructure, nature protection and urban regeneration. Therefore, only a small percentage of this financial volume
can be considered as intended for genuinely urban projects.
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* indicates the total amount for priority axis 2
** indicates the total amount for priority axis 4 in 2009

ERDF-volume ERDF-Volume ‘F,';:'::;f —_
OP in million Priority Axis priority axis Name operation T
EUR in million EUR mon(Eus
(ERDF)
Contribution to the integrated
Strengthening regional 2.1 Contribution to the development of selected target areas STEP development of selected target
Austria competitiveneAss alnd urban 25.15 2 - Integrated urban development [14.59 2.1.1 Employment, qualification and integration areas covered by the City 14.6%
development in Vienna 2007 - Development Plan
2013 -
2.2 Improve resource efficiency and resource conservation Other operations targeted at
urban development
3.1 Development Poles of the Region 3.1- 04,: Development Poles of 59.4
the Region
Czech Republic |ROP Moravia-Silesia 716.01 3 - Urban Development 170.07 3.2-03: Sub-regional centres -
3.2 Sub-regional centres Infrastructure for education and 17.9
leisure
Operationelles Programm des
Landes Brandenburg fir den
Germany Europalschen Fonds_ fur regionale 1498.73 4 - The environment and urban 223.48 Small-scale funding of urban regeneration Directive on Urban Regeneration |57**
Entwicklung (EFRE) in der development
Forderperiode 2007-2013 Ziel
Konvergenz"
Programme City Rotterdam:
Priority axis 3, operation 1 & 2 Improving the business climate 25
and living climate
Programme City Amsterdam:
Priority axis 3, operation 1 & 3 Improving the business climate 28
Netherlands Kansen voor West 310,6 3 - The urban dimension 96.76 and living cllmate
Programme City The Hague:
Priority axis 3, operation 1 & 4 Improving the business climate 17
and living climate
Programme City Utrecht:
Priority axis 3, operation 1 & 5 Improving the business climate 10
and living climate
4.1c Projects for development of rural municipalities with Roma settlements, project
eligible activities: landscaping of public concourses and greenery; building and
reconstruction of public lighting; building and reconstruction of pavements and cycle
tracks; reconstruction of local roads; reconstruction of bridges in relation to the
implementation of investment activities focused on local roads, pathways and cycle :
tracks; building and reconstruction of bus stops; building and reconstruction of public ROP_4'1C_2009/91 Rggeneratlon
toilets; anti-flood measures within municipality (but only following the implementation OfAsettlem?nts (individual demand- |48
of other investment activities); justified reconstruction of water supply system and driven projects)
sewerage (but only following the implementation of other investment activities); other
activities that are part of the project documentation prepared within Phare grant
scheme 2002/000-610.03 and supporting activities (/external/project management,
Slovakia Regional Operation Programme 1445 4 - Regeneration of settlements 478.37 engineering works, public procurement)
4.1 Regeneration of central public spaces at the municipalities, project should include
at least four of the following activities: landscaping of public concourses and greenery;
building and reconstruction of public lighting; building and reconstruction of pavements
and cycle tracks; reconstruction of local roads; reconstruction of bridges in relation to
the implementation of investment activities focused on local roads, pathways and cycle [ROP-4.1a-2010/01 Regeneration
tracks; building and reconstruction of bus stops; building and reconstruction of public |of settlements (individual demand-|51
toilets; anti-flood measures within municipality (but only following the implementation |driven projects)
of other investment activities); justified reconstruction of water supply system and
sewerage (but only following the implementation of other investment activities); and
supporting activities (/external/project management, engineering works, public
procurement)
Public open calls for proposals for
. co-financing operations under
4.1. Regional development programmes activity field "Regional 203
. Development Programmes"
) gtﬁ:;i;ttlﬁgi:nzrigergai?:ﬁ for . :!'hird_open call under activity field
Slovenia Development Potentials for Period 1709.75 4 - Development of regions 619.44 Regional del\lllopment
2007 - 2013 _ programmes unde_r OP
4.1. Regional development programmes Strengthening Regional 155.18
Development Potentials for the
period 2007 - 2013, priority axis
"Regional Development"”
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3.3.2 Characteristics of selected calls

As for the other two themes, Austria, Germany and the Netherlands have established permanent
calls. All the other countries implement temporary calls, lasting from two months up to two
years. Mostly, multiple types of support are provided, in some cases in combination with non-
physical investments. The predominant forms of support are non-repayable grants and mixed
grants.

While the projects in the Netherlands, Slovakia, and Slovenia are judged to be of high complex-
ity, those for Austria and the Czech Republic are of medium complexity.

The beneficiaries are manifold. Most calls have municipalities as beneficiaries. Austria targets
public or semi-public bodies. Slovakia and Slovenia also partly target these. The Netherlands
restrict its call to the respective city, but everyone within the cities can apply. Germany chose 15
cities from which possible beneficiaries can come. In this case, entrepreneurs and SMEs from the
selected areas can also apply.

The number of applications per call ranges from five in Austria to 156 in Slovakia®. Austria also
selected the lowest number of projects (5) while Slovakia selected the highest (93). The Czech
Republic and the Netherlands partly approved all applications. The lowest selection rate is in the
Czech Republic (59.8 percent).

The lowest average financial volume per project is in Austria (EUR 260,000). With on average
EUR 3 million per project, the highest value can be found in the Netherlands.

The following table summarises the main characteristics of the selected calls under this theme

and the considerable differences between them.

Next page:

Table 11: Urban Regeneration - characteristics of calls

8 Only a small percentage of the 303 / 192 applicants in Slovenia may be considered as genuinely urban projects in line with the objec-
tives of this study; see also comment in Table 11 below.
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Complexity of projects

Type of beneficiary

Implementation period

Number of
applications
submitted

Number of
selected
projects

Commitment

Selection rate per Call in
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Average
LLELTE]
volume
(ERDF) per
selected

project

Contribution to the integrated
development of selecte_d target Permanent Multiple type Non repayable Medium P!.Ibhc or_seml-publlc bodies in the 2007 until 2013 20 20 100% 72 0,36
areas covered by the City grants City of Vienna
: Development Plan
Austria Multiple type and Non-physical
Other operations targeted at Permanent investmepts: facilitating Non repayable Medium to Low P!Jblic or_semi-public bodies in the 2007 until 2013 5 5 100% 1.3 0,26
urban development cooperation, management, grants City of Vienna
planning, consulting
Multiple type and Non-physical . . : N
3A1-_04: Development Poles of the Temporary investme_nts: facilitating Non repayable Medium Egg';igr}ﬂg:‘i;g;gwﬁ;zfS:_IEO 2009-Dec-22 until 2011- 21 21 100% 59,4 2,829
Region cooperation, management, grants 000 citizens Dec-31
planning, consulting
) — Municipalities with 5 000 - 50
Ceech Republic 3.2-03: Sub-regional centres - L . " 000 inhabitants, organizations .
Infrastructure for education and  |Temporary Physlc_al investment in publicand [Non repayable Medium esta})!lshgq and founded by 2009-Nov-10 until 2010- 82 49 60% 17,9 0,365
leisure social infrastructure grants municipalities ) Jan-15
- Non-governmental, non-profit
organizations
Urban development: 15 cities
which have been chosen in a
According to the Directive, no selection process by the
Germany Guideline on Urban Regeneration |Permanent Multiple type Mix maximum amount of support is Landesamt flir Bauen und Verkehr |5, 6 0t 2013 69 49 71% 35.4% 0,722
(LBV) Dept. 3,
stated. Entrepreneur support:
Entrepreneurs and SMEs from the
selected areas
Programme City Rotterdam: Everybody (companies,
Improving the business climate Permanent Multiple type Mix High governments, institutions, etc.) in |2011 until 2013 10 7 70% 21 3,000
and living climate the area
Programme City Amsterdam: Everybody (companies,
Improving the business climate Permanent Multiple type Mix High governments, institutions, etc.) in |2012 until 2013 17 10 59% 16 1,600
and living climate the area
Netherlands Programme City The Hague: Everybody (companies,
Improving the business climate Permanent Multiple type Mix High governments, institutions, etc.) in |2013 until 2013 10 8 80% 8 1,000
and living climate the area
Programme City Utrecht: Everybody (companies,
Improving the business climate Permanent Multiple type Mix High governments, institutions, etc.) in |2014 until 2013 12 12 100% 8 0,667
and living climate the area
Municipalities located in the micro- I%’Igor?l-;‘oc\;il?nl;ﬂmtﬁlozl(?l-o-
ROP-4.1c-2009/01 Regeneration Physical investment in public Non repayable regions selected by the Office of |y, »q (butgdue g:) the
of settlements (individual demand-|{Temporary : fy t P pay High the Plenipotentiary for Roma legislati h 65 43 66% 48 1,116
driven projects) infrastructure grants Communities, which were egislation changes
. suspended and the end
. previously chosen date was extended
Municipalities listed as growth
N pole in the document "Growth
z?:e_?t'éfn—:gtlsofﬁéis;%??::r:::m Temporary ?hysical investment in public Non repayable High poles of N_SRF dufing the . 2010-Mar-30 until 2010- 156 93 85% 51 0,548
driven projects) infrastructure grants programming period 2007-13_, May-7
except regional centres and city
districts of Ko3ice
Published: 2010-Jan-29
Projects of local communities, local [Submission deadlines for
Public open calls for proposals for public services, public institutes, or(operations that started in
co-financing operations under N Non repayable | . non-profit organizations active in [2010: 2010-Feb-26, 2010~
activity field "Regional Temporary Multiple type grants High the area of social activities. All  [Mar-26, 2010-Apr-30, |03 210 88%* 203 0,967
Development Programmes" projects need to be part of a 2010-May-28, 2010-Jun-24
regional development plan. conclusion of co-financed
Slovenia operations: 2012-Sep-30
Third open call under activity field rgjcr‘allcfeallfl-nisvyeor;rl"s;r?tz’?lfes ional
"Regional devlopment councils cagn authorize Ilocalg Published: 2008-Mar-7
programmes" under OP Non repayable Centres for accelaratin submission deadline: 2008
Strengthening Regional Temporary Multiple type repay High res for ratng May-15 192 158 929%%* 155,18 0,982
Development Potentials for the grants develqpment or publicinstitutes conclusion of co-financed
period 2007 - 2013, priority axis established by local operations: 2010-Sep-30
"Regional Development" selfg'overnrvents to manage
specific project
Total 962 685

* According to Annual Report 2009. Financial expend

itures until 2010

** Qut of these projects, only a small share genuinely represent integrated urban development projects (10 and 13).
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COMPARATIVE PROCESS ANALYSIS - AUTHORITIES’
PERSPECTIVE

Against the background of the diversity of calls outlined above, this chapter analyses the project
selection procedures. It looks at the procedures applied in the programmes and in the 36 se-
lected calls by theme from the perspective of the administration, i.e. the Managing Authorities
and Intermediary Bodies in charge of implementing these calls. The chapter also discusses the
administrative costs to administrations.

Because the principle of shared management of Structural Funds is applied between the Commis-
sion and the Member States, the project selection procedures have to be understood within the
specific institutional and administrative context of each country. The following analysis reflects
these differences and also strives to consider the diversity of the characteristics of calls identified
in Chapter 3. As the analysis explores the diversity of project selection procedures in terms of the
programme implementation approach, organisation and division of tasks, outcomes of single
process steps etc., it needs to be borne in mind that there are clear limitations when it comes to
comparing the calls in terms of a benchmark.

The process analysis of all calls applies the generic analytical model presented in Chapter 2; the
presentation of findings is structured according to the generic model’s process steps. The prepa-
ration and launch of a call for projects is taken as the starting point of the analysis (step 1).
Guidance of potential beneficiaries by the Managing Authority and/or Intermediary Bodies is ana-
lysed as a separate step (step 2). There is then, either a two-stage selection process (steps 3 to
6) or a one-stage-selection process (steps 4 to 6). Once a project has been selected, agreements
between the MA/IB finalise the selection for ERDF support.

The main methodological tools for collecting the information presented in the following sections
were mainly desk research and workshops with authorities/relevant bodies involved in process
selection. The cost-relevant data associated with the project selection procedures on the admini-
strations’ side was gathered in one workshop each with the Managing Authorities and Intermedi-
ary Bodies per country and theme (please also see Annex 7). The data gathering was based on a
generic description of the pre-defined process steps presented in Chapter 2. Where possible, it
was adapted ad hoc during the workshops in order also to cover the particularities of the proc-
esses described in quantitative terms.
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Research & Development - Technology Transfer
The results of the process analysis the “Research & Development and Technology Transfer”
theme are described first. All selection procedures in this theme are based on a one-stage proce-

dure.

4.1.1 Process Step 1: Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support
As it is difficult to separate programming and preparation of calls, MAs, Monitoring Committees
(MC) and IBs are the key bodies involved in this process step in all countries (Table 12). How-

ever, in the Czech Republic, no IB is involved. The management of the R&D calls is carried out

solely by the MA.

Table 12: R&D - Bodies involved in preparation of calls’®

I::::Iest Other
MA MC IB 1 IB 2 N stake-
tries,
. holders
agencies
Austria X X X X
Czech Republic X X
Germany X X X X
Netherlands X X X X
Slovakia X X X X
Slovenia X X X

The boldface x indicates the bodies in charge of the main works (content, strategy, implementation details)

An overlap between preparing the call and the programming process was observed in the case of
the OP East Netherlands:

Figure 2: R&D - Decision-making for calls: OP East Netherlands

The OP East Netherlands was based on a detailed decision-making process at regional
level between the two Provinces covered by the OP (Gelderland and Overijssel) and the
stakeholders in the regions, including five urban networks. Once this was complete, the

main lines of policy implementation (e.g. geographic and cluster priorities) were defined,
and the two Provinces and the five urban networks signed a covenant on allocating budg-
et.

In this way, ERDF targets and instruments were fully integrated into regional strategies.
This programming process was led by the subsidy allocation department of the European
Programme Secretariat (Europees Programma secretariat, Afdeling Subsidieverlening)
which works on behalf of the Managing Authority (Province of Gelderland) and acts as an
IB. The Monitoring Committee approved the “Assessment Framework” which contains the
terms of the call including the eligibility and selection criteria.

° The bold X in this and the following tables indicates the bodies in charge of the main works (content, strategy, implementation de-
tails).
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In Austria and Germany, the basic decision on launching calls was taken during programming.
Social and economic partners were involved in this process. In both cases, similar calls were im-
plemented in previous programming periods. They form an established part of the national and
regional support system for R&D. The main responsibility for preparing the calls lies with IB Level
1, i.e. regional ministries in charge of R&D policy.

In Austria, due to the specific Austrian division of ERDF management responsibilities between the
federal (national) and the regional level, both levels were involved in programming and prepara-
tion of the call. Both the national MC and the Regional Board discussed and approved the Guide-
line Promotion of Corporate Research and Development (regional level). It outlines general na-
tional eligibility rules and specific eligibility rules applied to ERDF-supported projects in Austria.*
The MA, the Intermediary Body Level 1 (State Ministry for Economy and Innovation, division 3),
the regional development agency SFG (Steirische Wirtschaftsférderung) and the national re-
search promotion agency FFG (Osterreichische Forschungsférderungsgesellschaft) were all in-
volved in preparing the call.

In Germany, IB Level 1 coordinates with other departments and administrative bodies involved
(e.g. the Regional State Chancery, Regional Court of Auditors and Department for State Aids)
and draws up Guidelines, which contain specified eligibility and selection criteria. The MA aggre-
gates these into selection criteria at OP level. These are then presented to the MC for approval.

In the Czech Republic and Slovakia, temporary calls are prepared based on an annually deter-
mined “plan of calls”. In the Czech Republic, the MA (Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports -
MEYS) is in charge of preparing the calls. The preparation was carried out by a working group of
internal employees and external sector experts. The calls, including the documentation (Guide-
lines for Applicants), were approved by the MC and the Minister.

The calls in Slovakia were also prepared by a working group. This was made up of representa-
tives of the MA (Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Sport), of the Intermediary Body
Level 1 (Agency of the Ministry of Education for the Structural Funds), of other relevant divisions
of the ministry and other departments. Where needed by the subject of a call, additional external
expertise is drawn on, e.g. from the Academy of Sciences or the R&D Agency. In drawing up the
eligibility and selection criteria, the experience and expertise of the Intermediary Body is consid-
ered, especially with regard to how easy to understand a call for applicants is. The selection crite-
ria are approved by the MC.

In Slovenia, the decision on launching calls is taken by the MA (Government Office of the Repub-
lic of Slovenia for Local Self-Government and Regional Policy) and the Intermediary Body (Minis-
try of Economy), in accordance with the design of the OP. No stakeholders are involved in the
preparation of the calls, as this may lead to conflicts of interest with potential beneficiaries. The
selection criteria have to be in line with the guidelines adopted by the Monitoring Committee and
need its approval.

For all calls, selection criteria were approved by the Monitoring Committees. However eligibility
and selection criteria may be more detailed at the level of single calls (Germany, Slovenia) than
the more general level approved by the Monitoring Committees. The deadlines in weeks for re-
sponding to the temporary calls varied considerably between 14 (Slovenia) and 29 (the Czech
Republic). All calls studied in all the countries covered by this study were published on the web-
sites of the respective MA’s or IB’s and in print in the national Official Journals. In addition, in the
Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia detailed information was provided in form of Guidelines for
Applicants or “Application Packs”.

% Subsidiare nationale Regeln fiir die Férderfahigkeit von Ausgaben mit Kofinanzierung aus dem Europaischen Fonds fiir regionale
Entwicklung (EFRE) in Osterreich gemaB Art. 56 Abs. 4 der Verordnung (EG) Nr. 1083/2006 des Rates (Version 2.0)
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4.1.2 Process Step 2: Guiding applicants and potential beneficiaries

The following table indicates that guidance for applicants in most countries studied is delivered by
the Intermediary Bodies. In the Czech Republic, the MA is in charge of implementation of calls; in
the Netherlands, guidance is provided by other agencies.

Table 13: R&D -Providers of guidance

MA IB 1 IB 2 a;::fi;s
Austria X X
Czech Republic X
Germany X X*
Netherlands X X
Slovakia X X*
Slovenia X

* regional/local information offices

Personal guidance is generally provided face-to-face as well as by phone or online. Such assis-
tance is supported not only by information material but also by seminars and other public events.
For example, in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia, seminars or information days are held
for potential applicants. The case of Slovakia shows that these kinds of event go beyond provid-
ing information:

Figure 3: R&D - Guidance: Slovakia

In the month following the launch of a call for proposals, seminars are held all over the
country. The IB (Agency of the Ministry of Education for the Structural Funds) presents
the full application package and facilitates discussion with the applicants. Emphasis is
placed on the requirements that are the most difficult to fulfill (Annexes). In addition,
a special information system, the “FEM”, is established online. This answers specific
questions from the applicants. FAQs on the web are another information source.

Consultations with applicants before the closing date of the call in connection with a
preliminary formal assessment in order to reduce the number of unsuccessful applica-
tions (subject to availability of funding), are regarded as key for effective programme
and project implementation.
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The case of Germany indicates another approach to organising guidance:

Figure 4: R&D - Guidance: Germany

The SAB (Sachsische Aufbaubank - Agency and Intermediary Body Level 2, which is
also in charge of implementing nearly all public support programmes in the Free State
of Saxony), is located in the state capital, Dresden, and has seven local offices serving
as the first point of contact. Its website provides information about support pro-
grammes and assistance offered. It provides a service center during working hours,
which can be reached by phone and e-mail.

The SAB department responsible for the implementation of the calls studied (Depart-
ment for Technology, which is in charge of all State support programmes in this area)
has 18 employees. Each employee is on duty one day a week advising applicants in
the service center. In addition, staff of the State Ministry for Science and Education
and the SAB participates in business and science networks which provide information
about the programmes (e.g. events organised by the Chamber of Commerce and In-
dustry, sector networks).

The Netherlands’ approach is one of acquiring and preparing projects rather than informing and
guiding potential applicants:

Figure 5: R&D - Project acquisition: the Netherlands

The MA has assigned the task of acquiring projects for ERDF funding to Oost NV, a
regional development agency, Some 80-90 percent of projects funded in the fields of
R&D and Technology Transfer, and Innovations in SMEs (see section 4.2) found their
way to ERDF support via Oost NV.

This approach works as follows:
1: Oost NV collects project ideas;
2: Potential applicants fill in an orientation form of two to three pages;
3: Oost NV introduces and discusses project ideas in a coordination meeting
with the IB (Programme Secretariat) once a month
4: Oost NV gives feedback to the potential applicant and provides informal ad-
vice
5: Projects are discussed during progress meetings between Oost NV and the
IB every three weeks.

A lot of effort (time, personnel) is invested in this process, but this is deemed worth-
while as it lowers risks in project implementation.

This approach to project acquisition also contains an informal pre-check of project ideas prior to
the formal application. Similarly, in the case of Saxony, interested applicants may submit an in-
formal project outline to the SAB. Roughly 60 percent of the potential applicants under the per-
manent “Guideline R&D"” call make use of this possibility. In about half these cases, the IB has

recommended that no proposal be submitted, because fundamental requirements were not met.

The pre-check takes around two months on average. The Intermediary Bodies consider the pre-
check to be a very efficient instrument for clarifying the concept and eligibility of projects, and
one which facilitates the actual evaluation and selection procedure (see next sections). In the
case of the Guideline R&D in Germany, 51 percent of all project outlines were rejected, while only
11 percent of project applications were rejected.



COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS APPLIED IN COHESION POLICY PROGRAMMES 2007-2013 IN A
NUMBER OF MEMBER STATES - FINAL REPORT
46

4.1.3 Process Step 4: Submitting applications/proposals

Postal submission of applications is still the preferred form, although submission online is also
possible in three programmes. Where submission is online, applicants register their data elec-
tronically directly in the IB’s IT system (the Czech Republic, Netherlands).

Table 14: R&D - Submitting applications

Postal Online In person
Austria X X
Czech Republic X X
Germany X
Netherlands X X
Slovakia X X
Slovenia X X

4.1.4 Process Step 5: Evaluating applications/proposals
The step of evaluating applications is mainly carried out by the IBs; in Germany, this is carried
out by the IB Level 2.

Table 15: R&D - Bodies responsible for evaluation

Eligibility Quality

Registration Assessment Assessment

i 1B, external IB, external
Austria 1B
consultants consultants
Czech Republic MA MA MA, external
consultants
Germany IB 2 IB 2 IB 2
Netherlands 1B B B
Slovakia B B IB, external
consultants
Slovenia B B IB, external

consultants

The evaluation methods are generally characterised by a mix of exclusive (yes or no) and qualita-
tive criteria. In the ‘old’ Member States (Austria, Germany, Netherlands), evaluation is carried
out against eligibility and quality criteria which are detailed in guidelines (Austria, Germany) or in
the Assessment Framework (Netherlands). These documents describe the expectations and re-
quirements of project promoters and the projects.

Eligibility criteria set out specifications related to formal and expenditure issues. They are exclu-
sive in the sense that full compliance is required. The quality criteria are applied through judge-
ments which have to be documented separately. In this approach, the projects are not compared
to each other. The one-by-one evaluation follows the principle of “first-come, first-serve” which is
the underlying concept of open calls.
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This works as long as funds are available. This is demonstrated by one case in Germany. A scor-
ing system was introduced when authorities realised that funds would soon be running out so
that the budget would no longer meet demand from projects fulfilling all criteria. This scoring
system was evaluated each project against a range of characteristics derived from the State
Government'’s policy preferences and the OP. However, these criteria have not been published.

Austria is another special case. Here the decision on ERDF support is first taken when the project
has been approved by the IB in accordance with the regional guidelines and the specific guide-
lines for ERDF support.!! The IB recommends projects for ERDF support to the Regional Govern-
ment. This then decides in accordance with budget planning which project is financed by the
ERDF.

The new Member States, which are all implementing temporary calls, evaluate and select propos-
als for support through a scoring approach. The degree of detail varies. In Slovakia each of the
general criteria ‘suitability of the project’, ‘approach to project implementation’, ‘budget and ex-
penditure efficiency’, ‘applicant’s technical and administrative capacities’, and ‘sustainability’ are
further subdivided into several sub-criteria (for call 1, the study team counted a total of 65 ques-
tions/indicators) which each a) has to be scored on a scale from 1 to 4, and b) to be weighted by
a multiplier between 1-3. In the aggregate, each general criterion has a different weight:

e suitability of the project max. 40
e approach to project implementation max. 10
e budget and expenditure efficiency max. 9

e applicant’s technical and administrative capacities max. 33

e sustainability max. 12.5

The scoring system in the Czech Republic follows basically the same logic, but appears less com-
plex in terms of sub-indicators. A scoring system is also applied in Slovenia, but it appears more
general in terms of criteria used. The evaluation and selection criteria for all countries are listed
in detail in Annex 4.

In most cases (with the exception of Germany’s Guideline Technology Transfer), the process of
assessing eligibility is clearly distinguished from assessing the quality of a proposal. Eligibility of
project proposals is assessed in the majority of calls by two people, e.g. by staff members with a
business and/or financial background. In the Czech Republic, the eligibility assessment is checked
by the head of unit. For qualitative assessment, external consultancies are generally used. This
applies especially to assessment of the technical aspects of projects (Austria). In the German
case of the Guideline R&D, the evaluating IB has the necessary staff in-house, as both business
economists and technology experts evaluate the project proposals. A mix of technological and
financial expertise on the part of the assessors was also reported for the other programmes. For
example, in the Czech Republic, the group of evaluators comprises three internal assessors and
two to three external assessors; the latter are in charge of investment, construction and technical
issues.

Details on the recruitment of the external assessors are available only for Slovenia and Slovakia.
In Slovenia, the external assessors are selected from a pool of experts. The first criterion is that
they not have a conflict of interest; the second criterion is their economic (rather than academic)
experience, the third their education in the field concerned. Slovakia generally calls on two exter-
nal experts. They are recruited from a database created specifically for this purpose and listing
approximately 400 experts, amongst them also a few from the internal staff of the Ministry and
its institutions. In the case of the Czech Republic, foreign experts are also used.

 The ERDF guidelines (Allgemeine Férderungsbedingungen fiir EU-kofinanzierte Projekte, March 2009) contain rules on project im-
plementation (publicity, accounting, storing of documents etc.) which go beyond the national rules but comply specifically with Struc-
tural Funds regulations.
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The actual administrative process of evaluation is organised very differently from country to
country:

Figure 6: R&D - Organisation of evaluation process: examples

Czech Republic: First step: Individual assessment by Czech and foreign assessors.
Second step: “Consensus Meeting” - assessment within a group of expert assessors.

Germany: (Guideline R&D) Evaluation of the assessors is checked by the group man-
ager within the IB (4-eyes-principle).
Netherlands: The 4-eyes principle is also applied, but at three levels of evaluation:

¢ Senior assessor - financial advisor

e Senior assessor > law advisor

e Programme manager - policy representative.

Slovenia: Assessment Committee appointed by the IB.

Eligibility and selection criteria appear mostly to be clear to evaluators, and criteria also appear
to be strictly applied in the evaluation and selection process. However, in the case of Slovenia
and Germany, the selection criteria defined at the level of the calls are more detailed than those
defined at programme level.

Delays in procedures were reported in the cases of the Czech Republic and Slovakia. In the Czech
Republic lack of staff was mentioned as a reason. In Slovakia the number of applications led to
bottlenecks in processing.

The evaluation process ends in most cases with a recommendation for the selecting body. Only
where evaluation and selection are identical processes (Germany in part, and Slovenia - see be-
low) do the IBs or MA continue with informing the applicants of results and finalising the support
agreement.

4.1.5 Process Step 6: Selecting projects
Project selection is only partially carried out as a separate step. In the cases of Austria, Slovenia
and partly also Germany, evaluation and selection of projects are an identical process.



COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS APPLIED IN COHESION POLICY PROGRAMMES 2007-2013 IN A
NUMBER OF MEMBER STATES - FINAL REPORT
49

Table 16: R&D - Overview of selection bodies and decision-making

Who Decision-making

Decides on ERDF financing
Austria State Government based on recommendation by
IB

Cannot change ranking, but
Czech Republic Selection Committee and MA may recommend projects for
further negotiation

R&D Projects > EUR 2 million
and projects Guideline Technol-
Germany ogy Transfer decided by Selec-
tion Committee (IBs and State
Directorates)

Recommendations by IB 2 usu-
ally accepted

May deviate from IB, but rec-

Netherlands Steering Group ommendations are usually ac-
cepted

Slovakia Seleciion ColriEe No deviations from evaluators
so far

Slovenia No separate selection process Is part of the evaluation proc-

€ss

The general picture gained from those programmes with a separate selection process is that
hardly any changes are made in relation to the recommendations made by the evaluators. But
the final legal decision on selection has to be taken by specifically designated bodies, e.g. in the
case of Netherlands by the College Boards of the Provinces of Gelderland and Overiijssel.

In the light of this finding, the question arises whether a separate selection process really con-
tributes to the effectiveness of project selection procedures. However, in the case of the Nether-
lands, the importance of the activities of the Steering Committee were stressed, as its members
are mainly from the regional business community and provide recommendations on the selection
of projects.

4.1.6 Process Step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support

Generally, the IBs - as the bodies responsible for the implementation of the calls - process and
sign the support agreement. The only exceptions are the Czech Republic, where the MA is in
charge, and the Netherlands, where the legal entities representing the provinces sign the agree-
ment prepared by the IB.
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Table 17: R&D - Bodies processing and signing the support agreement

MA iIB 1 iB 2
Austria X
Czech Republic X
Germany X
Netherlands (x) X
Slovakia X
Slovenia X

The applicants are all informed by post. In cases where applicants have access to electronic reg-
istration and communication systems, they are also informed by e-mail.

The total length of the procedure from submission of applications until the settlement of the
agreement varies considerably. The data obtained shows that in Germany the selection proce-
dures take a maximum of four months (target: three months). It takes at least half a year in
Slovenia, around 16 months in the Czech Republic®?, and in Slovakia five months are spent solely
on contracting.

Reasons given for lengthy procedures in the ‘new’ Member States include:

Figure 7: R&D - Reasons for lengthy procedures

Czech Republic: Before issuing and signing the documents, there is a “negotiation”
between the MA and the applicant on details of and changes to the project. This
means that the applicant has to provide further documentation and details on the
project. This process of negotiation and settling a decision is very resource- and
time-intensive (project and finance manager plus consultations with internal and
external experts, and lawyers); moreover, numerous documents only have to be
provided at this stage of the process, further adding to delays. This means that it is
possible that applicants fail to meet all requirements at the very last step of the
selection procedure.

Slovakia: Once the project is selected, the successful applicant has to prove com-
pliance with all the requirements which were met by the Sworn Statements at the
application stage. Written confirmations have to be provided from the tax office,
social and health security offices, etc. The IB has to verify all the documents sub-
mitted. Only on this basis can the grant contract be signed.

Slovenia: Projects were selected in early 2011, however, in summer 2011 the con-
tracts were not yet signed. ERDF support was given to “cluster networks”. Each
cluster network has to register as a company, which then acts as a beneficiary and
with whom the contract is ultimately signed. These are lengthy procedures, as the
cooperating companies have to agree on many different issues and also have to
prove the availability of capital stock of the newly established company.

2 However, these figures provided to the country assessors do not correspond with the perception of applicants (see Chapter 5) which
estimate this time to be shorter.
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On the one hand, the delays are connected to the challenge that ERDF funds are to be used to
set up new structures, which first have to be established in legal and organisational terms (Slo-
venia). This appears to be less of a problem of administrative procedures than project or call
design (e.g. design of activities, and types of investment and degree of detail).

Complaint systems are set up in each programme. They are part of national legislation. At organ-
isational level, complaints are processed in a separate unit of the IBs. However, hardly any com-
plaints were actually reported. In the German case, only two to three complaints are reported
annually. According to administrations, the continuous communication between the applicant and
the IB throughout the procedure ensures transparency and thus contributes to the low rate of
complaints (however, also refer to Chapter 5 for the different perspective of applicants).

For projects not selected, it can be useful to create list of “reserve projects”. This can be done
prior to the final formal decision on acceptance or rejection. For example, in the German case,
applicants are informed about the prospect of rejection in advance. This gives them the possibil-
ity to improve their application, which will then be subject to a new selection decision (re-
application). In the case of the Czech Republic, a “reserve of selected projects” is created, which
will be supported as long as budget is available. In Slovenia, on the other hand, the call is defini-
tively closed once the selection decisions are made.

4.1.7 Administrative Costs

In this section, we provide an overview of the administrative costs for the Member States’ ad-
ministrations associated with the project selection procedures for R&D and Technology Transfer.
To enable comparability, the efforts are expressed in time, i.e. working hours, days and months,
and not in euro. The values refer to the effective working time; waiting time is excluded. They
represent the sum of time spent by all people involved in the processes, internally and externally.

Table 18 below provides the average time spent per applicant in hours, the quantity (i.e. the
number of interested/potential applicants, number of pre-applications, number of applications,
number of projects selected, number of complaints) and the total time spent per process step,
sorted by Member States and calls (horizontal axis). The vertical axis lists the process steps,
which correspond to the generic model of the project selection procedure and the activities in-
volved, as well as the total expenditure of time in days and months.

When looking at the table, it should be borne in mind that the time values provided are not ex-
tracted from time recording systems, but represent estimates collected through the workshops
with the public bodies involved in the selection procedures. Furthermore, the dataset is partly
fragmented and incomplete (see Annex 7 for further details). However, the table provides expla-
nations for the ‘missing’ figures.®

A direct comparison of the total working time in days/month between the Member States which
have established permanent calls (Austria, Germany and Netherlands) on the one hand and the
Member States which have implemented temporary calls (Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia)
would be misleading due to the different scope. In the Member States with permanent calls, the
numbers on applications etc. refer to the period 2007-end-2010; in the Member States with
temporary calls, they cover only the calls selected and studied. The basis for comparison is hence
the average working time per applicant and process step, highlighted in grey in the table below
when a value is provided.

13 The following abbreviations are used: n/a (not available if a figure could not be provided/collected; n/r (not relevant) if a process
step/activity does not exist or did not occur.
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Table 18: R&D - Time spent per process step

Czech Republic Germany Slovakia
Austria The Netherlands
Technology Transfer

1. Preparing and Deciding on, preparing and n/r overall n/r overall n/r overall n/r overall n/r overall n/r overall n/a n/r overall n/r overall n/r overall 100,5
informing about 'ding on, p! p. 9
. publishing the call; develop
specific theme- selection criteria
related ERDF support
Setting up guidance documents n/r overall n/a n/r overall 47 n/r overall 46 n/r overall 26 n/r overall 26 n/r overall n/a n/r overall 16 n/r overall 37 n/r overall n/a
Providing guidance to potential n/a n/a 19 3 30 11 e |5 2 0,33 1.335 55 0,66 52 4 40 60 620 7 80 70 7 56 49 n/a n/a n/a
2. Guiding potential applicants
applicants /
beneficiaries Registering project outlines n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r 0,25 1.335 651 0,25 30 8 * 60 * n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r
Assessing eligibility and quality ["/" n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r 4 1.218 2 30 * 60 * n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r
of project outlines
3. Submitting and selecting applications for pre- n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r
qualification
n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r
4. Submitting applications/proposals
Registering applications 120 25 375 1 32 626 1 B 65 0,25 1108  |3.807 [0,25 79 72 160 12 216 1 80 405 19 56 135 13 42 104
5. Evaluating
applications/proposal [Assessing eligibility 80 32 48 5 32 943 8 70 20 80 9 42
N Assessing quality of proposals 80,5 30 55 5 20 80 18 42
Selecting projects n/a n/a n/a 2 30 8 2 5 1 0,5 943 59 0,5 61 4 n/r n/r 53 n/r overall |1 n/r overall |1 n/r overall |27
6. Selecting projects [1n¢5rming successful and n/a n/a n/a 0,5 30 2 1 B [ n/a 943 n/a n/a 61 n/a n/a n/a n/a 0,7 80 7 1 56 7 n/a 42
rejected applicants
Issuing documents and settling 2 25 6 168 9 189 120 3 45 0,16 824 16 0,16 61 1 8 12 10 27 20 68 n/a 17 87 10,5 23 31
7. Agreeing on ERDF |the contracts
support
Processing complaints n/r 0 0 n/r 0 0 n/r 0 0 4 2 1 2 2 1 n/r 0 0 9 17 19 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total time expenditure in hours/days|122 621 335 980 230 257 a1 4.614 |13,82 314 |208 899 84 632 27 381 39 263
Total time expenditure in working month 31 49 13 231 16 45 32 19 13
n/rnot relevant n/a:not available “Expendiure of time included in previous activity ‘providing guidance”
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Process step 1: Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support

As described in detail in the comparative process analysis (see 4.1.1) the activities and bodies
involved with process step 1 '‘Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support’
vary considerably across the Member States. It is hence not astonishing that the total expendi-
ture of time associated with this step is quite different. When looking at the figures in the table
above, it is important to remember the difference between the Member States where permanent
calls have been established (Austria, Germany and Netherlands) and the Member States making
use of temporary calls (Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia). In the case of a permanent call,
the effort in preparing the call and selection criteria are spent once at the beginning of the pro-
gramming period (apart from possible changes during the programming period). In the case of
temporary calls, effort is expended on preparing and launching a call for each call (apart from a
possible repeat of a call later in the programming period, which would considerably reduce the
efforts required).

In Austria, the preparation of the guidelines and selection criteria required around one person
year spent by two employees of the Managing Authority and 48 working weeks spent by twelve
employees of the funding bodies. The total time was split between themes 1 and 2. Looking at
Germany, the large difference between R&D and Technology Transfer can be explained by the
fact that the Guideline on R&D has been in use since the beginning of the 90’s, whereas the
Guideline on Technology Transfer was newly introduced in 2007 and hence required significantly
more resources (202 days compared to 25 days). It was not possible to obtain estimates from
the Netherlands on the resources spent on this process step as the process of preparing and pro-
viding information about specific theme-related ERDF support was very complex, involving sev-
eral different bodies (even more complex than in Austria and Germany where figures have been
obtained).

In the three Member States with temporary calls, the resources spent per call on process step 1
are considerably lower.

Process steps 2 to 7

Looking at the process steps 2 to 7 and the average time spent per applicant, the overall process
of providing guidance, evaluating the application, selecting a project and agreeing on ERDF sup-
port takes most time in the Czech Republic — Call 1 (335 hours), followed by the Netherlands
(212 hours). The process steps driving up the costs in the Czech Republic are ‘Evaluating applica-
tions/proposals’ (process step 5) and ‘Agreeing on ERDF support’ (process step 7). With an aver-
age of only ca. 14 hours per applicant, the overall process per applicant is least time-consuming
for Technology Transfer project applications in Germany. Differing from the other Member States,
the processes in Germany and the Netherlands are characterised by an informal two-stage pro-
cedure, allowing for a project outline to be submitted before the formal application (see 4.1.2).
This has an impact on the overall expenditure of time per applicant.

Process step 2: Guiding potential applicants/beneficiaries

With 40 hours per (potential) applicant, the Netherlands spends the most resources on guidance.
This covers the extensive process of acquiring projects carried out by Oost NV, described in detail
in section 4.1.2. Even though less extensive and resource-intensive (4.25 or 2.25 hours), an
informal pre-check also takes place in Germany for joint R&D and Technology Transfer projects.
While potential applicants for funding of R&D projects are encouraged to submit a project outline
upfront, this is not foreseen for Technology Transfer projects. However, project outlines are nev-
ertheless received from a large number of interested businesses (around 40 percent of the later
applicants) and are assessed. The need for telephone guidance is higher for Technology Transfer
projects (40 minutes per applicant on average) than for joint R&D projects (20 minutes per po-
tential applicant on average) as this funding scheme is newer and interested businesses are not
yet familiar with it.
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Even though there is no informal pre-procedure, more time is spent in Slovakia than in Germany
on guiding potential applicants (7 hours). Consultations are held with applicants before the clos-
ing date of the call in combination with a preliminary formal assessment in order to reduce the
number of unsuccessful applications (see 4.1.2). In Austria no average time value per potential
applicant is provided. The total of 19 working days spent on guiding potential applicants consists
of organising and executing ERDF information events and direct contact with applicants. No data
at all on this process step is available for Slovenia.

Process step 5: Evaluating applications/proposals

In all Member States and calls the actual evaluation of applications/proposals is the most re-
source- and time-consuming process step, with the exception only of Call 1 in the Czech Repub-
lic, where more time is spent on ‘Agreeing on ERDF support’ (process step 7), see also below.
Evaluating applications takes most time in the Czech Republic, Call 1 and the Netherlands (both
around 20 working days per application) and Austria (15 working days). The comparably high
expenditure of time in the Czech Republic can be explained by the fact that more assessors are
involved in the assessment than in the other Member States, i.e. a group of three internal and
two to three external assessors as explained above. The 20 working days represent the sum of
the effective working time of all assessors involved. In Austria, applications are evaluated by two
employees of the IB supported by two assistants.

The difference between the time spent on evaluating R&D applications (32.25 hours) and Tech-
nology Transfer applications (8.25) in Germany is striking. However, applications for the funding
of Technology Transfer projects are less extensive and simpler than applications for funding of
joint R&D projects in terms of project activities. With 41, 28 and 19 hours respectively per appli-
cation, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Germany are the Member States where the evaluation of applica-
tions/proposals takes least time.

Process step 6: Selecting projects

Process step 6 is organised differently in the Member States. Values of the average time spent on
selecting a single project are only available for the Czech Republic and Germany. In the other
Member States and calls only the total time for selecting projects was provided. No separate val-
ues are provided for Austria; the time spent on selecting projects is included in the average ex-
penditure of time on evaluating applications/proposals (project step 5). In Germany and the
Netherlands, a Steering Committee selects the projects based on discussions in a meeting.

Process step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support

With 168 (Call 1) and 120 hours (Call 2) on average, ‘Agreeing on ERDF support’ takes consid-

erably more time in the Czech Republic than in the other Member States. This high expenditure
of time results from the “negotiation” between the MA and the applicant mentioned above. The

negotiation involves the project and finance manager plus consultations with internal and exter-
nal experts, and lawyers (see 4.1.6).

In Slovakia, process step 7 is also quite time-consuming. Once selected, applicants are required
to provide confirmations from the tax offices, social and health security offices, etc. in order to
prove compliance with all the requirements, whereas sworn statements were sufficient at the
application stage (see 4.1.6). These documents have to be verified by the IB, thus driving up the
expenditure of time compared to the other Member States where ‘Agreeing on ERDF support’
only requires finalisation and issue of the agreement documents. This process step takes least
time in Germany as all the relevant information for drawing up the agreement is already available
at the IB Level 2 and just needs to be extracted from the ‘decision memo’ drawn up for each
application as a result of the assessment (process step 5).
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4.1.8 Concluding Summary

Overall, the basic decision-making for launching calls in theme 1 takes place in the programming
process. By outlining in the OP the operations which are envisaged, a framework is set for de-
termining the scope of calls, the basic implementation structures and procedures. The basic deci-
sion is also take at this point whether to base overall programme implementation on a system of
temporary or permanent calls. This in turn has implications for the process: permanent calls are
mostly prepared at the beginning of the programme period (Austria, Germany, and Netherlands).
It is difficult to differentiate the activities for preparing calls from programming at this stage. The
nature of temporary calls requires separate preparation for each call throughout the programme
period (the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Slovenia). Selection criteria to be applied under the
calls are approved by the Monitoring Committees. However eligibility and selection criteria may
be worked out in more detail at the level of single calls (Germany, Slovenia).

Guidance is primarily delivered by Intermediary Bodies. It is delivered by information on the web,
face-to-face or phone contact, printed documentation and supported by information and guidance
seminars. The pre-check of projects presents a specific form of guidance which also facilitates the
actual evaluation and selection process.

Postal submission of applications is still the preferred form, although submission online is also
foreseen in three programmes. Where they submit their applications online, applicants can regis-
ter their data electronically directly in the IB’s IT-system (the Czech Republic, Netherlands).

In most cases, the process of assessing eligibility is clearly distinguished from assessing the qual-
ity of a proposal. For qualitative assessment, external consultancy is often called upon, especially
to ensure technically qualified decisions. Especially in the three ‘new’ Member States, external
and even foreign assessors seem to play a prominent role in evaluating proposals.

The ‘old” Member States which are implementing ERDF support for R&D and technology transfer
on the basis of permanent calls (first-come, first-serve) apply eligibility and quality criteria. Eligi-
bility criteria are exclusive in the sense that full compliance is required. The quality criteria are
applied through judgements. In this approach projects are not compared to each other. The new
Member States, which are all implementing temporary calls, evaluate and select proposals for
support based on a scoring system. The degree of detail of the criteria varies across the three
Member States studied. The view of the study team is that a balance has to be found between
these different models. The Slovak selection criteria may serve well as a manual in the assess-
ment. But when systems are too detailed, there is a risk of losing sight of the project as a whole
when evaluating it.

In terms of transparency it is crucial to inform the applicants and the public about the decisive
aspects and criteria against which projects will be selected. Selection criteria ideally should be
drawn from the specific priorities set and objectives pursued by a call for proposal. The different
programmes set their priorities differently in this respect: in the Czech Republic and Slovakia,
criteria related to project management make up around one third of the evaluation criteria. In
Slovenia, on the other hand, this is a minor aspect which counts for only a tenth of the evaluation
criteria. In the view of the study team it is comprehensible that strong weight is attached to the
managerial aspects of a project as the capabilities of the project promoter are key for the success
of a project.

When separate selection bodies exist, these usually tend to merely follow the evaluation recom-
mendations resulting from earlier phases of the process, rather than making independent deci-
sions. However, the added-value of separate selection bodies rather relates to issues such as:
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¢ Involvement of stakeholders with diverse related goals (making EU policies public, enhancing
commitment to EU policies, stronger focus on needs orientation, broader basis for decisions
triggers higher acceptance);

e Division of power, contributing to transparency;

e Consensus.

The IBs responsible for the implementation are usually the administrative bodies finalising the
selection procedure with the agreement on support. The total length of the selection procedures
is considerably longer in the new Member States than in the older Member States. This is due in
particular to the fact that in these countries this is the very last phase of the selection procedure
provides the “last chance” for the beneficiaries to comply with all the (formal) requirements for
ERDF support. In the case of the Czech Republic, issues relating to the selection decision may be
“re-negotiated” in the final step. In the eyes of the Rambgll study team this may call into ques-
tion the accountability of the procedure. Selection decisions should be taken when all the neces-
sary information for decision-making has been provided, not beforehand®. If applicants fail to
meet all the requirements in the very last step of the selection procedure, the whole procedure is
not effective.

Complaint systems are set up in all programmes. According to the administrations, they are used
only rarely.

In terms of the administrative effort, the entire process from providing guidance to potential ap-
plicants to agreeing on ERDF support was most time-consuming within Call 1 in the Czech Repub-
lic. This is driven by the involvement of up to six evaluators in the assessment of one application
and the “re-negotiation” in the final process step mentioned above. The least resources were
spent in Germany on the selection procedure of Technology Transfer projects because the appli-
cation process is simple by comparison with the other countries.

4 This does not include procurement documentation - see study recommendations.
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Innovations in SMEs

This section describes the results of the process analysis for the theme “Innovations in SMEs”.
This theme is the only theme studied in which two-stage selection procedures are applied (Czech
Republic and Germany).

When comparing the administrative processes between the R&D and Innovations in SMEs themes
at the level of the countries, the major differences relate to the bodies involved in the process.
Therefore, extensive reference is made to the sections of the analysis of the administrative proc-
ess of R&D calls (4.1).

Moreover, the selection procedure for the Dutch Permanent Call for OP East PA 1 is basically
identical to the procedures described in the previous chapter. In this case, reference can be made
to section 4.1.

4.2.1 Process Step 1: Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support
As described for the R&D theme, the preparation of permanent calls is more closely related to the
programming process than the preparation of temporary calls (Czech Republic, Slovakia, and
Slovenia). In the first case, established programmes (Austria) or programmes already in the
planning pipeline (Germany, Netherlands) became the subject of programming and were drawn
into the OP. Selection criteria were then approved by the MC. In the case of the temporary calls,
the OPs form a kind of reference framework within which the calls are launched and prepared. As
in the R&D theme, the Czech and Slovakia operate on the basis of annual plans for calls. In the
Czech Republic, each call and its selection criteria are approved by the MC. In Slovakia, calls for
proposals are not approved by the MC, only the selection criteria as part of the calls for propos-
als.

The following overview draws the overall picture of the bodies involved in the preparation of calls
across all six programmes studied. Looking at the bodies involved in the preparation of calls, the
picture is slightly different from the findings in the R&D theme. Public agencies play a prominent
role as Intermediary Bodies.

Table 19: Innovation - Bodies involved in preparation of calls

Other minis- Other
MA MC iIB1 IB 2 tries, agen- stake-
cies holders

Austria X X X X X
Czech Re-

. X X X X X
public
Germany X X X X
Netherlands X X X X
Slovakia X X X X
Slovenia X X X X

The boldface X indicates the bodies in charge of the main works (content, strategy, implementation details)
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For Austria, the main differences in relation to the Austrian RTDI Call relate to the IB. In theme
2, the Austrian Research Promotion Agency (Osterreichische Forschungsférderungsgesellschaft -
FFG) is in charge of implementing calls countrywide and acts as the Intermediary Body (Level 2)
on behalf of the Intermediary Body Level 1 (State Ministry for Economy and Innovation, division
3). The FFG processes the applications, evaluates and selects the projects. It also settles the
support agreements with the beneficiaries.

In the Czech Republic, Czech Invest acts as the IB. Czech Invest is the national investment and
business development agency. It advises and supports existing and new entrepreneurs and for-
eign investors in the Czech Republic. It is a public agency of the Ministry of Industry and Trade.
The Chamber of Commerce and other professional associations were involved in specific aspects
of programme preparation. Eligibility and selection criteria were mainly discussed in a working
group consisting of staff of the MA and the IB.

In the case of Germany, the Ministry for Economy, Transport, Technology and Regional Develop-
ment of the state of Hessen acts as MA, single (technology-related) desks of the same ministry
form the Intermediary Body Level 1 and a State Agency, the Hessen Agentur has a function simi-
lar to that of an Intermediary Body Level 2. However, this Agency is not involved in the prepara-
tion of the call. This carried out by the IB Level 1 and coordinated with the MA. The MA draws up
broader selection criteria at programme level which then are approved by the MC.

The German Guideline on Innovation Support, which is a permanent call, has been subject to
changes. The degree of interest and participation of the partners varies considerably, as can be
seen below.

Figure 8: Innovation - Amending permanent calls in Germany: reaction of MC members

In the process of changing the call, the partners making up the MC had the opportunity
to comment. The MA sent the draft to members, such as:

e Umbrella association of Chambers of Commerce and Trade
e Chambers of Crafts

e Umbrella association of entrepreneurs’ associations (VHU),
e Association of cities and municipalities

e State Chancery (working group on administrative simplification)
e Ministry of the Interior

e  Ministry of Finance

e Ministry of Social Affairs

e  Ministry of Environment, Science and Arts

e  Ministry of Culture

e Court of Auditors.

All members received the draft simultaneously. Each participant had five to six weeks to
comment. The interest and reaction varied. While some sent a brief comment, others
clarified their position in three phone calls, while yet others wrote long statements.

In Slovenia, the calls studied are prepared by the Public Agency for Technology of the Republic of
Slovenia (TIA), which acts as an Intermediary Body Level 2. This is an independent public agency
responsible for the enhancement of technology development and innovation in Slovenia. The
preparatory work by the TIA, which also includes drafting the selection criteria, is sent for ap-
proval to the Intermediary Body Level 2, the Ministry for Economy, which coordinates with the
MA, i.e. the Government Office of the Republic of Slovenia for Local Self-Government and Re-
gional Policy.

% In legal terms, the Agency received two grants for implementation of ERDF technology programmes.
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In all four Slovak cases, the calls were prepared by the agencies and then approved by the MAs.
Special expertise from other desks of the Ministry of Economy (MA) was called upon if needed.
The field research provided some indications that the MA tends to be a bottleneck in the working
process, as the IB can only proceed once the MA has checked and confirmed the preparatory
work. The selection criteria were approved by the “Knowledge Economy” MC which is responsible
for the monitoring of several OPs pursuing theme-related operations.

For Slovakia, attention must be paid to the fact, that different MAs and IBs are involved in the
four calls studied:

Table 20: Innovation - Calls in Slovakia

Call MA IB Level 1

KaHR-111SP-0902 Innovation

and technology transfers, sup-

port for introducing innovation Ministry of Economy
and technology transfers (de

minimis)

Slovak Innovation and En-
ergy Agency (SIEA)

KaHR-13DM-0901 Support of
innovation activities in enter- Ministry of Economy
prises (de minimis)

Slovak Innovation and En-
ergy Agency (SIEA)

KaHR-111SP-1001 Innovation

and technology transfers, sup-

port for introducing innovation Ministry of Economy
and technology transfers

National Agency for Devel-
opment of Small and Me-
dium-Size Enterprises

(state aid) (IAPEilE)
DOP2008-SIP001 Support for

starting entrepreneurs (com-

mon call of the OP Competi- Ministry of Labour, Social Social Implementing
tiveness and Economic Growth Affairs and Family Agency

and OP Employment and So-
cial Inclusion)

The deadlines for response to the temporary calls vary considerably:®:
e Slovakia: minimum nine weeks, maximum 17 weeks;

e Slovenia: minimum four weeks, maximum six weeks.

All calls studied in all the countries covered were published on the websites of the respective MA's
or IBs and in print in the Official Public Journals.

4.2.2 Process Step 2: Guiding applicants and potential beneficiaries

Within this theme, guidance for applicants is exclusively delivered by Intermediary Bodies. These
are mostly agencies specifically mandated by the national or regional governments to support
and manage the implementation of programmes. They form the first point of contact for busi-
nesses and other potential applicants, and provide information services.

The information and consultancy services provided are manifold. They range from web informa-
tion (all) to information seminars (Slovenia) to information campaigns on TV (Slovakia). In the
Czech Republic and Slovakia, the IBs have regional offices. In Slovakia, both the NADSME and
the Social Implementing Agency provided guidance to applicants about the ERDF/ESF common

8 For information on the Czech Republic, please see 4.2.3.
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call Support for starting entrepreneurs. In the case of Austria, the regional development agency
SFG assists SMEs in identifying possibilities for support.

Table 21: Innovation - Providers of guidance

MA IB 1 IB 2 a;::fi;s
Austria X X
Czech Republic X X*
Germany X
Netherlands X X
Slovakia X
Slovenia X

* regional/local information offices

Project acquisition (see also Netherlands in section 4.1.3) is a key task of the Hessen Agentur in
addition to guidance for applicants. The agency facilitates a “Technology Transfer Network Hes-
sen” which is also supported by ERDF funds. One important cooperation partner is the WiBank,
the State bank and agency which implements and manages the vast majority of State pro-
grammes.” Others are technology transfer units at the universities which serve as multipliers in
the research world. Consultants specialised in technology transfer issues located at the local
Chambers of Commerce and Industry partner with the entrepreneurial world. Businesses are also
reached via the business development agencies of the municipalities. Networking and cooperation
with cluster initiatives is seen as essential for generating good project ideas to be supported by
the ERDF Guideline Innovation Support, which is implemented by the Hessen Agentur. The pro-
ject acquisition and guidance is supported by information material available in print and on the
web, presentations etc.

4.2.3 Process Step 3.a: Submitting application for pre-qualification (APQ)
As was already mentioned above, this theme is the only theme studied in which two-stage selec-
tion procedures are applied (Czech Republic and Germany).

In the Czech Republic, the calls studied were open for a number of months, ranging from half a
year to a year and a half. This time frame provides a good opportunity for both the administra-
tion to inform interested enterprises and organisations and for the latter to familiarise themselves
with the terms of the calls. In these cases, it is actually highly questionable to consider these
calls as temporary. The German call is permanent, so basically applications for pre-qualification
can be submitted at any time. However, as the APQs are selected by a committee which meets
every other month and the dates are announced on the website of the IB Level 2, the applica-
tions are submitted with these dates in mind.

In both cases, the APQ procedure is supported electronically. The forms can be downloaded on
the relevant websites. They are rather short, e.g. four to six pages in the Czech Republic, de-
pending on the applicant’s project description, and seven pages in Germany). An e-account is
created for electronic submission in the Czech Republic. Once it is signed electronically by the
applicant, it is processed by the IB. In Germany, roughly 90 percent of applications are submitted
electronically.

7 wiBank is shareholder of the Hessen Agentur.
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4.2.4 Process Steps 3.b and 3.c: Evaluating and selecting APQ

In the Czech case, eligibility criteria are applied in the assessment and the “economic health” of
the applicant is checked. If a project does not fulfil the eligibility criteria, it is rejected at this
stage. However, there is also a possibility for applicants to be informed about how to correct mis-
takes. In this case they re-submit a corrected application and the process starts again. The as-
sessment and the selection decision are carried out by at least two project managers or similar
staff at the IB (4-eyes-principle). These have to sign the results electronically. The applicants are
informed via e-mail account. The process is guided and supported by an operational manual. The
average time for the APQ evaluation and selection process is 15 days. Complaints are directed to
the MA, which must resolve them within 60 days. The selection rate of the calls at this stage is:

e INOVACE, Innovation projects 3: 67 percent
e INOVACE, Industrial property rights 1: 60 percent
e POTENCIAL, SME and large enterprises: 73 percent

In Germany, evaluation and selection of project outlines for further application are separate
steps. Upon registration, the APQ is assessed by the staff of the IB Level 2 (1 person). The re-
sults are documented in a proposal for decision-making to the Selection Committee of represen-
tatives of the State Ministry for Economy, Technology, Transport and Regional Development, the
Ministry of Science and Education, WiBank, and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry. The
Hessen Agentur facilitates the meetings of the Selection Committee, which comes up with a rec-
ommendation for a decision by the IB Level 1 (State Ministry for Economy, Technology, Transport
and Regional Development). In general, the IB Level 1 accepts this recommendation. About 70
percent of the APQs are successful. This is similar to the selection rates of the calls in the Czech
Republic. The applicants are informed informally about the invitation to submit a proposal prior to
receiving official notification by post. Rejected applicants are informed about support alternatives,
if feasible.

The reflection with the interviewed administrative bodies on the advantages and disadvantages of
the APQ procedure yields a mixed picture:

Figure 9: Innovation - arguments for APQ procedure

In the opinion of the administrative bodies interviewed in the Czech Republic, the
APQ procedure reduces the costs for preparation of the application as well as the ad-
ministrative burden. The separate APQ procedure could even be applied as a simple
evaluation and selection procedure for projects of low complexity (e. g. projects sup-
porting industrial property rights).

In Germany, emphasis was placed on the role of the close guidance of applicants as
part of the APQ-procedure. However, there was also critical reflection on whether the
APQ procedure consumes too much resource, and whether a single stage procedure
would reduce administrative costs and burdens.
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4.2.5 Process Step 4: Submitting applications/proposals

In contrast to the R&D theme, online and electronic submission of applications is the preferred
form in theme 2. In those cases in which applicants directly submit via e-accounts (Czech Repub-
lic, Netherlands), this is appreciated by the administrative bodies as very efficient.

Table 22: Innovation - Submitting applications*®

Postal Online In person
Austria X
Czech Republic X
Germany X X
Netherlands X X
Slovakia X X
Slovenia X X

4.2.6 Process Step 5: Evaluating applications/proposals
The evaluation steps are nearly always the exclusive responsibility of the IB.

Table 23: Innovation - Bodies responsible for evaluation

. . Eligibility Quality
Registration Assessment Assessment
IB 1, exter-
Austria IB1 nal consult- ey sl
consultants
ants
IB/MA and
Evaluation
Czech Republic IB 1B Committee incl.
external con-
sultants
Germany 1B 2 IB 2 1B 2
Netherlands 1B 1B 1B
Slovakia 1B 1B 2} QU]

consultants

IB 1 and 2, par-
Slovenia IB 2 IB 2 tially external
consultants

8 This and the following tables outlining modes of submission of applications in this Chapter summarise standard modes of submission
for the calls/countries. However, it is important to note that personal delivery is always possible - even if it is not mentioned explicitly
for all calls/countries in this and the following tables.
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The process of assessing eligibility is not always clearly distinguished from assessing the quality
of a proposal. This is the case in Austria, Germany, the Netherlands and in part in the Czech Re-
public ("INOVACE" Programme - Industrial Property Rights (IPR) I) and Slovenia (public call for

purchase for new technology equipment). The latter two calls have in common that the projects
are of low complexity and that the evaluation process is structured in a relatively simple way.

Otherwise, when it comes to the selection criteria, essentially the same findings apply as pre-
sented for theme 1. However, qualitative criteria similar to those of the German call are applied
in Slovenia. The evaluation and selection criteria are listed in detail for all countries in Annex 4.

Apart from two exceptions in the Czech Republic and Slovenia, the evaluation process in all pro-
grammes is structured similarly to the calls under the R&D theme.

Figure 10: Innovation - Evaluation and selection of less complex projects

Two calls are characterised by the low complexity of the projects and the lowest finan-
cial volume per call. In both cases, the steps and bodies involved in the evaluation and
selection process is less complex.

e In the Czech INOVACE - Industrial Property Rights (IPR) I programme, eligibility
and compliance with the programme’s targets are assessed by the IB. Only exclu-
sion criteria are applied. Using these, a list of projects is drawn up for selection by
the MA. The selection rate in this call is one of the highest of all calls studied.

e In the case of the Slovenia open call for purchase for new technology equipment,
internal staff of the IB 2 (group of evaluators) checks the eligibility (exclusion cri-
teria) and quality (scores). The IB 1 checks assessments and scoring. The selec-
tion decision is made by the IB 2. The selection rate of this call is only 47 percent.

There are also commonalities in the important role that external experts have in the evaluation
process in the young member states. The main difference from the R&D theme relates to the
strong role of public agencies as IBs in the evaluation process as well.

One additional particularity needs to be mentioned: In the case of the Slovak call Support for
starting entrepreneurs, which is a joint call, financed both by the ERDF OP and the ESF OP, a
dual evaluation and selection procedure is applied. Each application runs through two processes
(ERDF and ESF). At the end of this, two agreements are also signed, one each with the IB of the
ERDF and the ESF programmes. In relation to the administrative efficiency of this process, it is
worth nothing that the average financial ERDF volume per project amounts to only EUR 200,000.
This is at the lower end of the calls studied.

Again, no indication was found that eligibility and selection criteria were unclear to evaluators
and that the criteria were not strictly applied in the process.
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Table 24: Innovation - Organisation of evaluation process

Austria

Czech Republic

Germany

Netherlands

Slovakia

Slovenia

Eligibility Quality
First assessment carried out by one IB 2 (FFG)
staff member; cross-check by other staff member

Evaluation committee
recommends approval or
rejection to MA on the
basis of at least two ex-
ternal evaluators’ opin-
ion; mixed criteria

At least two external
assessors and
evaluation commit-
tee comprised of
internal and external
assessor

Professional staff of IB 2 (Hessen Agentur), 4-eye
principle

IB 1 (Programme Secretariat); three levels of
evaluation: finance, legal, policy

One external and one
internal assessor of IB,
MA checks selection pro-
posal

One external and
one internal asses-
sor of IB, MA checks
selection proposal

Assessment com-
mittee: group of
external evaluators
selected by IB 2; IB
1 checks evaluation
and selection

Evaluation is identical
with selection; mixed
criteria

64

Outcome

Recommendation to
Board

At least two external
assessors and
evaluation commit-
tee comprised of
internal and external
assessor

Recommendation for
selection by selec-
tion committee;
exclusion criteria

Project dossier for
decision making by
steering committee:

mixed criteria

Proposal for selec-
tion

Assessment commit-
tee: group of exter-
nal evaluators se-
lected by IB 2; IB 1
checks evaluation
and selection
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4.2.7 Process Step 6: Selecting projects

The following overview shows that the IBs are in charge of the final selection decision. Selection
committees have a limited advisory role, which also corresponds to the findings under theme
R&D.

Table 25: Innovation - Overview of selection bodies and decision-making

Who Decision-making

Board provides recommenda-
Austria Board of IB 2 tions; final decision made by
head of IB 2

Cannot approve projects which
Czech Republicx MA are not recommended by
evaluation committee

Germany Selection committee and IB 1 See text box below
May deviate from IB, but rec-
Netherlands Steering group and MA ommendations are usually ac-

cepted

Selection committee has an
advisory role and its decisions

Slovakia Selection committee and IB
have been respected so far;
final decision made by IB
Slovenia IB 2 Is part of the evaluation proc-

€ss

* except the Czech call "INOVACE" - Industrial Property Rights (IPR) I (see above)

As in theme 1, separate selection bodies have a limited independent role. However, the case of
Germany illustrates that selection committees are an approach to drawing in external expertise
(see box below) and, in the case of the Netherlands, they connect selection decision-making to
regional policy-making.
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Figure 11: Innovation - Work and role of a selection committee

In the German case, the committee consists of representatives of the Ministry for
Economy, Transport and Regional Development of Hessen (MA and IB Level 1),
Ministry for Science and Education of Hessen, the WiBank and technological con-
sultants from the Chambers of Commerce and Industry. The committee discusses
both applications for pre-qualification and project proposals.

The IB 1 is in charge of the legally binding selection decision and sticks to the sug-
gestion of the committee. Its input is appreciated as professional and well argued.
From the viewpoint of the Rambgll study team, this is understandable, especially
when considering the specific criteria projects have to comply with:

e comprehensible core competencies of the research partners,

e degree of innovation of the scientific-technical concept,

e technical feasibility, product quality,

e transferability of results, technology and knowledge transfer into further
branches,

e degree and quality of cooperation of the consortium,

e customer value, economic utilization, merchantability, market strategy,

e refinancing/technical and economic potential,

e contribution of the project towards the improving the enterprises’ competitive-
ness.

It requires proficient knowledge and insight into specific technologies, markets and
the needs of enterprises and research institutions to judge a project against these
criteria. This may go beyond knowledge available in public administrations.

4.2.8 Process Step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support

The preparation and signature of the agreement on ERDF support is a shared responsibility of the
MA and the IB in the Czech Republic, the Netherlands and Slovakia, while in the other countries’
cases IBs are solely in charge.

Table 26: Innovation — Bodies processing and signing the support agreement

MA IB1 IB 2
Austria X
Czech Republic X X
Germany X X
Netherlands (x) X
Slovakia X X
Slovenia X

The applicants are all informed by post. In cases where applicants have access to electronic reg-
istration and communication systems, they are also informed by e-mail.
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It was not possible to obtain reliable data on the total length of the procedure from submission of
applications until the settlement of the agreement. However, in one Slovak case (KaHR-111SP-
1001, Support for introducing innovation and technology transfer, state aid) which was closed
back in May 2010, the selection procedure had not been finalised by summer 2011. The delay is
explained by the fact that the process of ‘verification of the conditions for the aid provision’ was
not complete. As already indicated in the analysis of the selection procedures of the theme R&D,
the final step of agreeing on the support turns out to be the crucial phase in Slovakia, in which an
applicant has to prove the fulfilment of all requirements. It is in this phase that the applicant is
confronted most with the onerous documentation to underpin eligibility and selection of the appli-
cation.

In relation to the complaint systems and relevance of reserve projects in programme implemen-
tation, basically the same findings apply for the Innovations in SMEs theme as for the R&D
theme.

4.2.9 Administrative Costs

In this section, we provide an overview of the administrative costs for the Member States’ ad-
ministrations associated with the project selection procedures for Innovations in SMEs. To enable
comparability, the efforts are expressed in time, i.e. working hours, days and months, and not in
euro. The values refer to the effective working time; waiting time is excluded. They represent the
sum of time spent by all people involved in the processes, internally and externally.

Table 27 below provides the average time spent per applicant in hours, the quantity (i.e. the
number of interested/potential applicants, number of pre-applications, number of applications,
number of projects selected, number of complaints) and the total time spent per process step,
sorted by Member States and calls (horizontal axis). The vertical axis lists the process steps,
which correspond to the generic model of the project selection procedure and the activities in-
volved, as well as the total expenditure of time in days and months.

When looking at the table, it should be borne in mind that the time values provided are not ex-
tracted from time recording systems, but represent estimates collected through the workshops
with the public bodies involved in the selection procedures. Furthermore, the dataset is partly
fragmented and incomplete (see Annex 7 for further details). However, the table provides expla-
nations for the ‘missing’ figures.®

A direct comparison of the total working time in days/month between the Member States which
have established permanent calls (Austria, Germany and Netherlands) on the one hand and the
Member States which have implemented temporary calls (Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia)
would be misleading due to the different scope. In the Member States with permanent calls, the
numbers on applications etc. refer to the period 2007-end-2010; in the Member States with
temporary calls, they cover only the calls selected and studied. The basis for comparison is hence
the average working time per applicant and process step, highlighted in grey in the table below
when a value is provided.

 The following abbreviations are used: n/a (not available if a figure could not be provided/collected; n/r (not relevant) if a process
step/activity does not exist or did not occur.
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Table 27: Innovation - Time spent per process step

68

Czech Republic

Call 1

call 2

Call 3

Germany

Slovakia

Slovenia

call 1

Call 2

Call 3

Call 1

call 2

call 3

n/r overall 221 n/r overall 16 n/r overall 11 n/r overall 16 n/r overall 16 n/r overall n/a n/r overall 57 n/r overall 57 n/r overall 57 n/r overall 57 n/r overall n/a n/r overall n/a n/r overall 22
1. Preparing and Deciding on, preparing
informing about and publishing the call;
specific theme- develop selection
related ERDF support |criteria
Setting up guidance n/r’ overall |n/a n/r’ overall |5 n/r’ overall |5 n/r’ overall |5 n/r overall |n/a n/r’ overall |n/a n/r’ overall |36 n/r overall |55 n/r overall |52 n/r overall |30 n/r overall |16 n/r overall |20 n/r overall |20
2. Guiding potential
applicants / n/a n/a 19 2 390 98 2 271 68 2 299 75 2,5 77 24 40 240 2480 |1 169 21 1 17 2 1 39 5 1 220 28 n/a 68 0,5 159 10 0,5 492 31
beneficiaries Providing guidance to
potentail applicants
3.a Submitting n/r n/r n/r n/r overall n/a n/r overall 1 n/r overall 1 n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r overall n/a n/r overall n/a n/r loverall n/a n/r overall n/a n/r overall n/a n/r overall n/a n/r overall n/a
apication for pubshing the call for
ion (APQ)[A"2
Registering APQ/project| n/r n/r n/r 1 390 49 0,25 271 8 1 299 37 12 77 116 n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r
Evaluating AP outlines
3:b Evaluating APQ nssessing eligibility and | /7 n/r n/r G /T Y nir o |nr n/r G /T T i |nir n/r G it T n/r nir o |nir /T G
quality
Selecting invitations, n/r n/r n/r n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0,16 54 11 n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r
3.c Selecting Publishing the list of
invitations to submit _|invitees
a proposal Informing rejected n/r n/r e |1 I3 12 0,25 53 2 0,25 45 1 1 77 n/r n/r e | n/r nir o n/r n/r n/r n/r nr o |nir n/r nr /e n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r | G G
applicants
4. Submitting applications/proposals 7 7 G i/ o |ir G o/ | G o | n/r | nir o/ |oir G /e [T n/r 0 n/r n/r |/ n/r N G n/r n/r G n/r /e |oir n/r n/r
Registering applications | 120 23 345|245 251 51 (0,5 162 0|16 215 [509 |20 54 135 [160 a2 862 [05 169 243 |05 7 24 05 Eg 56 |05 220 36 [0,16 |68 53 0,16 159 05 [0,16 492 77
5. Evaluating
applications/proposal [Assessing eligibility 5 69 5 7 5 39 5 220 B 61 B 158 T 452
s [Assessing quality of 6 69 6 7 g EJ 6 220 g 49 6 24 2 21
proposals
Selecting projects n/a n/a n/a  |o/r overall |7 n/a n/a n/a  |n/r overall |7 0,16 49 8 n/r overall 211 |n/r overall |21 n/r overall |3 * * > * * * n/r overall |1 n/r overall |1 n/r overall |20
6. Selecting projects Informing successful n/a n/a n/a 0,18 256 6 0,2 162 4 0,25 209 7 1 54 4 4 2 1 169 1 17 2 1 39 5 1 220 28 2 68 17 2 159 40 0,33 492
and rejected applicants
23 6 0,5 154 10 0,25 147 5 0,5 156 10 1 49 6 8 38 40 4 77 39 4 4 2 4 39 20 4 113 57 2 46 12 2 44 11 0,11 421 6
Issuing documents and
7. Agreeing on ERDF |[settling the contracts
ort
SuPP Processing complaints |7 Q 0 B 40 0 |va 0 0 g 0 0|2 3 T i/ Q o[/ n/a na  |a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a_ |n/a n/a na |8 5 5 B o @ i/ 0 0
Total time expenditure in hours/ days|122 37 1134 |3 114 |28 678 |40 317 212 3.597 |18 217 |18 145 |18 195 |18 516 |20 104 |21 191 |4 276
Total time expenditure in working month| [57 B 34 16 180 21 7 10 26 5 10 1a

[FDutch data spit on themes 1and .

ot relevant

e not avalabie

*Time exposure included in process step 5.
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Process step 1: Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support

As described in detail in the comparative process analysis (see 4.2.1), the activities and bodies
involved with process step 1 ‘Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support’
vary considerably across the Member States. It is hence not astonishing that the total expendi-
ture of time associated with this step also shows significant differences; a direct comparison is
not reasonable. It is important to remember the difference between the Member States where
permanent calls have been established (Austria, Germany and Netherlands) and the Member
States making use of temporary calls (Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia). In the case of a
permanent call, the effort in preparing the call and selection criteria are spent once at the begin-
ning of the programming period (apart from possible changes during the programming period).
In the case of temporary calls, effort is expended on preparing and launching a call for each call
(apart from a possible repeat of a call later in the programming period, which would considerably
reduce the efforts required).

In Austria, the preparation of the guidelines and selection criteria required around one person
year spent by two employees of the Managing Authority and 48 working weeks spent by twelve
employees of the IBs. The total time was split between themes 1 and 2. In Germany, process
step 1 time involves the preparation of the Guideline on Innovation Support carried out by one
staff member of the Ministry for Economy, Transport and State Development of the State of Hes-
sen (ten working days) as well as the efforts involved with the application procedure of the Hes-
sen Agentur (six working days). It was not possible to obtain estimates from the Netherlands on
the resources spent on this process step as the process of preparing for and informing about
specific theme-related ERDF support was very complex involving several different bodies (even
more complex than Austria and Germany where figures have been obtained).

In the Czech Republic the time spent on preparing and launching the calls is almost in the same
range. In Slovakia it took considerably longer, and for Slovenia figures are provided only for Call
3.

Process steps 2 to 7

Looking at the applicant-specific processes (steps 2 to 7) and the average expenditure of time
per applicant, the overall process of providing guidance, evaluating the application, selecting a
project and agreeing on ERDF support takes more time in the Member States with permanent
calls than in those with temporary calls. The process is most time-consuming in the Netherlands
(212 hours), followed by Austria (122 hours) and Germany (40 hours). For the Netherlands and
Austria, the amount of time is the same as for R&D and Technology Transfer (see 4.1.7).

The processes in the Czech Republic, Germany and the Netherlands differ from those of the other
three Member States by being a two-stage procedure. While a formal application for pre-
qualification is required in the Czech Republic (process steps 3a to 3c), potential applicants in
Germany (including process steps 3a to 3c¢) and the Netherlands (process step 2) are required to
submit a project outline/orientation form before the formal application®. This has an impact on
the overall expenditure of time per applicant.

With only three hours per applicant in the Czech Republic, Call 2, and four hours in Slovenia, Call
3, the processes associated with these calls are the least time-consuming. When looking at the
three calls in the Czech Republic, the huge differences in the total average expenditure of time
per applicant is striking. The same goes for Slovenia, at least for the differences between Call 1
and 2 compared to Call 3. However, when looking at the total average expenditure of time, it
should be borne in mind that for some Member States/calls the total involves the processing of
complaints whereas in others, it does not.

20 Cf. section 3.1.2 for the pre-check in the Netherlands, and section 3.2.3 for Czech Republic and Germany.
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Process step 2: Guiding potential applicants/beneficiaries

The time spent providing guidance to potential applicants ranges on average per applicant be-
tween half an hour in Slovenia to one hour in Slovakia, two hours in the Czech Republic, and two
and a half hours in Germany. In the Netherlands, process step 2 involves the Oost NV’s extensive
process of acquiring projects. This is described in detail in section 4.2.2. The large amount of
resources spent on this process step (40 hours per potential applicant on average) cannot there-
fore be compared to the other Member States. A reasonable comparison is with the pre-
qualification process in the Czech Republic and the pre-check in Germany, which are described in
the following paragraph.

Process steps 3b and 3c

Assessing applications for pre-qualification in the Czech Republic (one hour or 15 minutes per
applicant depending on the call) is much less resource-intensive than the pre-checks of project
proposals in Germany (12 hours per applicant) and the Netherlands (40 hours per applicant).
This is not astonishing as the purpose of the pre-qualification is to check eligibility and the “eco-
nomic health” of the applicant, whereas the pre-checks are targeted at pre-assessing the con-
tent, eligibility and feasibility of a potential project. While the total of 40 hours per applicant in NL
covers the entire process of gathering project ideas, receiving and assessing orientation forms
and discussing them in different meetings as well as guiding applicants and providing them with
information if their project idea is rejected, the resources spent on informing rejected applicants
is in addition to the resources mentioned above. In the Czech Republic, it is a further hour or 15
minutes (depending on the call) and in Germany, it is 1.16 hours).

Process step 5: Evaluating applications/proposals

Evaluating applications takes most time in the Netherlands (around 20 working days per applica-
tion) and Austria (15 working days per application). While six people are involved in evaluating
an application in the Netherlands, in Austria applications are evaluated by two employees of the
IB supported by two assistants. In the other Member States, the average time spent on evaluat-
ing an application takes considerably less time. The outstandingly low resources spent on evalu-
ating applications within Call 2 (Programme “INOVACE" - Industrial Property Rights) in the Czech
Republic can be explained by the low complexity of projects and the lowest financial volume per
call (see 4.2.6).

Process step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support
Issuing documents and settling the contract for ERDF support takes most time on average in the
Netherlands (eight hours per applicant), followed by Slovakia (four hours per applicant).

Data on the processing of complaints was provided in only a few cases. The time spent on aver-
age on processing a complaint ranges from two hours in Germany to eight hours in the Czech
Republic and Slovenia.
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4.2.10Concluding Summary

Overall, the major differences compared to theme 1 found in the selection process of theme 2
related the bodies involved in the process. Public agencies specialising in the field of innovation
policies play a prominent role as Intermediary Bodies in all programmes studied. In addition, only
in this theme are two-stage selection procedures applied (in the Czech Republic and Germany).

The Intermediary Bodies play a key role in the specific preparation of the calls. These are far
more detailed than the frameworks set by the OPs. In preparing the calls, additional, more de-
tailed selection criteria may be introduced which go beyond the selection criteria which are basi-
cally approved by the Monitoring Committees in all programmes. When drawing up a call, in most
cases other ministries or governmental departments are consulted. This applies especially in the
cases of Austria and Germany, where permanent calls have been implemented. The involvement
of other stakeholders is reported only in the case of the Netherlands and Slovakia. In the Nether-
lands, the process of programming and drafting the calls was almost identical, and was also a
basic step in generating and acquiring projects (see also the findings for R&D).

The IBs are also the main bodies for providing guidance to applicants. The approach of providing
guidance can go far beyond information and consultation, as the examples of Germany and the
Netherlands. In these cases, guidance is closely connected to networking in the field of innova-
tion policy and results in generating projects.

The approach and the role of the APQ-procedures (application for pre-qualification) are different
in the Czech Republic and Germany. In the Czech Republic, this process step is mainly use to
pre-assess the eligibility of projects (formal check), in Germany it serves primarily for discussing
the project idea, including with regional stakeholders. Hence the APQ procedure is part of a
broader understanding of guidance which also takes into account project generation and the em-
bedding of ERDF-supported projects in regional innovation strategies. In the Czech Republic, the
APQ procedure is primarily seen as a means of reducing costs in the preparation of applications
and the administrative burden.

Two cases of rather simplified evaluation procedures were identified (Czech Republic and Slove-
nia) which are applied to projects of low complexity. Here, the process of assessing eligibility and
quality is carried out in one step. However, these two steps of evaluation are also carried out as
one in other calls (Austria, Germany). In the case of the only call studied which is cross-financed
both by the ERDF OP and the ESF OP, double evaluation and selection procedures are applied.
Each application runs in parallel through two processes (ERDF and ESF).

The case of Germany illustrates that selection committees are an approach to drawing on exter-
nal expertise; in the case of the Netherlands, they are a means of connecting selection decision
making with regional policy making.

According to our findings, the project selection procedures in terms of the average time spent per
applicant in the Member States with permanent calls (Austria, Germany and the Netherlands) are
more resource-consuming than in the Member States with temporary calls (Czech Republic, Slo-
vakia and Slovenia). The process is most time-consuming in the Netherlands and least time-
intensive for Call 2 in the Czech Republic and Call 3 in Slovenia. Compared to the pre-checks in
Germany and the Netherlands, the assessment of applications for pre-qualification in the Czech
Republic is not very resource-intensive. This is not, however, astonishing when considering the
different scope of these process steps.
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Urban Regeneration

This final section deals with the results of the process analysis for the theme “Urban Regenera-
tion”. The analysis is again conducted along the lines of the generic model presented in Chapter
2.

The selection procedures for projects in the field of "Urban Regeneration” differ considerably from
those of the other themes. The differences in the implementation framework and correspondingly
the selection procedures vary to an extent such that this needs to be taken into account when
comparing the procedures of the different calls in terms of effectiveness and efficiency. There is a
large variation in particular in the use of integrated approaches as the basis for ERDF support, in
the roles of local/ regional stakeholders as well as in the balance of central/decentralised levels in
the procedures.

As urban regeneration policy is critical to municipal development, it is strongly related to the
local/regional governments’ role in the respective governance system of the Member States. This
specific context information is essential for an understanding and analysis of the project selection
procedures. Therefore the analysis for this theme starts with an analysis of the underlying gov-
ernance mechanisms for the calls studied. This is presented in the section related to Process Step
1 before each of the process steps is further analysed according to the generic model in the sub-
sequent sections.

4.3.1 Process Step 1: Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support
The following table provides firstly an overview of the governance level at which the course for
the approach to implementation and the selection procedure is set. The paragraphs which follow
the table provide more detail for each Member State.
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Table 28: Urban Regeneration - Governance mechanisms*

Call name

Contribution to the
integrated devel-
opment of selected
target areas cov-
ered by the City

Austria Development Plan
Other operations
targeted at urban
development
3.1-04: Develop-
ment Poles of the
Region

Czech

Repub-

lic
3.2-03: Sub-

regional centres -
Infrastructure for
education and lei-
sure

How is the regional
focus for ERDF support
set?

OP: target areas and key
projects were drawn from
the integrated urban de-
velopment plan (STEP),
which already was in force

OP: programme region

Extra call under OP im-
plementation: the relevant
regions prepared Inte-

grated Urban Development

plans which were selected
by the MA

OP: Target areas are mu-
nicipalities with population
of 5,000-50,000

Does project eligibility
depend on being part
of an (integrated)
urban development
plan?

Yes, only projects in
“STEP” areas are eligible

No criterion for ERDF
support

Yes

At which level are
calls for project pro-
posals launched (cen-
tral/decentralised)?

N.A.: No separate call.
OP forms basis for im-
plementation

N.A.: No separate call.
OP forms basis for im-
plementation

Central: MA and Regional
Council (Office)

Central: MA and Regional
Council (Office)

Is there any pre-
selection of pro-
jects out at decen-
tralised/local level?

Yes. Pre-selection
carried out by the OP
programming

No

Yes, projects are pre-
selected when part of
Integrated Urban
Development Plans

No

73

At which level is the
final selection deci-
sion taken?

There is only one level -
MA

There is only one level -
MA

Central: Committee of
the Regional Council

Central: Committee of
the Regional Council

21 “Central/decentral” is defined from the viewpoint of the level of the MA. Thus, the MAs of regional OP as in the case of the Czech Republic, Germany and the Netherlands are considered as central level. The
Vienna OP of Austria forms a regional OP as well but should rather be considered as local level in this context. “Pre-selection of projects” is understood as any decision on selection of projects prior to the final
selection decision, no matter at which stage in the process (e.g. programming, inclusion of projects in integrated regional/ urban development plans, involvement of decentralised bodies in evaluation process).
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Ger-
many

Nether-
lands

Call name

Guideline on Urban
Regeneration

Programme City
Rotterdam: Improv-
ing the business
climate and living
climate

Programme City
Amsterdam: Im-
proving the busi-
ness climate and
living climate

Programme City The
Hague: Improving
the business climate
and living climate

Programme City
Utrecht: Improving
the business climate
and living climate

How is the regional
focus for ERDF support
set?

Selection procedure in
parallel to OP: 44 cities
prepared an integrated
urban development plan,
15 were selected for ERDF
support

OP: Allocation to the sub-
regions and framework for
implementation

OP: Allocation to the sub-
regions and framework for
implementation

OP: Allocation to the sub-
regions and framework for
implementation

OP: Allocation to the sub-
regions and framework for
implementation

Does project eligibility
depend on being part
of an (integrated)
urban development
plan?

Yes

No, selection of projects
was discussed in pro-
gramming the OP

No, selection of projects
was discussed in pro-
gramming the OP

No, selection of projects
was discussed in pro-
gramming the OP No

No, selection of projects
was discussed in pro-
gramming the OP

At which level are
calls for project pro-
posals launched (cen-
tral/decentralised)?

Central: State Ministry
for Infrastructure and
Agriculture coordinated
with MA and other minis-
tries

N.A.: No separate call.
OP forms basis for im-
plementation.

N.A.: No separate call.
OP forms basis for im-
plementation.

N.A.: No separate call.
OP forms basis for im-
plementation.

N.A.: No separate call.
OP forms basis for im-
plementation.

Is there any pre-
selection of pro-
jects out at decen-
tralised/local level?

Yes - as eligible mu-
nicipalities prioritise
their projects prior to
application

No - for SME support

N.A.: Programme
implementation is
decentralised

N.A.: Programme
implementation is
decentralised

N.A.: Programme
implementation is
decentralised

N.A.: Programme
implementation is
decentralised
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At which level is the
final selection deci-
sion taken?

Central: IBs (2)

Decentralised - selection
committee

Decentralised - selection
committee

Decentralised - selection
committee

Decentralised - selection
committee
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Slova-
kia

Slove-
nia

Call name

4.1c-2009/01 Re-
generation of set-
tlements (individual
demand-driven
projects)

4.1a-2010/01 Re-
generation of set-
tlements (individual
demand-driven
projects)

Public open calls for
proposals for co-
financing operations
under activity field
"Regional Develop-
ment Programmes"

Third open call

under activity field
"Regional develop-
ment programmes"

How is the regional
focus for ERDF support
set?

OP: municipalities in rural
areas with separated or
segregated Roma settle-
ments

OP: ca. one third of mu-
nicipalities are identified
as Growth Poles

OP: budgets allocated to
regions for implementing
regional development
plans (RDP)

OP: budgets allocated to
regions for implementing
regional development
plans (RDP)

Does project eligibility
depend on being part
of an (integrated)
urban development
plan?

No

No. Projects must com-
ply with spatial planning

Yes, but integrated ap-
proach to urban devel-
opment necessary not
compulsory

Yes, but integrated ap-
proach to urban devel-
opment necessary not
compulsory

At which level are
calls for project pro-
posals launched (cen-
tral/decentralised)?

Central and decentral-
ised: MA and IBs (seven
self-governing regions)

Central and decentral-
ised: MA and IBs (seven
self-governing regions)

Central (IB and MA)

Central (IB and MA)

Is there any pre-
selection of pro-
jects out at decen-
tralised/local level?

Yes, evaluation car-
ried out by decentral-
ised IBs

Yes, evaluation car-
ried out by decentral-
ised IBs

Yes, pre-selection
occurs when regions
decide on RDP im-
plementation plan

Yes, pre-selection
occurs when regions
decide on RDP im-
plementation plan of
RDP

75

At which level is the
final selection deci-
sion taken?

Central: selection com-
mittee

Central: selection com-

mittee

Central: IB

Central: IB
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Austria

The operations were specified when the OP was drawn up. The ‘Contribution to the integrated
development of selected STEP-target areas’ refers to the Vienna urban development plan, and
these areas were selected from the comprehensive urban development plan STEP 05 in the pro-
gramming process. STEP 05 presents the overarching integrated strategy for urban development
in Vienna and identifies the target areas and the key projects for urban development. Participants
in the programming process were drawn from a broad spectrum of municipality, economic and
social partners.

The operations defined in the OP form the basis for the project selection. Consequently, projects
for urban development could be considered as pre-selected. The actual selection decision is taken
by the Managing Authority. In programme implementation, the ‘Contribution to the integrated
development of selected STEP-target’ operation is clearly prioritised in relation to the other three
operations/calls under the Priority Axis; these targeted activities in support of urban development
in the whole programme region and are not necessarily linked to STEP. As of May 2011, three
quarters of ERDF funds had been committed to STEP projects.

Czech Republic

The call ‘Development Poles of the Region (3.1-04)’ targets the all-round improvement of the
environment and the civic infrastructure in large municipalities with over 50,000 inhabitants and
supports the implementation of Integrated Urban Development Plans (IUDP) in selected cities. To
define the eligible areas the MA (Office of the Regional Council Moravia Silesia) launched a call
inviting municipalities to prepare and submit proposals for Integrated Urban Development Plans
(IUDP). The evaluation and selection criteria were approved by the Monitoring Committee.

In the evaluation process, the proposals for IUDPs were assessed against compliance with formal
eligibility and quality criteria. The MA carried out formal verification and checked the eligibility.
Three assessors (staff of the MA) assessed the quality using a scoring system based on the
evaluation criteria. Other internal and/or external experts provided input. An external expert
opinion was required when an IUDP included interventions on the part of other Operational Pro-
grammes. The final assessment of an IUDP represented a consensus of the internal assessors
and external experts (Consensus Protocol). The MA then proceeded to finalise the selection of the
IUDPs and allocated budgets. Based on this selection of the IUDPs, three calls for proposals of
projects within them have been launched since October 2008; each based on the Plan of Calls
approved by the MC.

While the call ‘Development Poles of the Region’ shows elements of a bottom-up concept for se-
lection of projects, the call ‘Sub-regional centres - Infrastructure for education and leisure (3.2-
03)’ is based on a top-down approach. This measure was conceived in programming as an in-
strument to support the development of educational infrastructure and the leisure time infra-
structure for children and youth in municipalities between 5,000 and 50,000 citizens in size.
These are considered as sub-regional development centres. Three calls have been launched since
March 2008.

Germany

The call Sustainable Urban Development reflects the experiences gained with the implementation
of the EU’s Urban I and II Initiatives. One outcome was a debate on “Strong Cities” in
2005/2006, which resulted in an invitation from the State Government to 44 cities to draft inte-
grated urban development plans (INSEK - Integrierte Stadtische Entwicklungskonzepte) to be
incorporated into the 2007-2013 Structural Funds programmes. The call was launched in May
2006. Forty cities submitted plans by the deadline (31.07.2007).

In the negotiations on the ERDF programme for 2007-2013, it was decided to set a ceiling of 15
cities for ERDF support. An internal working group was formed to select these cities. It consisted
of three decision-makers of the State Ministry for Infrastructure and Agriculture, representatives
of the body responsible for national co-financing, and the MA.
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The selection procedure was structured as follows:

e Basic check of the 40 concepts (07-10/2007)

e Quality appraisal of 22 concepts (11/2007)

e Submission of 22 revised concepts

e Quality appraisal of revised concepts (11/2007 - 01/2008)

e Selection of 15 ERDF-eligible cities.

Before signing the decision, the Minister in charge changed the selection in one case. The cities

not selected were invited to discuss alternative support strategies at a separate meeting.

Only projects within scope of the 15 selected integrated urban development plans are thus eligi-
ble for ERDF funding, which is governed by the Guideline Sustainable Urban Development. This
guideline was drafted by the State Ministry for Infrastructure and Agriculture in consultation with
several State Ministries, the Landesrechnungshof (State Court of Auditors) and the MA.

Netherlands

The OP and thus also scope and strategy of the Priority Axis 3, Urban Dimension, was negotiated
with a broad spectrum of partners. Representatives of the provinces and cities, stakeholders,
potential applicants, research institutions, development agencies, business representatives and
subsidy advisors were involved in the process. In this respect the programming process can be
considered as a bottom-up process at the level of the region.

Funds were allocated to the areas relating to their size and the problems to be solved and the
implementation process was planned in detail. The following aspects played a crucial role and
provide ground for an effective programme implementation.

Figure 12: Urban Regeneration - Key issues in planning decentralised programmes Netherlands

Build a thorough understanding of provincial and city needs and development plans:
e Use Programme Office or advisory units

e Draw information from sector departments

e Discuss all existing plans, programmes, projects (informal but realistic)

e List possible initiatives

Assess in how far implementation is realistic:

e Are goals SMART?

e Would envisaged projects fit ERDF criteria?
e Would envisaged projects fit own criteria?
e Is co-financing available?

e Can programmes be built out of projects?

e Draw a short list of potential initiatives

The outcome this process, the OP, forms the common reference framework for programme im-
plementation which is carried out de-centrally at the level of the four cities. The Priority Axis 3,
Urban Dimension, serves as a permanent call for the whole programme region, while implemen-
tation and decisions are almost fully the responsibility of the cities of Rotterdam, Amsterdam, the
Hague and Utrecht. Each of these has specific IBs and selection committees. However the selec-
tion procedure applied is basically the same in all four cities. Selection decisions de facto are
strong determinants in whether projects obtain co-financing at local level or not.
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Slovakia

The regional/ local scope of the operations and thus of the calls is basically set at the level of the
OP (Priority 4, Regeneration of settlements). The calls studied fall within the framework of the
operations targeting individual demand-driven projects:

e ‘Projects of development of the municipalities with Roma settlements in the rural environ-
ment’: in scope are rural settlements which are not identified as ‘growth poles’. This ap-
proach to supporting spatial development is oriented towards municipalities with specific
problems and also reflects the horizontal priority the OP puts on marginalised Roma commu-
nities. The local scope is further refined in the terms of reference for each call. In the case of
‘ROP-4.1c-2009/01’, eligible municipalities are those which prepared project documentation
within the PHARE 2002/000.610-03 grant scheme and are located in the micro-regions se-
lected by the Office of the Plenipotentiary for Roma Communities.

e The other call ROP-4.1a-2010/01 Regeneration of settlements (individual demand-driven
projects) targets municipalities listed as growth poles in ‘Growth poles of NSRF during the
programming period 2007-13’. The growth poles cover around one third of all municipalities
in the Slovak Republic.?

Within this framework, the decision on launching the calls is taken by the MA (Ministry of Agricul-
ture and Rural Development) and the calls are prepared in cooperation between the IBs and the
MA. However within its all-over responsibility for the OP, the MA can refine the scope of eligibility.
Applications are handed in at the IBs (self-governing regions) which assess the eligibility and
quality of projects.? The MA checks the assessment before the selection decision is taken cen-
trally by the selection committee.

Slovenia

To implement parts of Priority 4 of the OP (Development of regions, activity field 4.1 -regional
development programmes), each of the 12 statistical regions in Slovenia prepared a Regional
Development Programme (RDP). Each region was allocated a budget, depending on its develop-
ment status. The RDPs are implemented on the basis of an implementation plan which also in-
cludes the projects to be supported.

The implementation plans were prepared in four steps:

(1) The Regional Development Agencies (RDA) prepared criteria for the inclusion of projects in
the implementation plan. These had to be approved by the relevant regional council, taking into
account regional importance, influence on job creation or improvement of the environment, and
the objectives and criteria set by the OP.

(2) RDAs, regional councils and professional committees of regional councils prepared implemen-
tation plans.

(3) The IB (Government Office of the Republic of Slovenia for Local Self-Government and Re-
gional Policy - GOSP) provided an opinion on each implementation plan. Following the opinion,
implementation plans had to be amended.

(4) The last step was the approval of the revised implementation plan by the Regional Council.

From this starting point, the GOSP published calls to submit proposals for ERDF-funding of pro-
jects defined in the confirmed implementation plans. Four such calls were implemented in the
period from June 2007 to September 2008. An audit carried out in 2009 showed that the Re-
gional Councils (which comprise the mayors of the region and constitute a body which is politi-
cally determined) basically split the region’s budget amongst the region’s municipalities. Small

22 See Annex 3 and 4 of the ROP. Annex 3 describes the partnership process in determining the growth poles as a means for territorial
concentration of EU funds. Under a revision of the ROP strategy in 2011 the territorial scope was redefined, covering ca. 550 settle-
ments, including 550 with marginalized Roma communities. However, the conditionality for support for Roma communities is still
subject to discussion.

2 In the case of Call 1 (marginalised Roma communities) only the Presov, Kosice, Nitra and Banska Bystrica IBswere involved.
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projects of specific municipal interest were supported rather than projects which were part of
integrated urban development. In addition, only 14 (of 468) projects in the first four open calls
targeted integrated development of urban areas. The selection of projects within the regions was
not sufficiently governed by selection criteria.

Consequently, the selection procedure applied from the fifth call (2010) was changed, especially
with a view to improving transparency at the decentralised level of the regions and creating
stronger coherence with the targets of the OP. The new procedure is described in the Figure be-

low.

Figure 13: Urban Regeneration — SI: Amended selection procedure and criteria since 2010

Improving transparency in regional implementation plans and selection procedure:

e Each implementation plan has to state specific selection criteria which detail the

broader targets and conditions of the OP.

e These need to be approved by the Regional Council.

e The IB assesses compliance with all criteria.

¢ A ranking system applies.

e In addition, since 2011, representatives of the economy and NGOs have been in-

cluded in the Regional Councils. However as the municipalities provide co-

financing, a majority of 60% of the mayors is required for approval of the list of
projects implementing the RDP.

The following table provides an overview of the public bodies involved in the selection proce-

dures. >

Table 29: Urban Regeneration - Bodies involved in selection procedures

Austria

Czech Re-
public

Call name

Contribution to
the integrated
development of
selected target
areas covered
by the City
Development
Plan

Other opera-
tions targeted
at urban devel-
opment

3.1-04: Devel-
opment Poles of
the Region

MA

City of Vienna,
Department
27

City of Vienna,
Department
27

Office of the
Regional
Council Mora-
via Silesia

IB1

IB 2

Others

Integrated
Urban Devel-
opment Plan
(STEP) coordi-
nators (major-
ity of projects)

Municipalities
with IUDPs -
(pre-selection)

>* The Monitoring Committees are approving the selection criteria in all cases. They are more specifically mentioned when analyzing the

single steps.
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Germany

Nether-
lands

Slovakia

Call name

3.2-03: Sub-
regional centres
- Infrastructure
for education
and leisure

Guideline on
Urban Regen-
eration

Programme City
Rotterdam:
Improving the
business cli-
mate and living
climate

Programme City
Amsterdam:
Improving the
business cli-
mate and living
climate

Programme City
The Hague:
Improving the
business cli-
mate and living
climate

Programme City
Utrecht: Im-
proving the
business cli-
mate and living
climate

ROP-4.1c-
2009/01 Re-
generation of
settlements
(individual
demand-driven
projects)

MA

Office of the
Regional
Council Mora-
via Silesia

State Ministry
for Economy
Brandenburg

Municipality of
Rotterdam

Municipality of
Rotterdam

Municipality of
Rotterdam

Municipality of
Rotterdam

Ministry of
Agriculture
and Rural
Development

IB1

Ministry of
Infrastructure
and Agricul-
ture

Municipality of
Rotterdam

Municipality of
Amsterdam

Municipality
The Hague

Municipality
Utrecht

Regional gov-
ernments

IB 2

State Office
for Construc-
tion and Traf-
fic (municipal
projects);

State Invest-
ment Bank
Brandenburg
(SME projects)

Programme
Office Kansen
voor West

Programme
Office “Kansen
voor West”

Programme
Office “Kansen
voor West”

Programme
Office “Kansen
voor West”

80

Others

Steering
Committee
comprised of
State Minis-
tries and IBs
2; municipali-
ties (inte-
grated urban
development
programmes)

Steering
Committee
“Kansen voor
Rotterdam”

Steering
Committee
“Kansen voor
Amsterdam"

Steering
Committee
"Haagse EFRO
stuurgroep"

Steering
Committee
"Kansen voor
Utrecht"

Selection
Committee
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Slovenia

Call name

ROP-4.1a-
2010/01 Re-
generation of
settlements
(individual

demand-driven

projects)

Public open
calls for pro-
posals for co-

financing opera-

tions under
activity field
"Regional De-
velopment
Programmes"

Third open call

under activity
field "Regional
development

programmes"

MA

Ministry of
Agriculture
and Rural
Development

Government
office of the
Republic of
Slovenia for
Local Self-
Government
and Regional
Policy

Government
office of the
Republic of
Slovenia for
Local Self-
Government
and Regional
Policy

IB1

Regional gov-
ernments

Government
office of the
Republic of
Slovenia for
Local Self-
Government
and Regional
Policy

Government
office of the
Republic of
Slovenia for
Local Self-
Government
and Regional
Policy

IB 2
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Others

Selection
Committee

Pre-selection
at regional
level: Regional
Councils

Pre-selection
at regional
level: Regional
Councils

The following table summarises which bodies are involved in the preparation of the calls:

Table 30: Urban Regeneration — Bodies involved in preparation of calls

Austria

Czech
Republic

Germany

Netherlands

Slovakia

Slovenia

MA

X

MC IB1
X

X

X X
X X
X X
X X

Other min-

IB 2

istries,

agencies

Other
stake-
holders

The boldface X indicates the bodies in charge of the main works (content, strategy, implementation details)

In the case of Slovakia, the IBs (regional self-governments) only comment on the Call for pro-
posal prepared by the MA.

All calls studied in all the countries covered are published on the websites of the respective MA’s

or IB’s and in print in the Official Public Journals.
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4.3.2 Process Step 2: Guiding applicants and potential beneficiaries
The MAs and IBs are the main bodies responsible for the provision of guidance (see Figure be-
low).

Table 31: Urban regeneration - Providers of guidance

MA 1B 1 1B 2 ::3;;
Austria X X
Czech Republic X
Germany X X X*
Netherlands X X
Slovakia X X
Slovenia X

* Municipalities provide guidance to SMEs which want to apply for ERDF support within the eligible municipalities

As projects for implementing urban development plans have already been “pre-selected” in most
cases (Austria, one call in the Czech Republic, in part in Germany, in part in Slovenia) guidance
by the public bodies at this level in the process mainly involves information on how to comply
with the requirements set by the calls. Project development seems to play a minor role as an
issue in guidance. This applies especially to the cases of the Czech and Slovak Republics, and
Slovenia.

In the Czech Republic face-to-face consultations with the applicants (development poles: munici-
palities, enterprises, other bodies; sub-regional centres: public, non-governmental and non-profit
organisations) are carried out when they are submitting the proposal. However guidance needs to
be provided much earlier in the process.

A need for more guidance of municipalities is evident also in Slovakia, where the IB and MA par-
ticipants pointed to the fact that applications are often prepared by external project managers or
consultants, who also act as project managers once a project has been approved. Municipalities
make use of external consultants as they do not have sufficient resources in manpower and pro-
fessional experience.

In Slovenia, some Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) also provide assistance to applicants
or potential beneficiaries, but this is more administrative. However they contribute more strongly
to project development on the ground as they are already providing support to the Regional
Councils for the implementation of the RDPs.

In the Netherlands, on the other hand, high importance is attached to guidance in generating
projects and how this will impact on the whole selection procedure. However, this has to be un-
derstood in its context. The Dutch pre-define activities to be supported to a far lesser extent than
the calls studied in the other countries. So the focus allows for a broad spectrum of activities.
Thus guidance is clearly connected to project development. The Dutch approach is set out in de-
tail in the Figure below.
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Figure 14: Urban Regeneration — NL: Guidance and impact on the selection procedure

Systematic information is the basis of any guidance:

e Regional budgets published.

e Website provides full information. Brochures in support.

e Launch of calls accompanied by public events at general and local level.

e Potential project promoters approached by networks (Utrecht & Flevoland)

e Two annual events for potential (new) beneficiaries in the complete programme
region (ca. 100 beneficiaries).

Cooperation with other providers of guidance:

Guidance activities are supported by the “Steunpunten” (support points) in the
provinces. These operate as “windows” for all EU programmes and for all national
programmes. Here projects (ideas) are gathered, discussed and assessed in terms
of the programme for which they might be promising.

Preliminary applications as a guidance tool:

Through a strong process of guidance, in which project ideas are discussed and
assessed at an early stage and preliminary applications are checked, a thorough
project selection is carried out:

e 50 percent of projects succeed in drawing up a preliminary application;

e 80 percent of these succeed in applying formally;

e 95 percent of formal applications are approved.

This underlines once more the benefit of including project generation in the scope of guidance
activities (see also 3.1.2 and 3.2.1). From the viewpoint of the study team, guidance needs to be
improved especially in the pre-selection phase, as already at this level projects need to be devel-
oped (call 1 in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia).

Acknowledgement is also desirable of the need for guidance at the level of the municipalities,
which are in charge of implementing integrated urban development plans and are dealing with
more than just project. The case of Germany could serve as a good example in this respect. The
MA and the IB (ministry) are well aware of the need for exchange and encourage networking.
When the call ‘Sustainable urban regeneration’ was launched, all 15 municipalities were invited
for a kick-off meeting. Since then, annual strategy meetings have been held with the municipali-
ties and the IB.

4.3.3 Process Step 4: Submitting applications/proposals
The deadlines for response to the temporary calls vary considerably.

The case of Slovenia is considered by the study team good administrative practice as the dates
for launch of calls are announced long time beforehand. This not only gives the applicants plenty
of time to prepare the projects (planning, coordination, permissions etc.) but also to coordinate
co-financing. This can be a crucial issue especially given that municipal budgets are tight.

The form in which applications are submitted varies considerably.
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Table 32: Urban Regeneration - Submitting applications
Mail Online In person

Austria X X

Czech Republic X

Germany X*

Netherlands X

Slovakia X X

Slovenia X

* e-mail

In Slovakia, the applications have to be submitted to the IT processing system electronically, but
applicants are requested to deliver their applications in person. The main reason is to ensure that
the applications are fully compliant and that - if necessary - the applicant is informed directly on
how to improve the application. The face-to-face dialogue also contributes to making the process
transparent. However personal delivery of an application cannot substitute for the provision of
guidance. Needs for guidance go beyond this and emerge already in the planning phase of pro-
jects (see also above).

4.3.4 Process Step 5: Evaluating applications/proposals
The evaluation steps are generally carried out under the responsibility of the IBs. Exceptions are
Austria and the Czech Republic, where the MAs are in charge.

Table 33: Urban regeneration - Bodies responsible for evaluation

Registration Eligibility Quality
Assessment Assessment

Austria MA MA MA and city
department

for spatial

planning

Czech Republic MA MA MA and ex-
ternal con-
sultants

Germany 1B 2 IB 2 1B 2 and
Steering
Committeex

Netherlands 1B 2 IB 2 IB 2
Slovakia 1B 1B 1B
Slovenia 1B 1B 1B

* Steering Committee only involved in cases of projects, which are also financed by other ministries

In Slovakia the MA is de facto also involved in the evaluation process. According to the workshop
participants, the assessment by the IB is double-checked by MA staff members. This is seen as
duplication.
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In both Slovakia and the Czech Republic, the evaluation process is directly supported by IT proc-
essing systems. The applications are loaded into the systems to be registered. Once in the sys-
tem, a check is run on completeness and the project’s eligibility. In Slovakia, the assessment of
fulfilment of the selection criteria (mix of exclusion and qualitative criteria) is supported and
documented by the IT system.

The process of assessing eligibility is not always clearly distinguished from assessing the quality
of a proposal. The following table provides an overview on how the evaluation process is organ-

ised for the different calls.

Table 34: Urban Regeneration: Organisation of evaluation process

Austria

Czech Republic

Germany

Eligibility

Contact person for applicant at MA makes first assessment.

Quality

Expert opinion of spatial planning department. Head of MA
and deputy counter assess the evaluation and decision.

MA (staff Department of
Programme Implementa-
tion) checks eligibility and
completeness of the appli-
cation

4-eye principle: staff
member and head of unit
of IBs 2 assess according
to a check list which re-
flects the eligibility and
selection criteria

If other ministries are also
providing support, munici-
pal project application is
forwarded to Interminis-
terial Steering Committee

If project concerns in-
vestments in construction,
the relevant authorities
are consulted for proof of
compliance with public
construction law.

Quality of the application is
assessed by internal asses-
sors (staff of Department of
Programme Implementa-
tion); if needed another
internal expert is called on.

4-eye principle; projects >
EUR 2 million: 3 assessors

Interministerial Steering
Committee: unanimous
positive vote is required. If
not achieved, project appli-
cation has to be revised

Outcome

Evaluation is identi-
cal with selection

Department of Pro-
gramme Implemen-
tation prepares a
list of projects rec-
ommended for
funding to submit to
Committee of Re-
gional Council for
approval.

Municipal projects:
Recommendation
for selection by IB 1

SME projects: Rec-
ommendation for
selection by IB 2
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Netherlands

Slovakia®

Slovenia

Eligibility

IB 2: coordinator and
project controller assess
completeness of applica-
tion and - if needed -
request additional infor-
mation. A declaration of
eligibility or non-eligibility
is sent to applicant within
four weeks.

One staff member of the
1B

Group of evaluators com-
prised of staff of IB

Quality

At least three persons are
involved at IB: coordinator
(contents); controller (fi-
nancial input/output); legal
official and other experts
needed to assess other
relevant aspects on the
basis of the Assessment
Framework and a checklist
provided by the Ministry of
Economic Affairs. If neces-
sary, the City Programme
Office consults the Pro-
gramme Office West Region.

One staff member of the IB
supported by the IT moni-
toring system; 4-eyes-
principle ensured by signa-
ture of Head of Department

Assessment committee:
group of external evaluators
selected by IB 2; IB 1
checks evaluation and selec-
tion

86

Outcome

Programme Office
provides pre-advice
to local Steering
Committees, which
advise on selection
decisions

Proposal for Selec-
tion Committee

Proposes list for
funding which has
to be signed by MA/
minister

In evaluation, a mix of exclusion and qualitative criteria is applied in most calls. However, the
evaluation methodology of projects allows a ranking of projects on in half the countries. In Ger-
many and the Netherlands, where the calls are permanent, the principle of “first come, first
served” is applied. This means that projects will be selected as long as they fulfil all the criteria
set in the call. The assessment in these cases is an eligibility check (“are all yes/no criteria ful-
filled?”) and a qualitative assessment. As long as funds are available and the projects comply
with the criteria, they will be selected. This evaluation method does not compare projects.

The situation in Austria demonstrates that a scoring-g method can be applied in a “first come,
first served” system. The scores for the different criteria and sub-criteria make the assessment
comprehensible and the projects have to fulfil a minimum threshold. Strong and weak points of a
project proposal/ project application are transparent and the applicant has an opportunity to
compare and to learn.

25 Double checks by MA were reported in the workshop held for this study.
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Figure 15: Urban Regeneration — Scoring of applications

Austria: Selection Criteria reflect objectives of the OP and European added
value

An Excel-based check list was developed for assessing the eligibility of an applica-
tion as well as for the qualitative assessment. The questions to be answered by the
assessors reflect the objectives of the OP and are weighted accordingly. In order to
select projects which clearly also demonstrate the European added value, the visibil-
ity of the project in the public is one of the ranking criteria

Compliance with targets set out Max 75 points
Compliance with targets at level of priority axis, operation, Max 30
horizontal objectives

Focus on results Max 25

Degree of innovation Max 20
Quality of project design Max 70 points
Quality of project design Max 25

Cost (resource) efficiency Max 25
Visibility (quality of communication activities) Max 20

These criteria are supplemented by further sub-criteria. The application of the sys-
tem clearly facilitates the evaluation process.

This good practice identified in Austria demonstrates that a scoring methodology is feasible also
in the implementation of small-scale programmes and requires neither complex algorithms nor
complex IT solutions.

The scoring systems used in the Czech Republic and Slovakia appear more complex. Eligibility
and quality criteria are not clear cut. However, they also are seen as tool for facilitating the
evaluation process. In the case of the Czech Republic, a system based on a cost-benefit-analysis
was additionally used in the evaluation process in the call ‘sub-regional centres’. This allows the
effects of a project to be measured. The outcomes of the analysis are also designed to support
applicants in thinking about their projects in terms of value for money.

In contrast to this practice, criteria in the first four calls for projects to implement Regional De-
velopment Programmes in Slovenia were limited to the eligibility aspects or to compliance of pro-
jects with general objectives (e. g. “regional importance”, “influence on improvement of job crea-

tion”, “improvement of the environment”). This practice was strongly criticised by auditors and
consequently improved to provide more transparency (see 3.3.1).

The evaluation and selection criteria are listed in detail in Annex 4.
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4.3.5 Process Step 6: Selecting projects
The picture of the types of body involved in project selection is very mixed.
Some committees have a strong say in the selection decisions (Netherlands); others (Czech Re-

public) have a role which is more advisory. In Slovakia and Slovenia, prior processes determine
the selection in the ERDF calls supporting urban regeneration.

Table 35: Urban Regeneration - Overview of selection bodies and decision-making
Who Decision-making
Austria MA Is part of the evaluation process

Approves all submitted projects (first
come, first served) which have a

. Committee of the Regional minimum score and meet the criteria
Czech Republic . . .
Council and as long as budget is available.
The Committee cannot change rank-
ing

Municipal projects: IB 1 usually com-
plies with the recommendations of
the steering committee.

IB 1 (municipal projects); IB 2

Germany (SME projects)

The steering committee does not
necessarily adopt the recommenda-
tions. They may also propose changes
or set additional obligations (espe-
cially applied in pilot projects) e. g.
specific reporting.

Netherlands Steering committee and MA

Following the technical evaluation,
Selection committee and MA selection committee assesses the
(checks, Minister signs) projects based on the evaluation cri-
teria®

Slovakia

Slovenia 1B Is part of the evaluation process

In the case of Slovenia and the calls studied, the actual selection of projects is made within the
framework of the regional development plans (see 3.3.1). In taking the final decision, the IB’s
role is primarily to verify whether the evaluation and selection criteria have been properly applied
by the regions. This division of roles has not changed significantly since the selection procedure
was modified in 2010. However, the approval rate then dropped to 69 percent in the fifth call,
whereas the approval rate previously was 85 percent. Thus the selection by the IB is especially
relevant in terms of ensuring the compliance of regional selection decisions with the basic crite-
ria. In the Czech Republic, Germany and Slovakia, the approval rate of IBs or selection commit-
tees ranges from 60 percent (Czech Republic second call) to 66 percent (Slovakia first call), 71
percent (Germany) or even 100 percent (Czech Republic first call).

In contrast, in the case of the Czech ‘Development poles’ calls, the MA/IB confirmed 100 percent
of the pre-selected projects. This is due to the close dialogue of the MA with the cities on the
IUDPs and the related projects. A 100 percent selection rate in Austria also reflects the close
dialogue between the MA and municipal bodies making the applications. The MA keeps them in-
formed of the status of the evaluation.

26 Selection criteria: minimum technical evaluation score, compliance with government priorities, strategies and regional policies,
geographic location of the project, benefit for horizontal objectives, synergy with other projects, balanced structure of facilities sup-
ported, unpredictable natural disasters, allocation limits.
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Therefore, a separate selection process conducted either by MAs and IBs he IBs appears to play
an essential role in the evaluation and selection process even though a pre-selection is carried
out at local/ regional level. The assumption is that the selection process is not carried out as
carefully at local level. Low quality of project proposals may also be connected with a lack of
competition when projects are pre-selected. Once they are selected, applicants may not have
sufficient motivation to prepare good quality applications. In Slovenia a lack of real competition in
Slovenia was identified as the pre-selection process until 2010 was clearly marked by sharing
budgets among the municipalities rather than developing a joint strategy.

This again underlines the need to apply an integrated approach which goes beyond sharing budg-
ets and requires different stakeholders to contributing to developing and implementing to a joint
strategy. The German case shows the relevance of participatory processes for creating ownership
on the part of the local stakeholders. Participatory decision processes pay off in terms of quality
and acceptance. The following lessons learned in the current and previous programmes on urban
development were highlighted in the workshop carried out for this study.

Figure 16: Urban Regeneration - participatory selection procedures

Plan enough time: participatory processes and bottom-up approaches require time
for proper implementation

Be clear in conceptualising: develop clear priorities and focus on core themes

Learn in the process: networking and dialogues with the stakeholders facilitate new
solutions

Provide security in planning: a budget at regional/ local level allows for realistic
planning

Prioritise quality: if the quality of projects is not high enough, re-allocate the budget
to other regions/ municipalities

Efficient decision making: Only realistic projects enter the selection process.

Applying these lessons at local level would certainly improve the transparency of procedures and
criteria. But it has also to be borne in mind that effective participatory processes in this context
require a continuous process of project acquisition and corresponding updating of projects so
they are included in the implementation of the regional development plans. This again requires
sufficient resources in terms of skilled manpower, networks and institutions.

4.3.6 Process Step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support
The responsibility for preparation and signature of the agreement on ERDF support varies among
the administrative bodies.

Table 36: Urban Regeneration — Bodies processing and signing the support agreement

MA IB1 IB 2
Austria X
Czech Republic X
Germany b ¢
Netherlands X X
Slovakia X X

Slovenia X
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The applicants are all informed by mail. In cases where applicants have access to electronic reg-
istration and communication systems, they are also informed via these systems.

As already indicated for the other two themes, this final phase of the selection procedure appears
to be extremely time consuming in the cases of the Czech Republic and Slovakia: successful ap-
plicants have to provide additional documents (e. g. permits, confirmations from the tax offices,
and the social and health security offices etc.). In Slovakia, this information can be provided by a
Sworn Statement in the application phase, but needs to be proven before an agreement is signed
by the MAs. The successful applicants have five months to provide these documents. The MA has
another 60 days to verify all the documents submitted before the grant contract is signed by the
Minister. Procurement is another issue in Slovakia causing delays in issuing the agreement. In
the case of the call 4.1 c 2009/01 procurement had to be finalised before the agreement was
signed. However, this practice has now been suspended by the MA.

In relation to the complaint systems and relevance of reserve projects in programme implemen-
tation, basically the same findings apply as for the other two themes.

4.3.7 Administrative Costs

In this section, we provide an overview of the administrative costs for the Member States’ ad-
ministrations associated with the project selection procedures for Urban Regeneration. To enable
comparability, the efforts are expressed in time, i.e. working hours, days and months, and not in
euro. The values refer to the effective working time; waiting time is excluded. They represent the
sum of time spent by all people involved in the processes, internally and externally.

Table 37 below provides the average time spent per applicant in hours, the quantity (i.e. the
number of interested/potential applicants, number of pre-applications, number of applications,
number of projects selected, number of complaints) and the total time spent per process step,
sorted by Member States and calls (horizontal axis). The vertical axis lists the process steps,
which correspond to the generic model of the project selection procedure and the activities in-
volved, as well as the total expenditure of time in days and months.

When looking at the table, it should be borne in mind that the time values provided are not ex-
tracted from time recording systems, but represent estimates collected through the workshops
with the public bodies involved in the selection procedures. Furthermore, the dataset is partly
fragmented and incomplete (see Annex 7 for further details). However, the table provides expla-
nations for the ‘missing’ figures.”

A direct comparison of the total working time in days/month between the Member States which
have established permanent calls (Austria, Germany and Netherlands) on the one hand and the
Member States which have implemented temporary calls (Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia)
would be misleading due to the different scope. In the Member States with permanent calls, the
numbers on applications etc. refer to the period 2007-end-2010; in the Member States with
temporary calls, they cover only the calls selected and studied. The basis for comparison is hence
the average working time per applicant and process step, highlighted in grey in the table below
when a value is provided.

27 The following abbreviations are used: n/a (not available if a figure could not be provided/collected; n/r (not relevant) if a process
step/activity does not exist or did not occur.
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Table 37: Urban Regeneration - Time spent per process step

Czech Republic Germany Slovakia

Call 1 - Municipalities

Slovenia

Austria The Netherlands

Call 2 - SME's

1. Preparing and Deciding on, preparing overall overall overall
informing about specific|and publishing the call;

theme-related ERDF develop selection

overall overall overall overall overall overall

support criteria

Setting up guidance  [n/r overall |100 n/r overall |9 n/r overall |13 n/r overall |n/a n/a n/a n/a n/r overall |n/a n/r overall |5 n/r overall |5 n/r overall |n/a n/r overall |20
2. Guiding potential documents
applicants / . _ 32 25 n/a 21 2 40 10 n/r overall |73 1,25 160 25 15 140 438 3 65 24 3 156 59 0,5 303 19 n/a 190
beneficiaries Providing guidance to 20 70

potentail applicants

3. Submitting and selecting applications for pre- |n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r G G n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r G G n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r
qualification
2. Submitting applications/proposals i i /i n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r i n/r /v n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r /i n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r n/r /T /v
Registering applications |32 25 100 T 21 147 1 82 472 2 69 535 2 160 840 1 68 34 5 65 122 5 156 293 0,16 303 192 0,16 190 179
5. Evaluating Assessing eligibility 5 21 5 82 60 69 20 160 5 65 5 156 2 303 2 190
PrOPOSa™ Tassessing quality of 50 21 20 82 70 54 473 5 65 5 156 6 248 6 170
proposals
Selecting projects 4 25 13 19 overall |19 40 overall |5 * overall  [* * overall  [* n/r overall |49 n/r overall |96 n/r overall |234 n/r overall |1 8 1
6. Selecting projects  [1nforming successful 1 21 21 1 82 10 * 69 * * 160 * 0 |54 0 n/a 65 n/a 156 2 303 76 2 190 48
and rejected applicants
_ Issuing documents and |4 25 13 66 21 173 66 29 204 * 49 * * 125 * 6 a1 31 1 43 5 1 93 13 2 210 53 2 158 20
7. Agr:telng on ERDFsettiing the contracts
SuPPO Processing complaints |/ 0 0 n/r 0 0 5 1 5 n/r 0 0 n/a n/a n/a n/r 0 0 1 30 B 1 10 2 20 5 2 16 B
Total time expenditure in hours/days|72 351 [142 401 [160 951 [62 882 43 865 |80 1.024_|20 261 |20 609 [15 380 [22 326
working month) 18 20 a8 a4 a3 51 13 30 19 16

nir: not relevant n/a: not available “Expenditure of time is included in process step5.
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Process step 1: Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support

As described in detail in the comparative process analysis (see 4.3.1), the activities and bodies
involved with process step 1 ‘Preparing and informing about specific theme-related ERDF support’
vary considerably across the Member States. It is hence not astonishing that the total expendi-
ture of time associated with this step is quite different. When looking at the figures in the table
above, it is important to remember the difference between the Member States where permanent
calls have been established (Austria, Germany and Netherlands) and the Member States making
use of temporary calls (Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia). In the case of a permanent call,
the effort in preparing the call and selection criteria are spent once at the beginning of the pro-
gramming period (apart from possible changes during the programming period). In the case of
temporary calls, effort is expended on preparing and launching a call for each call (apart from a
possible repeat of a call later in the programming period, which would considerably reduce the
efforts required).

At 274 days, the highest amount of time spent on process step 1 is in Germany. The total time
spent refers to the city selection procedure explained in detail in section 4.3.1 and the develop-
ment of the project selection criteria. The internal working group spent around 271 working days
on the city selection procedure; the working group consisted of three people who spent 90 per-
cent of their working time on this for six months. Developing the selection criteria took around
three working days, which were spent by employees of the MA and the IB. The 125 working days
spent in Austria refers within the programming process to the selection of areas from the com-
prehensive urban development plan STEP 05. It was not possible to obtain estimates from the
Netherlands on the resources spent on this process step.

In the three Member States with temporary calls the resources spent on process step 1 are con-
siderably lower as these relate to preparing and launching the specific calls, but do not include
the process of selecting/defining areas and exclude the efforts at local/municipality level. In Slo-
vakia, the five working days spent on process step 1 refer to the setting up of the terms of refer-
ence of the calls.

Process steps 2 to 7

Looking at the applicant-specific process steps 2 to 7 and the average time expended per appli-
cant, the overall process of providing guidance, evaluating the application, selecting a project and
agreeing on ERDF support takes most time in the Czech Republic (142 or 160 hours), followed by
the Netherlands (80 hours) and Austria (72 hours); least time is spent in Slovenia (15 or 22
hours) and Slovakia (20 hours).

Process step 2: Guiding potential applicants/beneficiaries

Figures for the average time spent on providing guidance per applicant are not available for all
Member States and calls. Comparability is affected by the fact that in relation to the funding of
municipalities in the Czech Republic and Germany, and Call 2 in Slovenia, there is data only for
the total amount of time spent on setting up guidance documents and guiding potential appli-
cants. At 35 hours, the highest amount of time on guidance per applicant is again spent in the
Netherlands. As in Themes 1 and 2, there is a pre-procedure in place requiring more resources
than in the other Member States. Assessing project ideas and providing guidance to potential
applicants in order to enhance project ideas via preliminary applications requires15 hours of
guidance on average. The other 20 hours are spent on meetings and assessing the preliminary
applications. With 32 hours per applicant on average, a comparatively high amount of time on
providing guidance is also spent in Austria. In Germany, providing guidance to the municipalities
selected for urban regeneration projects involves a kick-off meeting and a strategy meeting with
municipalities as well as networking activities

For further detailed information on how guidance is provided to applicants in the different Mem-
ber States see section 4.3.2.



COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS APPLIED IN COHESION POLICY PROGRAMMES 2007-2013 IN A
NUMBER OF MEMBER STATES - FINAL REPORT
93

Process step 5: Evaluating applications/proposals

Evaluating applications takes most time in the Netherlands (74 hours per application), followed
by Germany (62 hours per application submitted by a municipality; 42 hours per application
submitted by a SME) and the Czech Republic (56 or 46 hours per application). While in the Neth-
erlands three assessors per region are involved in evaluating an application, in the Czech Repub-
lic, applications are evaluated by up to eight people. In Germany both applications submitted by
municipalities and by SME’s are assessed by two people. While in the first case, it is a desk officer
and a leading desk officer or the head of the competent department of the IB 1), for the latter, it
is two desk officers at the IB 2. With 15 hours on average, evaluating applications takes least
time in Slovakia.

Process step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support

As is the case for R&D — Technology Transfer, in the Czech Republic ‘Agreeing on ERDF support’
takes considerably more time on average than in the other Member States, i.e. 66 hours per
applicant in this case. This is because successful applicants have to provide a significant number
of additional documents (e. g. permits, confirmations from the tax offices and the social and
health security office, etc.) at this late stage of the process. In the other Member States the
range is between 1 hour in Slovakia and six hours in the Netherlands. In Germany, the time for
issuing the documents and settling the contract is included in process step 5.

Complaints are reported only for Call 2 in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia. The average
processing time ranges from 1-2 to five hours per complaint.
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4.3.8 Concluding summary

As the ERDF support to urban development relates to local policy making and thus to the specific
national or regional governance context, the approaches to spatial development pursued (e. g.
integrated or not) and the administrative structures and procedures vary. This applies especially
to the extent to which the decentralised (local) level is involved in decision making (from pro-
gramming through launching calls to selecting projects). In the vast majority of calls studied a
pre-selection of projects is carried out at decentralised level - however the mechanisms used are
again diverse. In the case of the regional OP of Vienna/Austria projects were already “pre-
selected” when programming the OP. This is also the case in the Netherlands, where local targets
and budgets were defined when negotiating the OP. In other cases, e.g. the Czech Republic (de-
velopment poles of the regions) and Germany separate calls were carried out to select urban
regions for ERDF support to integrated development strategies. In Slovenia, the OP allocated a
budget to each region to implement their regional development strategies. In these cases “pre-
selection” of projects takes place at the decentralised level of the regions respectively cities. In
the case of Slovakia, only the evaluation of projects is carried out at a decentralised level by
seven IBs which operate at level of the self-governing regions.

The Austrian and Dutch programmes are unique in the sense that they are relatively small in
scale and are largely planned and implemented within the decentralised structures at city level.
ERDF funds are utilised to enhance local development strategies which exist irrespective of ERDF
support. High requirements are set with regard to the eligibility, quality and visibility of projects
to be supported by the ERDF. This is the only way to demonstrate the European added value in
these small programmes. However, as the range of time spent by the bodies involved in these
two cases illustrates, the approaches used in programming and evaluation/ selection differ con-
siderably. Austria chose to co-finance beacon projects via the ERDF and applied efficient selection
procedures. The Netherlands in contrast constitutes an example in which ERDF funds play an
essential role in shaping local development policy, a process which involves a broad spectrum of
local stakeholders in generating and deciding on projects.

In contrast to these two small programmes, all other calls studied have in common that the final
selection of projects is decided or at least “supervised” at the decentralised level. MAs and IBs
still play an essential role in project selection. This is also illustrated by the rejection rates for
projects at this level. It was not possible to estimate properly the time spent on pre-selection as
the process is organised so differently and it is not possible in all cases to delineate pre-selection
of projects from the drawing up of development programmes. In the case of Slovenia, evaluation
and selection by the IB at central level played a minor role in terms of time. This is expected to
change as the selection procedure was amended and the IB is now obliged to fill a stronger con-
trol function.

As two levels are involved in the evaluation and selection procedure in most cases, a balance has
to be struck between adequate controls on the one hand and duplication of work on the other. IT
support systems can be efficient tools for communication between levels in this respect (see
Czech Republic and Slovakia).

However, the study team considers guidance to applicants as key in generating good projects.
The study revealed that in most cases the IBs provide administrative support, but the implemen-
tation of integrated urban/ regional development strategies is above all a matter of strategy
building and project generation by local stakeholders. If the ERDF is to focus support explicitly on
integrated spatial strategies, more attention should be paid to improving bottom-up selection
procedures. This applies especially to the newer Member States which cannot build on similar
experience to the same extent as the older ones.
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COMPARATIVE PROCESS ANALYSIS - APPLICANTS’
PERSPECTIVE

The following sections analyse the effectiveness and efficiency of the project selection process
from the perspective of beneficiaries as well as rejected applicants, using the same approach as
for the administrative processes described in the previous chapter. In addition, the chapter also
provides an overview of the administrative burdens on applicants/beneficiaries per theme and
Member State.

The analysis in these sections is once again structured in accordance with the generic model in-
troduced in Chapter 2. The focus of the analysis is on the activities that applicants and beneficiar-
ies have to carry out in order to comply with the administrative framework for ERDF support. The
starting point is the degree to which potential applicants are informed/guided, especially about
the objectives, expected results, eligibility and selection rules, and criteria. Next, the process of
drafting and submitting an application for pre-qualification (where relevant) and/or a project pro-
posal/application are examined. Finally, the requirements that applicants have to comply with
when the selection process results in an agreement (e. g. contract, administrative decision) are
outlined.

Methodologically, the information presented in the following sections was mostly collected by
means of desk research, interviews with beneficiaries, as well as an online survey among appli-
cants across themes and countries. The online survey conducted among project beneficiaries and
rejected applicants per theme and country® asked these target groups about their level of satis-
faction with the selection criteria, the project selection procedures broken down into single proc-
ess steps, guidance provided, forms, the duration of the process, effectiveness, transparency,
etc. In addition, they were asked about their assessment of theses put to them in relation to
simplification recommendations. The interviews and the survey also served to ask applicants
about administrative burdens resulting from the project selection procedures (resources and
costs spent on complying with requirements).?

Country-specific results for key survey questions are provided as part of the Annex.

28 Demographic information of survey respondents (e. g. age, nationality, institution) is provided as part of the Annex.

2 The administrative burdens calculated only include the internal costs faced by beneficiaries; the external/outsourcing costs and
acquisition costs are not included in the total but presented separately, due to the reasons explained in the methodological approach in
Annex 7.
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Research & Development - Technology Transfer
First, the project selection process is examined from the perspective of the beneficiaries as well
as rejected applicants of the “Research & Development - Technology Transfer” theme.

All in all, survey respondents in theme 1 mostly indicated that they were satisfied with the appli-
cation and selection process. Roughly half (47 percent) rated the application and selection proc-
ess as very good or good; around 40 percent rated the process as fair, 12 percent rated it as
poor (Figure 17).

Figure 17: Overall I would rate the application and the selection process as... — Responses, Theme 1

Very good
mGood
= Fair

EPoor

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N=74

5.1.1 Process Step 1: Informing/ contact with authorities

Of survey respondents on the “"Research & Development - Technology Transfer” theme, 91 per-
cent reported that their application for funding had been successful. For only 39 percent of re-
spondents, was the ERDF funding application examined in the survey their first; the majority of
respondents (54 percent) had, however, applied for ERDF funding before. 7 percent did not
know. This is important to keep in mind when interpreting the results: those applicants who re-
peatedly apply for funding generally tend to have fewer problems with application documents and
procedures; this group represents the majority of survey respondents and answers provided.

When asked about their general knowledge about ERDF funding, 12 percent of survey respon-
dents in theme 1, said of themselves that they thought they knew a great deal about it; 58 per-
cent thought they knew a fair amount and only 30 percent claimed to know only a little about
ERDF funding (Figure 18). Therefore, a clear majority of respondents had fair or very good pro-
gramme knowledge.
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Figure 18: How much do you feel you generally know about ERDF funding, its goals and funded projects
in your country? - Responses, Theme 1

I know a great deal about
it

mI know a fair amount
about it

©Ionly know a little about it

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =74

The primary source for gathering knowledge about funding possibilities is, for all countries, the
Internet. Applicants mostly gather relevant information proactively from the websites of the au-
thorities involved (please see Chapter 4 for an overview of bodies responsible); this was true for
both survey respondents and interviewees. Smaller groups hear about ERDF funding through a
conversation, an event or their jobs (Figure 19).

Figure 19: What were the most important channels of information for you to learn about ERDF funding? -
Responses, Theme 1*°

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% 49%

50% -

40%
32%

23%
15%
. .
Job

Event Brochure Media

30% -

20% -

10% -

%

Internet/Website Conversation

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =74

3% Respondents were able to select one or more answers. Percentages may therefore add up to more than 100%.
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Other sources for gathering knowledge of funding possibilities mentioned in the interviews with
beneficiaries include professional networks, colleagues, or industry partners. Depending on the
type and size of the applying organisation, gathering knowledge about funding possibilities is a
task taken care of by very different people in the organisation -- by legal personnel, business
development managers, project managers, etc. In some cases (for instance at universities),
beneficiaries indicated that there are dedicated departments dealing with the management and
preparation of funding applications.

When asked more concretely about their overall experience with familiarising themselves with
ERDF funding opportunities and collecting information for an application, survey respondents
were fairly satisfied with most aspects (Figure 20). A large number of respondents said that they
knew when and how to apply and also who to contact in case of questions. The necessary forms
and documents were generally available; information about selection criteria for funding was also
mostly available. Interviewees also reported that selection/award criteria are, in most cases,
publicly available on the web pages of the relevant institutions. Only in one case, Austria, were
the official selection criteria not mentioned directly in the application documents. They did, how-
ever, contain the funding aims and the objectives the projects were to comply with. Neverthe-
less, a quarter of respondents apparently had problems with finding information about selection
criteria.

Figure 20: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of collecting informa-
tion and preparing for your application. - Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 1°*

100% -

50% 4 89% 88% 88%
80% -
71%
70% -

60% -
51%

50% - 48%

40% -
30% - 25%
20% -

10% 10%
0% 7% 0%

10% -
L] ] L]

0% T T T T ]
Information about how If I had questions about All necessary documents Information aboutthe All documents, forms, and

and when to apply was the application process, I and forms were readily selection criteria for criteria were
readily available knew who to ask available funding was readily  understandable, clear and
available user-friendly

Agreement M Disagreement

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =74

The highest level of discontent voiced in both the survey and interviews related to how under-
standable, clear and user-friendly the documents, forms and criteria were: 48 percent of survey
respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement “all document, forms, and crite-
ria were understandable, clear and user-friendly”. But there were differences across countries in
the opinions on how reader-friendly and understandable the overall guiding documents. The
documents and instructions were judged to be mostly helpful, understandable, clear and user-
friendly in Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany and the Netherlands. The most difficulties were
reported in Slovakia and Slovenia. In these two countries, instructions were judged to be rather
long and complicated -- and, consequently, harder to understand.

31 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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In the process of gathering relevant funding information and preparing for the application, a clear
majority of survey respondents (84 percent) reported having direct contact with the relevant
authorities. Seventy-seven percent of those who had direct contact with the authorities also indi-
cated that they had a single point of contact there. However, the overall number of interactions
with the authorities varied significantly across countries and from case to case -- from no interac-
tion at all in some cases (Germany) to several face-to-face interactions and numerous phone
calls (Austria).

The numbers of interactions reported in the survey ranged from 1-3 to more than 10 interac-
tions; in fact, 15 percent of respondents indicated that they had had more than 10 interactions
with authorities (Figure 21).

Figure 21: To the best of your recollection, how many interactions (phone calls, emails, etc.) did you

approximately have with the authorities to obtain information on funding possibilities and the applica-
tion process? - Responses, Theme 1*?
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Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 56

5.1.2 Process Step 4: Submitting proposals/applications

When it comes to the extensiveness of application documents, there are major differences across
calls according to the figures researched by this study’s country assessors. The shortest applica-
tion form is in Austria. Here an application only comprises 20 to 30 pages; no annexes have to be
provided. Hence, the call and OP with the smallest financial volume also has the slimmest appli-
cation in terms of pages to fill in. More pages need to be handed in Germany -- while the applica-
tion form is rather short, additional annexes have to be provided. The Netherlands come next
moving up the scale. Slovenia, Slovakia and the Czech Republic are the countries with the most
comprehensive applications. Here, applications can be up to 500 or even 1,000 pages long (Table
38).

32“Don’t know” responses not shown.
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Table 38: R&D - extensiveness of application document
number of pages
Country Call Application form Annexes Total
Guideline Promotion of
Austria Corporate Research and ca. 20-30 none ca. 20-30
Development
Popularisation of Science and ca. 50 ca. 50 - 1000 100 - 1050
Technology
Czech Republic .
Information Infrastructure for ca. 50 ca. 50 - 1000 100 - 1050
R&D
Technology Transfer Centers ca. 50 ca.50-1000 100 - 1050
Guideline R&D 13 -14 ca.35-45 ca. 48 -59
Germany
Guideline technology transfer 10 ca.20-30 ca.30 -40
IStr;engthetn}tr?g knhowllu.terc]jged usually ca. 10 - 90
clusters nutrition, heaith an two extremes with | 22 - 102
Netherlands technology; Max. 12
. S . 700 and 1000 usually
Strengthening innovation and
; . pages
business competitiveness
OPVaV-2009/2.2/05 Support no information no information . no
of R&D centres, Support of obtained obtained information
R&D Scheme obtained
Slovakia | 5pyav-2009/2.1/03 Support
of ExcetILence_:”Cenftres _netvxllork no information no information to 1000
as the piilar of regiona obtained obtained up to
development and support of
supra-regional cooperation
Public call for development 17 pages of forms no information
Slovenia and complete 300 - 500

centres of slovene economy

business plan

obtained

The extent/length of the actual application documents also varied significantly in the perception
of applicants across countries (Table 39). When asked how many documents had to be submitted
for the ERDF application, average answers ranged from two (Austria) to more than 30 (Slovakia).
When it came to the length of documents submitted for the application (in pages), the shortest
application was around 35 pages long (Austria) while the longest had roughly 570 pages (Slova-
kia). Hence, the information provided by authorities on the extent of application documents is
roughly in line with the perception of applicants.
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Meanwhile, it is important to note that, when compared to the other themes (see sections be-
low), the documents to be submitted for the application were, according to the statements of
applicants, on average shortest in theme 1.

Table 39: Number and length of application documents submitted — Averages Theme 1, by Country

Number of Documents Length of Documents

Submitted for Submitted for
Application Application (pages)
Austria Mean|2,00 35,00
N 1 1
. Mean| 14,67 101,00
Czech Republic N 3 3
German Mean|10,36 74,16
Y N 50 50
Mean|10,60 73,00
Netherlands N 5 5
. Mean|30,63 569,38
Slovak Republic N 8 8
Slovenia Mean|18,83 170,83
N 6 6
Total Mean|13,36 136,86
N 73 73

There was a variation in applicants’ opinions on the most complex, resource- and time-intensive
parts of the application (cost drivers). In Austria, the calculation/budget was judged to be the
most complex and time-intensive part of the application. In other countries, it was building the
consortium and arranging co-financing (Netherlands), the feasibility study and construction
documentation (Czech Republic), the business plan (Slovenia), the project description (Germany,
Slovakia) and filling out the application form (Germany).

There were similar differences in the extent to which applicants felt able to re-use existing data.
While in Slovenia everything had to be prepared from scratch, applicants in Austria and Slovakia
reported that it was possible to re-use information about the institution and CVs -- but not appli-
cation-specific information. In the Netherlands and the Czech Republic, respondents indicated
that they re-used previous project ideas, concepts and plans. In Germany, applicants reported
that the share of possible re-use of data (about the institution and the project idea) varied be-
tween none and 30 percent.

Different types of individual were typically involved in the preparation of applications, from man-
aging directors, to project managers, financial managers, construction managers, specialists for
specific activities, or researchers. While applicants in Austria and Germany appear not to use any
external support, applicants in the other four countries report the use of external support to a
varying degree and for varying tasks: project management (Czech Republic), legal, financial and
overall guidance (Netherlands), or supervision of the preparation of the application (Slovakia).

In numerous cases, applicants also relied on the external support of experts/consultants in the
actual application process. Overall, 33 percent of respondents indicated having received this kind
of external support, sometimes from more than one source Applicants who used the support of
outside experts/consultants were also asked to indicate what kind of experts/consultants they
involved. Most popular was the support of grant writers and management consultants (Figure
22).
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Figure 22: What kind of outside experts/consultants did you involve? - Responses, Theme 1%

Grant writer 22%
Management Consultant
Engineer/Technician/Architect
Accountant/Auditor

Lawyer

Professional/Scientific Association

Chamber
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Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =74

Application documents were submitted in various ways -- according to survey respondents.
Mail/post predominated (64 percent), followed by personal delivery (22 percent) and web-based
application software (8 percent). Interviews with applicants showed differences by country, online
and postal were most popular in Austria and the Netherlands, while in other countries it was per-
sonal delivery (Czech Republic), post or personal delivery (Slovakia), or only postal (Germany
and Slovenia). Thus, it seems that postal and personal submission are still the preferred way of
submitting proposals, although online submission is possible in the majority of calls

Figure 23: How did you submit the application? - Responses, Theme 13*

By regular mail (post)

m Web-based application
software

W Personaldelive
64% Y

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =74

33 Respondents were able to select one or more answers. Percentages may therefore add up to more than 100%.
34 “Don't know” responses not shown.
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Once applications had been submitted, almost all respondents were informed by authorities that
the application had been received. However, a large group of respondents apparently had the
feeling that the selection process did not always go smoothly from there on; a third felt that
there were unnecessary delays in the selection process. A majority of respondents was not told
by authorities how long the selection process would take (Figure 24).

Figure 24: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of the submission and
selection process. - Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 1°°
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After I submitted my application, I was There were no unnecessary delays in After I submitted my application, I was
informed that my application had been the selection process informed how long the selection process
received would take
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Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =74

Respondents mostly indicated that it took authorities quite a while to inform applicants about the
selection decision once a complete funding application had been submitted. Most respondents
estimated the time span between submission of their application and information about the selec-
tion decision to have been less than three to six months. However, the selection process took
between six and 12 months according to 15 percent of respondents. These indications of the time
span largely reflect the picture obtained in the analysis of the authorities’ perspective.

Meanwhile, the time span between submission of the application and selection of proposal varied
widely for interviewees across countries: from 26 to 40 weeks in the Netherlands, to 32 weeks
(Czech Republic), four to 24 weeks (Germany), and up to 12 months (Slovakia).

3 “Don't know” responses not shown.
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Figure 25: To the best of your recollection: please estimate the following time spans; Time span between
submission of the application and information about the selection decision - Responses, Theme 13

Less than 1 month
m | ess than 3 months
mLess than 6 months

M| ess than 12 months

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =74

The following table summarises selected characteristics of this process step for theme 1 obtained
in interviews with beneficiaries.

3 “Don't know” responses not shown.
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Table 40: R&D - selected characteristics, applicants’ perspective

Most complex,
resource- and time-

intensive parts of the
application (cost-

Time-span between
submission of the
application and
selection of proposal

Time-span between
selection of proposal
and settling of the
contract (weeks)

Application: reuse of existing data possible?
What kind of and to what extent?

comments

Selection results published / noted?

comments

Austria

Guideline Promotion
of Corporate
Research and
Development

drivers)?

calculation / budget

(weeks)

not available

6 weeks

yes/no

yes

information about the
institute and CVs. But
not application-specific
information

yes/no

es

<

letter with the decision

Czech Republic

Popularisation of
Science and
Technology

procedures had not
been completed

procedures had not
been completed

procedures had not
been completed

procedures had not been
completed

procedures had not been
completed

procedures had not been
completed

procedures had not been
completed

Information
Infrastructure for
R&D

feasibility study,
construction
documentation

32 weeks

16 weeks

partially

respondents used some
of the existing data
(project idea/ concept)

yes

website

Technology
Transfer Centers

procedures had not
been completed

procedures had not
been completed

procedures had not
been completed

procedures had not been
completed

procedures had not been
completed

procedures had not been
completed

procedures had not been
completed

share of possible re-use

selection results are
communicated to the
applicants via official
notification of approval

centres of Slovene
economy.

prepared from scratch

Guideline R&D project description between 4 and 24 weeks|between 4 and 36 weeks|yes of data varies between no clear picture (in one case upfront
Germany 0% and 30% phone call). As regards
the publication of the
selection results there is
no clear picture
Guideline application form 8 weeks 3 months es ca. 40% of the required es via phone
technology transfer PP Y information was at hand Y P
Strengthening
knowledge clusters
nutrition, health and .
- . . . . . mostly communicated by
technology building the consortium duration total selection . using previous plans / ;
Netherlands . X ' . 26-40 weeks X sometimes . yes phone, and formal via a
Strengthening & arranging co-financing process: 9-24 months periods letter
innovation and
business
competitiveness
OPVaVv-2009/2.2/05 CVs, lists of publications,
Support of R&D . - general description of published on the web
centres, Support of project description up to 12 months about 2 months yes the University, financial yes site of the MA/IB
R&D Scheme data
OPVaV-2009/2.1/03
Slovakia Support of
Excellence Centres . -
CVs, lists of publications,
network as the P .
illar of regional project description up to 12 months about 2 months yes general description of yes published on the web
P the University, financial site of the MA/IB
development and
data
support of supra-
regional
cooperation
z:\tl)lel(l:oc?’rl:efgtr everything had to be published to media and
Slovenia P business plan not available 5 months no Y 9 yes simultaneously they

were published online
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5.1.3 Process Step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support

Once a decision on the application has been made by the administrative body responsible, appli-
cants are usually informed by phone, by letter, or online. In some cases, beneficiaries voiced
discontent because the media learnt about who had been granted support before beneficiaries
did. The time span between selection of a proposal and the finalisation of the contract usually
took fewer than three months; however, for around a quarter respondents, this took up to six or
12 months (Figure 26).

Figure 26: To the best of your recollection: please estimate the following time spans; Time span between
selection of your proposal and settling of the contract - Responses, Theme 1%’

Less than 1 month
mless than 3 months
mlLess than 6 months
Hless than 12 months

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N=74

Respondents mostly indicated that the process of publishing selection decisions was transparent.
The majority of respondents also felt that the criteria for evaluating applications and project se-
lection were appropriate and fair (Figure 27). Only in some cases was an explanation for the se-
lection provided.

Figure 27: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of the submission and
selection process. — Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 13
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Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =74

37 “Don't know” responses not shown.
% “Don't know” responses not shown.
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Applicants reported in several instances that they had to add to or revise application documents.
Examples of documents that needed to be submitted at this stage include, for instance, a feasibil-
ity study, financial plan, detailed timetables or further details about the economic situation of the
company. Therefore, some applicants merely had to provide additional information on formalities
that they knew in advance they would have to provide at this stage. In other cases, essential
information for selection only had to be provided at this stage; this finding corresponds to the
impression gained from the analysis of the administrative perspective in Chapter 4, indicating the
risk of “re-negotiation” of substance.

All in all, the number of pages to be handed in at this stage differs across countries, according to
the statement of beneficiaries in the interviews conducted. There is a correlation between the
calls with the highest amounts of funding per project on average and the number of pages. This
reflects the complexity of large R&D projects. The Czech Republic, for example, provides average
funding of EUR 8-9 million per project and requires additional information in the magnitude of
200 pages. Slovakia, with average funding per project of EUR 2.25- 3.72 million, requires 10 to
100 pages. For Germany, with average funding below one million euro, it is 10 pages. Austria,
which has the smallest amount of funding on average, does not ask for any additional informa-
tion in addition to the signed contract. Since Slovenia requires that beneficiaries consist of sev-
eral parties and that they set up a new business, this represents a special case.

Table 41: R&D - extensiveness of documentation for contracting

Agreeing on support: Additional forms CEIEEIE) G QUi e [Ereine;

and documents for contracting?

forms and documents (number of

pages)
. Guideline Promotion of Corporate . .
Austria Research and Development None besides the contract Not applicable
Popularisation of Science and Technology|Selection process not yet finalised Selection process not yet finalised
Czech Republic|Information Infrastructure for R&D Yes ca. 200 p.
Technology Transfer Centers Selection process not yet finalised Selection process not yet finalised
Guideline R&D Not detailed. Not detailed.
Germany
Guideline technology transfer Yes, details on economic situation of the 10 pages
company
Strengthening knowledge clusters . -
Netherlands nutrition, health and technology; Only applicable for two projects (funds) [Not relevant
OPVaV-2009/2.2/05 Support of R&D
centres, Support of R&D Scheme Yes about 10 to 100 pgs
Slovakia OPVaV-2009/2.1/03 Support of
Excellence Centres network as the pillar
of regional development and support of Yes about 10 to 100 pgs
supra-regional cooperation
Slovenia Public call for development centres of Yes ban_k warranty 1 page . o
slovene economy business agreement still in negotiation
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5.1.4 Administrative Burden

The table below shows the administrative burden on (potential) beneficiaries applying for ERDF
funding in theme 1, based on internal costs. The horizontal axis shows the hourly wages and per
process step the median time spent per (potential) applicant/beneficiary, the quantities (in num-
ber of applications) and the (internal) administrative burden, and totals the time and burden for
each country on the vertical axis. In the last column, the ratio of the administrative burden to the
expenditure (until 31.12.2010 resp. on the selected calls) is presented.*

Table 42: R&D - Administrative burden per process step and Member State

Process steps

Hourly wage 1:. !n_formal pr:-pr:ce:;yre:
(in euro) A rawing up and submitting
inorming project ideas/project

outlines

7. Agreeing on ERDF Totals
support/preparing
documents for contracting

4. Drawing up and
submitting applications

Austria 22.750 0 80.763 112.613 (4,27%

Czech Republic |12 8 35 37 12.950 0 67 37 24,790 3 12 360 105 38.100 0,03%

Germany 46 43 10 1365 607.425 |33 1365 2.004.503|116 1178 6.080.836 |18 885 708.885 |177 9.401.649|2,90%

The Netherlands |37 35 40 60 86.400 50 60 108.000 |780 12 336.960 |180 12 77.760 1050 609.120 |n/a

Slovakia 8 5 53 136 46.852 0 240 136 212.160 |20 37 4.810 313 263.822 [0,24%

Slovenia 18 19 32 42 24.864 0 430 42 334.110 |8 23 3.404 470 362.378 |0,15%

The total burden is highest in Germany because of the outstandingly large number of potential
applicants who submitted a project outline (1,365) and of applicants (1,178).

As explained within the comparative process analysis on the administrations’ side (see 4.1.2), in
Germany and the Netherlands the entire process is more complex than in the other Member
States. It involves an informal pre-procedure which is listed as an additional process step (1a
Informal pre-procedure) in the table above. The pre-procedure in Germany allows applicants to
submit a project outline before the formal application; in the Netherlands applicants have to fill in
and submit an orientation form before the formal application.

Looking at the entire process, it is most time-consuming in the Netherlands with 1,050 hours on
average. The Dutch procedure would be the most time-consuming even if the time spent on the
informal pre-procedure were not included. The entire process is also comparatively time-
consuming in Slovenia and Slovakia, though significantly less so than in the Netherlands; it takes
least time in Austria. By comparison with the other Member States and with the information pro-
vided by the administrations (see 4.1 on the process and administrative costs), the time indica-
tions for Czech Republic seem to be very low, especially for the last two process steps. One rea-
son might be the comparatively low number of responses: only five respondents from interviews
and survey in total, of which only two quantified the time spent ‘Drawing up and submitting pro-
posals/applications’ (process step 4).

When looking at the individual process steps, the picture is diverse. Potential applicants spend
the most time on informing themselves and getting acquainted with the funding possibilities and
the procedure (process step 1) in Slovakia followed by the Netherlands. German potential appli-
cants spend the least time on this. Process step 1 ‘Informing’ involves all possible activities for
getting acquainted with the funding possibilities and the process, i.e. participating in events,
downloading and reading material, receiving guidance from the administration, etc.

Drawing up and submitting the application (process step 3) takes most time in the Netherlands,
followed by Slovenia and Slovakia, and least time in Czech Republic. The Dutch spent the most
time on step 4 ‘Preparing documents for contracting’; they are followed by Slovakia and Ger-
many; the least time is spent in the Czech Republic. The result for Czech Republic does not cor-
respond to the description and resources associated with this step on the part of the administra-
tion, see 4.1. It seems to be underestimated, which might be due to low number of interviewees.

3 For the Czech Republic and Slovenia the ratio refers to the budget instead of the expenditure as data on the actual expenditure was
not available. As regards the Netherlands, data was only available at the level of the relevant Priority Axis and only until 31.12.2009.
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External/outsourcing costs

In all six Member States, use is made of external experts in the application process for theme 1,
but to a different extent and with different associated costs. The table below illustrates the costs
associated with the use of external experts per Member State, indicating the number of quanti-
fied responses, and the median, minimum and maximum costs indicated.

Table 43: R&D - External/outsourcing costs

External/outsourcing costs (in euro)

DE NL SK
Number of quantifications 6 6 4
MEDIAN 600 20.892 1.750 40.000 2.500 20.000
MIN 400 5.000 10 10.000 1.000 2.000
MAX 8.500 36.783 10.000 100.000 150.000 200.000

The highest media indicated for external support for drafting an application for ERDF funding in
theme 1 is in the Netherlands, followed by the Czech Republic and Slovenia.

Acquisition/Equipment costs

In addition to internal costs (see above), applicants may face costs for equipment and supplies

associated with their application for ERDF funding. The table below shows the acquisition costs

indicated in interviews or the survey, showing the number of quantified responses, and the me-
dian, minimum and maximum costs.

Table 44: R&D - Acquisition/equipment costs

MEDIAN 100 1.781 500 200.000 3.000 0
MIN 50 61 50 200.000 2.500 0
MAX 500 3.500 50.000 200.000 7.800 0

Fewer than 25 percent of respondents in any Member State provided quantified information on
acquisition costs, there is no data at all for Slovenia. The cost indicated varies to a great extent
across the Member States. Furthermore, the one figure provided for the Netherlands and one of
the indications for Germany seems to be out of scope. As a result, it is not possible to give an
indication of the ‘normally efficient” acquisition cost.

The types of acquisition/equipment cost in addition to internal costs are supply of information
material, forms etc. (if relevant), office supplies used for the preparation of the application, i.e.
computer, printer/copier, toner, paper, folders, phone and internet costs, postage, fees to obtain
external documents to be annexed to the application as, e. g. extracts from the commercial reg-
ister; and the costs associated with the verification of documents to be annexed to the applica-
tion.
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5.1.5 Concluding Summary

Overall, a clear majority of respondents had good or very good programme knowledge. The pri-
mary source everywhere for gathering knowledge about funding possibilities is the internet; but
word-of-mouth comes close behind. Other sources for gathering knowledge of funding possibili-
ties mentioned include professional networks, colleagues, or industry partners.

Applicants appear to know when and how to apply, and who to contact in case of questions. The
necessary forms and documents were generally available; information about selection criteria for
funding was also mostly available. However, roughly half of the applicants indicated that they
thought that documents, forms, and criteria are not always understandable, clear and user-
friendly. This is an area to which authorities should pay attention and where further work is
needed.

When compared to the other themes (see sections below), the documents to be submitted for the
application were on average shortest in the perception of applicants in theme 1. However, there
were major differences across calls. The shortest application form is in Austria. Slovenia, Slovakia
and the Czech Republic are the countries with more comprehensive applications. Here, applica-
tions can be up to 500 or even 1,000 pages long. In a third of cases, applicants relied on the
external support of experts/consultants for tackling these application requirements.

It seems that postal and personal submission are still the preferred means of submitting propos-
als although online submission is possible in the majority of calls. Once applications had been
submitted, about a third of applicants felt that there were unnecessary delays in the selection
process; and apparently it mostly took authorities quite a while to inform applicants of the selec-
tion decision. Nevertheless, respondents mostly indicated that selection decisions were published
in a transparent manner and also felt that the criteria for evaluating applications and project se-
lection were appropriate and fair.

The total administrative burden associated with R&D - Technology Transfer projects is highest in
Germany due to the outstandingly large number of (potential) applicants. In terms of resources,
the process is most complex and time-consuming in the Netherlands.
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Innovations in SMEs
The next section examines the project selection process from the perspective of the beneficiaries
as well as rejected applicants in the “Innovations in SMEs” theme.

All in all, survey respondents in theme 2 again mostly indicated that they were satisfied with the
application and selection process. Almost the same share of respondents as in theme 1 (48 per-
cent) rated the application and selection process as very good or good; 38 percent rated the
process as fair but a slightly higher share of 15 percent rated it as poor (Figure 28).

Figure 28: Overall I would rate the application and the selection process as... — Responses, Theme 2

Very good
mGood
= Fair

EPoor

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =249

5.2.1 Process Step 1: Informing/ contact with authorities

The success rates of survey respondents’ applications in the “Innovations in SMEs” theme were
slightly lower than in theme 1: 82 percent reported that their application for funding had been
successful. Similarly to theme 1, for only 39 percent of respondents the ERDF funding application
examined in the survey was their first; the majority of respondents (59 percent) had applied for
ERDF funding before; 2 percent did not know.

When asked about their general knowledge about ERDF funding, survey respondents’ answers in
theme 2 were also similar to those in theme 1, with a clear majority indicating that they knew a
great deal or a fair amount about ERDF funding.
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Figure 29: How much do you feel you generally know about ERDF funding, its goals and funded projects
in your country? - Responses, Theme 2

I know a great deal about
it

mI know a fair amount
about it

©Ionly know a little about it

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249

Most applicants in theme 2 also find information about funding opportunities on authorities’
homepages, but they cite newsletters, brochures or personal/professional contacts, too. In addi-
tion, applicants mentioned support from consultants, chambers of commerce or simply previous
funding experience as their main sources of information. Often, in the case of temporary calls,
open calls are announced before they are actually published and companies are waiting for them
to open, regularly checking their information channels for new updates. Only in very few cases,
do the media appear to be a relevant source of information.

According to the information provided by beneficiaries in the interviews, depending on the type
and size of the organisation, the background research on the ERDF funding opportunities is again
carried out by very different individuals in an organisation, such as company owners, project
managers, financial/sales managers, technicians -- or, to a larger extent than in theme 1, exter-
nal consultants.
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Figure 30: What were the most important channels of information for you to learn about ERDF funding? -
Responses, Theme 2%

100% -
90% -
80% -
20% - 69%
60% -
50% -

40% A
30% 299,

30% -
22% 19%
20% -
1%
10% -

%

Internet/WebS|te Event Conversation Brochure Media

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249

When asked more concretely about their overall experience with familiarising themselves with
ERDF funding opportunities and collecting information for an application, respondents were once
again fairly satisfied with most aspects (Figure 31). A very high percentage of respondents again
reported that they knew when and how to apply and also who to contact in case of questions.
The necessary forms and documents were generally available. Selection criteria were available on
websites and applicants were aware of them in the application documents. In the case of Slove-
nia, applicants mentioned that they thought that a self-assessment tool that provides feedback
on the criteria is a good instrument for making companies aware of the selection and award crite-
ria and their eligibility.

The highest level discontent was once again voiced in relation to how understandable, clear and
user-friendly forms, documents and criteria were: 56 percent of respondents disagreed or
strongly disagreed with the statement “all document, forms, and criteria were understandable,
clear and user-friendly”. But there were differences in the opinions on the documents across
countries. According to interviewees, documents and forms were particularly hard to understand
for applicants who had no previous experience of applying for funding. In the particular case of
Austria, however, applicants noted that forms were clearer and more understandable than in
other EU programmes. In Slovenia, applicants who had experience with DIP09 agreed that there
had been a very big improvement compared to DIP08. Respondents also appreciated that con-
crete examples had been given and additional explanations added in the guidance documents.

40 Respondents were able to select one or more answers. Percentages may therefore add up to more than 100%.
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Figure 31: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of collecting informa-
tion and preparing for your application. - Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 2*
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1
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1
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If I had questions about  Information about how All necessary documents Information aboutthe All documents, forms, and
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the application process, I and when to apply was and forms were readily selection criteria for criteria were
knew who to ask readily available available funding was readily  understandable, clear and
available user-friendly

Agreement ®Disagreement

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249

In the process of finding gathering relevant funding information and preparing for the application,
a significantly smaller group than in theme 1 (67 percent) reported having direct contact with the
relevant authorities. And only 59 percent of those who had direct contact with authorities indi-
cated that they had a single point of contact there. The overall number of interactions with the
authorities, however, once more varied significantly across countries and from case to case --
from no interaction at all in some cases to up to 50 telephone calls (Germany in both cases).
Figure 32: To the best of your recollection, how many interactions (phone calls, emails, etc.) did you

approximately have with the authorities to obtain information on funding possibilities and the applica-
tion process? - Responses, Theme 2

100% ~
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80% -
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7-10 More than 10

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249

“1 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
42 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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5.2.2 Process Step 3.a: Submitting applications for pre-qualification (APQ)

In the two countries where applications for pre-qualification are relevant in this theme (Czech
Republic and Germany), applicants were also mostly satisfied with the availability of the docu-
ments and how understandable they were. Only in a few cases were ambiguities or problems with
definitions. The extent of the pre-application to be filled out (i.e. extensiveness of documents)
varied according to the information from applicants. While applicants in the Czech Republic re-
ported that two documents had to be filled in (registration application and financial reports for
assessment of financial health), applicants in Germany reported a range of between two and four
documents/forms: project outline form, financial planning/calculations, project plan with mile-
stones, description of the company/research institute.

This indicates the different approaches towards APQs in these two countries. While an application
for pre-qualification in the Czech Republic clearly serves to check the eligibility of a pro-
ject/applicant, in Germany more emphasis is placed on discussing the project idea. While in the
Czech Republic, eligibility criteria and the economic health are checked by staff of the IB, in Ger-
many, the project outline is discussed by the Selection Committee, which provides recommenda-
tions for further project development (see section 4.2.4).

According to the information provided in interviews, pre-applications are, again, prepared and
submitted, by very different individuals in an organisation -- mostly project managers, finan-
cial/technical managers, or owners/managing directors. About half the respondents indicated that
they had used external consultants for the pre-application. While some applicants said that they
could use data from previous applications, others could not. However, none of the interviewees
felt that there were specifically resource- and time-intensive parts of the pre-application.

Pre-applications are submitted online (via IMS “eAccount”) in the Czech Republic. Most of the
German applicants used both online and postal submission. The time span from submission of the
pre-application to the invitation to submit a full proposal again varied -- from just one day (Czech
Republic) to up to 12 months (Germany). This variation again reflects the different nature of the
APQ in the selection process in different countries.

5.2.3 Process Step 4: Submitting proposals/applications

The extensiveness of the application documents again varied widely across countries. An outline
of the official figures obtained by the country assessors as well as explanations for some of the
variations is provided in Table 45.

Meanwhile, some beneficiaries (particularly in Slovakia, Slovenia) reported ambiguities in the
interviews or found the documents so complex that they hired external consultants to support
them. Others questioned whether all forms were indeed relevant and all information to be pro-
vided added value. Some noted, that the focus in the application documents is currently on pro-
viding “bureaucratic details” -- while the focus should instead be on the expected results of the
projects.
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number of pages
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Country Registration Application form Annexes Total Comments
- - . . no
. o no information no information . .
Austria RTDI Guideline obtained obtained |nformat|on
obtained
Programme "INOVACE" - 6
N . + 10 pages
Innovation Projects (1.7.2009 N h ca. 10 up to 100 up to 126
financial
31.12.2009)
statement
Programme "INOVACE" - LrJ\EI tz.rl]S
Czech Republic | Industrial Property Rights 'ﬁn “nc'i -Cl’ ca. 9 15 - 60 35-84
(IRP) (16.6.2008 - 28.2.2009) ancia
statement
6
Programme "POTENCIAL" . .
(start and end of +fi1r?a$ua:iga(las up toalnsnoe;?ecsludlng up to 166
calls:15.7.2008-30.11.2009)
statement
Ma’("ifc%es Max. 20
P ] average 10 pages 5-9,
- ) outline)
German Guideline on Innovation + letter of plus 2-4 pages plus balance ca. 20 - 35
Y Support intent of the expenses and sheets and profit '
! . financial planning | and loss accounts
consortium
partners
Strengthenllr?g knowledge usually ca. 10 - 90
clusters nutrition, health and two extremes with usually 20 -
Netherlands technology; Max. 12 700 and 1000 100
'Strengthening innovation and ages
business competitiveness pag
The difference depended
KaHR-111SP-0902 Innovation on the investment projects.
and technology transfers, sub- 30 - 50 Projects range from
measure 1.1.1 Support for in some cases 20 - 270 50 - 300 purchase of machinery to
introducing innovation and reported construction. In the latter
technology transfers (de P case annex comprised all
minimis) construction project
documentation
Ka?:;iiDygggitii;ZS?: of no information no information ca. 60
al a P obtained obtained a.
enterprises (de minimis)
KaHR-111SP-1001 Innovation
Slovakia and technology transfers, sub-
1.1.1 Support for no information no information no
measure 2.1. i ! ! information Call not finalised
introducing innovation and obtained obtained .
obtained
technology transfers (state
aid)
The difference depended
DOP2008-SIP001 Support for on the ilnvestment projects.
starting entrepreneurs 30 -50 20 - 270 P?Jects ;ang(;}from t
(common call of the OP CEG in some cases in some cases 50 - 300 E(;Jr:gtrausciign r?fmctr:gelgzteor
and OP Employment and reported reported . N
Social Inclusion) case annex comprised all
construction project
documentation
Direct incentives for ioint TOTAL: 38 + Total number especially
dlrv | ! m ntl\-linv ErJn Int financial plan + no information 100 - 500 depends on the length of
eve Sg.e:ts R DIF?SO9 € time plan + obtained the Project implementation
proj documents / proofs plan
Strategic research- Total number especially
Slovenia development projects in TOTAL: blank 34 no |nfor_mat|on ca. 100 depengls on the length _of
companies pages obtained the Project |r|nplementat|on
plan
Public call for co-financing of Total number especially
purchase of new technology FORM: 6 pages + 9 no information 50 - 100 depends on the length of
equipment in period 2009- pages of contract obtained the Project implementation
2011 plan

The extent/length of the application documents also varied significantly across countries accord-
ing to applicants. When asked in survey how many documents had to be submitted for the ERDF
application, average answers ranged from eight (Austria) to more than 60 (Czech Republic).
When it came to the length of documents submitted for the application (in pages), the shortest
application was around 60 pages long (Germany) while the longest had roughly 200 pages
(Czech Republic).
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Table 46: Number and length of application documents submitted — Averages Theme 2, by Countries

Number of Documents Length of Documents

Submitted for
Application

Submitted for
Application (pages)

Austria Mean|8,00 90,00
N 2 2
. Mean|61,33 202,20
Czech Republic N 177 177
German Mean|11,40 61,20
Y N 10 10
Mean|12,11 110,00
Netherlands N 9 9
. Mean|24,73 127,10
Slovak Republic N 30 30
Slovenia Mean 54,90 104,75
N 20 20
Total Mean|51,96 174,75
N 249 249

Again, there was also variation in the opinions about the most complex, resource- and time-
intensive parts of the application (cost drivers). In Austria and Germany, the project description
and calculation were judged to be the most complex and time-intensive parts of the application.
Building the consortium and arranging co-financing (Netherlands), the feasibility study (Czech
Republic), project implementation and the financial plan (Slovenia), financial analysis and public
procurement (Slovakia) were also mentioned.

This again indicates the correspondence between high project complexity, and complex applica-
tion and selection procedures. Similarly, there were once more differences in the perceived ex-
tent to which the re-use of existing data was possible. Around half the applicants indicated that
they could re-use existing data (especially from the project outline and financial data) -- the pro-
portion of data which could be re-used varied from 10-60 percent. Some applicants could not re-
use any information, however.

The types of individual involved in the preparation of applications were roughly the same as in
theme 1. However, the use of external support in the preparation of the application was far more
pronounced than in theme 2. Some applicants in all countries used external support -- mostly for
legal, financial and overall guidance; overall, a very large group of 73 percent of respondents
indicated that they had received such kind of external support. The most popular was again the
support of grant writers. They were followed by management consultants (Figure 33).
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Figure 33: What kind of outside experts/consultants did you involve? - Responses, Theme 2

Grant writer 52%
Management Consultant

Accountant/Auditor

Engineer/Technician/Architect

Lawyer 4%

Professional/Scientific Association 3%

Chamber 2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249
Applications were largely made using web-based application software (63 percent); regular mail
and personal delivery were markedly less popular than in theme 1.

Figure 34: How did you submit the application? - Responses, Theme 2*

By regular mail (post)

m Web-based application
software

W Personal delivery

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249

Once applications had been submitted, almost all respondents were again informed by authorities
that the application had been received. Similarly to theme 1, a large group of respondents also
had the feeling here that there were some unnecessary delays in the selection process. Also, a
majority of respondents was again not told by authorities how long the selection process would
take (Figure 35).

43 Respondents were able to select one or more answers. Percentages may therefore add up to more than 100%.
“ Only 3 most popular answer choices shown.
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Figure 35: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of the submission and
selection process. - Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 2%
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Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =249

The time span between submission of applications and the announcement of a selection decision
was reported as being between two weeks (Germany) and 52 weeks (Netherlands). This variation
is also reflected in the survey results.

Figure 36: To the best of your recollection: please estimate the following time spans; Time span between
submission of the application and information about the selection decision - Responses, Theme 2%

Less than 1 month
m|ess than 3 months
mless than 6 months
Hless than 12 months

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249

The following table summarises selected characteristics of this process step for theme 2 obtained
in interviews with beneficiaries.

4> “Don’t know” responses not shown.
4 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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Table 47: Innovation - selected characteristics, applicants’ perspective

Most complex,
resource- and time-
intensive parts of the

application (cost-
drivers)?

Time-span between
submission of the
application and
selection of proposal
(weeks)

Time-span between
selection of proposal
and settling of the
contract (weeks)

Application: Reuse of existing data possible? What
kind of and to what extent?

yes/no

comments

120

Selection results published / noted?

yes/no

comments

project description,

1 week to 4 weeks: 8
times; 5 weeks to 3,5

database on the internet run
by FFG which contains all

(de minimis)

procurement

Austria RTDI Guideline : from 2 to 8 months A X sometimes reuse of 10 to 60 % possible sometimes ;
calculation months: 4 times; 4 projects, but not kept up to
months above: 2 times date
Programme "INOVACE" - - _ . none or partially existing (initial via eAccount or external
Innovation Projects (1.7.2009 - feasibility study 12 weeks 1 - 8 weeks sometimes analysis) yes consultant
Programme "INOVACE" - Industrial most respondents reused
. |Property Rights (IRP) (16.6.2009 - |very simple 2-16 weeks 4 - 12 weeks sometimes existing data; data from previous|yes eAccount - message board
Czech Republic S
28.2.2010) application/s
. : ; via eAccount
Programme "POTENCIAL" (start and A each application/ project is X .
end of calls:15.7.2008-30.11.2009) feasibility study 16 weeks 8 week no different - original yes also publlshgd on IB website
(www.czechinvest.org)
most applicants indicated that - e
Between 2 weeks (3x), they could re-use existing data .DfﬂC'al noltlﬂcatlo_n abOl.Jt tr_1e .
. between 2 weeks and 3 N . approval' of their application;
- . mostly the project N B 3-4 weeks (6x), 6 weeks . (especially from the project . .
Germany Guideline on Innovation Support - month (in one case six sometimes O yes sometimes informed upfront
description. (5x) up to three month outline); some could not re-use A " .
months) . X by phone; publically available
(2x) any information even though database/on the internet
they had submitted a project
Strengthening knowledge clusters
nutrition, health and technology building the consortium duration total selection . . mostly communicated by
Netherlands PR ) . " " 3-52 weeks N sometimes not available yes R
Strengthening innovation and & arranging co-financing process: 4-39 months phone, and formal via a letter
business competitiveness
KaHR-111SP-0902 Innovation and
technology transfers, sub-measure |financial analysis, published on the web site of
1.1.1 Support for introducing description and public 6 to 10 months about 1 - 1.5 months yes financial data yes the MA/IB and decision was
innovation and technology transfers |procurement sent by post
de minimis)
KaHR-13DM-0901 Support of financial analysis, published on the web site of
innovation activities in enterprises |description and public 3 months 3 months yes financial data yes the MA/IB and decision was

sent by post

equipment in period 2009-2011

detailed and it included
a lot of assumptions

language of the open call.
However, majority had to start

Slovakia KaHR-111SP-1001 Innovation and
technology transfers, sub-measure
1.1.1 Support for introducing call not finalised call not finalised call not finalised call not finalised call not finalised call not finalised call not finalised
innovation and technology transfers
(state aid)
sDtgrl?tizr?gOZ;wSt:gEelni:fsp?crg::rrnon financial analysis, published on the web site of
call of the OP CEG and OP description, business 6-7 months 2-4 months yes financial data - balance sheet yes the MA/IB and decision was
- . plan and indicators sent by post
Employment and Social Inclusion)
Direct incentives for joint . . . published online and the
development-investment projects - p:’OJeCt implementation not available approximately 4 weeks |yes 10 - _?10 ;/" of all the data yes notification was sent to
DIP 09 plan provide applicants by regular post
Strategic research-development diagrams and the e-mail notification, postal
L . N description of the not available 11 weeks yes only as far as the idea goes yes s !
Slovenia projects in companies projects notification and online
financial plan some companies had business selection results published
Public call for co-financing of It had to be very plans already in place, and they online; each applicant /
purchase of new technology not available 8 weeks yes only had to adapt them to the yes g

beneficiary received postal
notification about the selection
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5.2.4 Process Step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support

Once a decision on the application has been made, applicants are usually informed by phone, by
letter, or online. The time span between selection of the project and settling the contract again
varied widely — between one week (Austria) and four months (Slovakia). According to the survey
results, the time span between selection of a proposal and the settling of the contract was usually
less than three months; however, for almost 40 percent of respondents, this took up to six or 12
months (Figure 37).

Figure 37: To the best of your recollection: please estimate the following time spans; Time span between
selection of your proposal and settling of the contract — Responses, Theme 2%

Less than 1 month
mLess than 3 months
mLess than 6 months

Bl ess than 12 months

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249

Survey respondents mostly indicated that selection decisions were published in a transparent
manner. The majority of respondents also felt that the criteria for evaluating applications and
project selection were appropriate and fair (Figure 38).

Figure 38: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of the submission and
selection process. — Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 2*

100%

90%

80%

66%

70%

58% 56%

60%

50%

40%

30% 24% 25%

19%

20%

10%

0% -
The selection results were published ina I felt that the criteria for evaluating I felt that the criteria for project
transparent way applications were appropriate and fair selection were appropriate and fair

Agreement ®Disagreement

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 249

47 “Don't know” responses not shown.
8 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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Reasons for project selection were usually not provided and about half the interviewed beneficiar-
ies therefore perceived the process to be somewhat opaque; they felt that the selection process
was a “black box” and that outside observers could not readily understand the internal proce-
dures in the bodies responsible. In Slovenia, applicants received copies of assessment grids,
which included the number of points and the summary of the selection explanation. However,
even here some applicants felt that the decision was not transparent enough as some explana-
tions provided contradicted the guidelines.

In some cases, revisions of and additions to application documents were needed for contracting
(bank loan approval, proof of rent, permit), but in most cases no additional documentation had to
be provided. Where additional documents had to be provided, the number of documents ranged
from 1 page up to 150 pages.

Table 48: Innovations in SMEs — extensiveness of documentation for contracting

Agreeing on support: Additional forms

and documents for contracting?

Agreeing on support: Total length of
forms and documents (number of

e mostly no documents (but signing
contract)

pages)

Czech Republic

Projects (1.7.2009 - 31.12. 2009)

Austria RTDI Guideline e 1 x Umweltférderungsplan + 1 -2 pages
Arbeitsplatzplanung
e 1 x bank statement
Programme "INOVACE" - Innovation bank loan approval, proof of rent 10 - 20 p.

Programme "INOVACE" - Industrial
Property Rights (IRP) (16.6.2009 -
28.2.2010)

none

not applicable

Programme "POTENCIAL" (start and
end of calls:15.7.2008-30.11.2009)

most of the respondents submitted
additional documents - mainly
documents related to contruction permit
or correction/explanation of information

up to 5 p.

Germany

Guideline on Innovation Support

Generally, no additional forms and
documents are requested.

Information not provided.

Netherlands

Strengthening innovation and
business competitiveness

Only for the two project which are a
fund

Not relevant

Slovakia

KaHR-111SP-0902 Innovation and
technology transfers, sub-measure
1.1.1 Support for introducing
innovation and technology transfers
(de minimis)

yes

in the range from 10 to 150 pgs

KaHR-13DM-0901 Support of
innovation activities in enterprises (de
minimis)

not applicable

KaHR-111SP-1001 Innovation and
technology transfers, sub-measure
1.1.1 Support for introducing
innovation and technology transfers
(state aid)

call not finalised

call not finalised

DOP2008-SIP001 Support for starting
entrepreneurs (common call of the OP
CEG and OP Employment and Social
Inclusion)

es

~<

6-38 pgs

Slovenia

Direct incentives for joint
development-investment projects -
DIP 09

none

not applicable

Strategic research-development
projects in companies

none

not applicable

Public call for co-financing of purchase
of new technology equipment in
period 2009-2011

none

not applicable
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5.2.5 Administrative Burden

The table below shows the administrative burden on (potential) beneficiaries associated with
applying for funding in theme 2, based on internal costs. The horizontal axis shows the hourly
wages and per process step the median time spent per (potential) applicant/beneficiary, the
quantities (in number of applications) and the (internal) administrative burden, and totals the
time and burden for each country on the vertical axis. In the last column, the ratio of the admin-
istrative burden to the expenditure (until 31.12.2010 resp. on the selected calls) is presented.*

Table 49: Innovation — Administrative burden per process step and Member State

Process steps

1a. Informal pre-procedure:
drawing up and submitting
Hourly wage project ideas/project 4. Drawing up and 7. Agreeing on ERDF
(in euro) 1. Informing outlines submitting support/preparing
#H# / for
3a. Submitting applications
for pre-qualification (APQ)

Austria 52 39 16 23 16.744 105 23 109.883 |6 24 6.552 127 133.179  [2,54%

Czech Republic (12 8 16 960 153.600 |20 960 192.000 |90 752 676.800 |8 457 36.560 134 1.058.960 |7,35%

Germany 46 43 16 77 54.824 47 77 161.046 |64 54 153.792 |16 49 34.888 143 404.550 |2,95%

The Netherlands (37 35 30 240 259.200 |16 240 138.240 |325 49 573.300 |16 39 22.464 387 993.204 |n/a

8 5 40 225 58.500 160 225 234.000 |16 120 12.480 216 304.980 (0,15%

Slovenia 18 19 16 719 212.824 88 719 1.170.532|8 511 75.628 112 1.458.984 (1,54%

The total burden is highest in Slovenia and Czech Republic. This is due to the comparatively high
quantities of applications and projects selected. When looking at the total time expended, it is
again Dutch applicants who spend the largest amount of time on the entire process from inform-
ing themselves about the funding possibilities to the agreement on ERDF support; applicants in
the Czech Republic spend the least time.

(Potential) applicants spend most time on informing themselves about the funding possibilities
and the process (process step 1) in Slovakia (five working days on average). Overall, the time
spent on this seems quite balanced: it takes around two working days in Austria, Czech Republic,
Germany and Slovenia.

As in the case of Research & Development - Technology Transfer, there is an informal pre-
procedure in Germany and the Netherlands (process step 1a). This drives up the total time ex-
pended in these Member States. The Czech Republic is the only Member State where a formal
application for pre-qualification (APQ) has to be submitted (process step 3a). A comparison of the
resources spent on the informal and formal pre-procedure reveals that this process step is most
time-consuming in Germany and requires least effort in the Netherlands. Totalling the time spent
on the informal pre-procedure (Process Step 1a)/the formal pre-procedure (Process Step 3a) and
drawing up the application (Process Step 4) in the Czech Republic and Germany reveals that al-
most the same amount of time is spent by Czech and German applicants on this part of the proc-
ess.

External/outsourcing costs

Applicants in all six Member States make use of external experts in the application process in the
field of ‘Innovations in SMEs. This is particularly common in Slovakia, the Czech Republic and the
Netherlands. It is less but nevertheless still common in the other Member States. The types of
external support used vary among the Member States, but the emphasis is on grant writers and
management consultants.

The table below illustrates the costs associated with the use of external experts per Member
State. It indicates the number of responses, the median, the minimum and maximum costs.

“® For Slovakia and Slovenia the ratio refers to the budget instead of the expenditure as data on the actual expenditure was not avail-
able. As regards the Netherlands, data was only available at the level of the relevant Priority Axis and only until 31.12.2009.
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Table 50: Innovation - External/outsourcing costs

External/outsourcing costs (in euro)

Number of quantifications

MEDIAN 10.000 8.000 2.000 20.000 3.500 3.000
MIN 5.000 10 2.000 70 100 25
MAX 15.000 300.000 2.000 75.000 350.000 165.000

Based on the median, the costs indicated are highest in the Netherlands and lowest in Germany.
However, the German figure is based on only one response.

Acquisition/Equipment costs

In addition to internal costs (see above), applicants may face costs for equipment and supplies.
The table below shows the acquisition costs indicated in interviews or the survey, showing the
number of quantified responses, and the median, minimum and maximum costs.

Table 51: Innovation - Acquisition/equipment costs

Acquisition/equipment costs (in euro)

cz ] 3 NL SK
Number of quantifications 84 2 2 4
MEDIAN 100 1.000 3.375 5.000 133 1.500
MIN 100 4 1.750 5.000 50 30
MAX 100 1.000.000 | 5.000 5.000 1.500 2.800

The Czech Republic, with a figure of 48%, is the only Member State where the ratio of respon-
dents who provided quantified information exceeds 10%. There is a very wide range of costs
given in the Czech Republic in particular, and neither extreme seems to be reasonable. Of the 84
indications, around one third seems to be out of scope, cf. methodological approach Annex 6.

No standardised figure per Member State is provided. However, as for Theme 1, the relevant
acquisition/equipment costs which would come in addition to the internal costs illustrated above
may include costs for supplying information material, forms etc. (if relevant), the costs for office
supplies used for the preparation of the application, i.e. computer, printer/copier, toner, paper,
folders, phone and internet costs, postage; fees to supply external documents to be annexed to
the application, e. g. extracts from the commercial register or a copy of the building permit for
construction projects, costs associated with the verification of documents to be annexed to the
application, and costs for an electronic signature (if applicable).

Additionally, and especially in relation to construction projects, there might be acquisition costs
for expert opinions, project documentations and the like in some Member States. However, a
detailed assessment would be needed to differentiate between documents required for the appli-
cation and documents related to the construction project itself. In practice, a significant number
of indications of acquisition costs related to the construction projects seem to be out of scope
(see also Annex 7).
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5.2.6 Concluding Summary

Overall, when asked about their general knowledge of ERDF funding, applicants provided answers
similar to those in theme 1, with a clear majority indicating that they knew a great deal or a fair
amount about ERDF funding. In addition to authorities’ homepages, newsletters, brochures, or
personal/professional contacts, applicants mentioned support from consultants, chambers of
commerce or simply previous funding experience as their main sources of information about
ERDF funding. Applicants also use external consultants to a larger extent for informing them-
selves about funding opportunities than in theme 1. A high proportion of respondents again re-
ported that they knew when and how to apply and also who to contact in case of questions.

In the two countries where applications for pre-qualification are relevant in this theme (Czech
Republic and Germany), applicants were also mostly satisfied with the availability of relevant
documents. Only in a few cases were ambiguities or problems with definitions reported. The ex-
tensiveness of pre-qualification documents indicates the different approaches towards APQs.
While in the Czech Republic an application for pre-qualification clearly serves to check the eligibil-
ity of a project/applicant, in Germany more emphasis is placed on discussing the project idea.

The highest level discontent was once again voiced in relation to the question of whether forms,
documents and criteria were understandable, clear and user-friendly. Documents and forms were
particularly hard to understand for applicants who had no previous experience of applying for
funding. Some applicants (particularly in Slovakia, Slovenia) reported ambiguities or found the
documents so complex that they hired external consultants to support them. Overall, a very large
group of 73 percent of survey respondents indicated that they had received this kind of external
support. Most popular was again the support of grant writers and management consultants.
Meanwhile, and somewhat paradoxically, a significantly smaller group than in theme 1 reported
having direct contact with the relevant authorities -- who might have been able to help solve
problems with the application documents.

Application documents were to a very large extent submitted by means of web-based application
software; regular mail and personal delivery were markedly less popular than in theme 1. Rea-
sons for project selection were usually not provided. And while survey respondents had rather
positive views on the transparency and fairness of the selection process, about half of the benefi-
ciaries interviewed perceived the process to be somewhat opaque; they felt that the selection
process was a “black box” and internal procedures in the bodies responsible were not under-
standable to the outside observer.

The total administrative burden associated with Innovations in SMEs projects is highest in Slove-
nia and the Czech Republic. This reflects a comparatively high number of applications and se-
lected projects. As in the case of R&D, Dutch applicants spend the most time on the entire proc-
ess from obtaining information about the funding possibilities through to the agreement on ERDF.
Slovenian applicants spend the least time.
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Urban Regeneration
Finally, the project selection process is examined from the perspective of the beneficiaries as well
as rejected applicants in the “Urban Regeneration” theme.

All in all, survey respondents in theme 3 again mostly indicated that they were satisfied with the
application and selection process. A higher share of respondents than in the other themes (53
percent) rated the application and selection process as very good or good; a third rated the proc-
ess as fair and 14 percent rated it as poor (Figure 39).

Figure 39: Overall I would rate the application and the selection process as... — Responses, Theme 3

Very good
mGood
= Fair

EPoor

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

5.3.1 Process Step 1: Informing/ contact with authorities

The success rates of survey respondents’ applications in the “Urban Regeneration” theme were
comparable to those in theme 2: 83 percent reported that their application for funding had been
successful. Only 27 percent of respondents reported that the ERDF funding application examined
in the survey was their first; an even larger group than in themes 1 and 2 (73 percent) had ap-
plied for ERDF funding before. When asked about their general knowledge about ERDF funding,
survey respondents in theme 3 reported having more knowledge than those in themes 1 and 2,
with an even bigger group indicating that they knew a great deal or a fair amount about ERDF
funding.
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Figure 40: How much do you feel you generally know about ERDF funding, its goals and funded projects
in your country? - Responses, Theme 3

I know a great deal about
it

®] know a fair amount
about it

HTIonly know a little about it

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N=175

The process of obtaining informing about funding and the process for exchanges with the authori-
ties is slightly different in this theme. MAs and IBs often reach out directly to eligible applicants
(Austria, Germany, and Netherlands). In other cases, spatial, environmental and economic plan-
ners in municipalities are up-to-date on funding opportunities and spread this information within
their organisations (Slovenia). However, there were also instances where applicants were ap-
proached by external consulting companies and learnt about funding opportunities through this
route (Czech Republic, Slovakia).

Figure 41: What were the most important channels of information for you to learn about ERDF funding? -
Responses, Theme 3°°

100% ~
90% -
80% -
20% - 68%

60% -

50% A

38% 38%

33%
13%
5%

Internet/Web5|te Event Conversation ob Brochure Media

40% -

30% A

20% A

10% -

%

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

50 Respondents were able to select one or more answers. Percentages may therefore add up to more than 100%.
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Overall, access to the relevant information and documents was again perceived by the applicants
interviewed about this theme to be relatively easy -- and documents were perceived to be more
understandable compared to other programmes. However, as in the other themes, first-time
applicants had more problems understanding documents and requirements than those with fund-
ing application experience. In some cases, applicants did not have sufficient resources to gather
all the relevant documents and information themselves and therefore hired the support of exter-
nal consultants (Czech Republic, Slovakia).

When asked more concretely about their overall experience with familiarising themselves with
ERDF funding opportunities and collecting information for an application, survey respondents
were fairly satisfied with most aspects (Figure 42). The highest level discontent again related to
the issue of forms, documents and criteria being understandable, clear and user-friendly. How-
ever, respondents were overall more positive than in theme 2.

Figure 42: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of collecting informa-
tion and preparing for your application. - Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 3°*

100% -
90% - 89% 86% 85%
80% - 74%
70% -
60% -

51%
50% - 47%

40% -

Ofy -
30% 23%

20% - 15%
13%
10% ’
- - . .
0% T T

T T

1

Information about how If I had questions about All necessary documents Information aboutthe All documents, forms, and

and when to apply was the application process, I and forms were readily selection criteria for criteria were
readily available knew who to ask available funding was readily  understandable, clearand
available user-friendly

Agreement mDisagreement

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

In the process of finding and gathering relevant funding information and preparing for the appli-
cation, more respondents (90 percent) than in themes 1 and 2 reported having direct contact
with the relevant authorities. And almost 80 percent indicated having had a single contact point
for these interactions. Moreover, those who did have direct interaction with authorities tended to
have a higher number of interactions than in other themes. Almost a third of respondents indi-
cated having more than 10 interactions with authorities (Figure 43).

1 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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Figure 43: To the best of your recollection, how many interactions (phone calls, emails, etc.) did you
approximately have with the authorities to obtain information on funding possibilities and the applica-
tion process? - Responses, Theme 3

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% A
40% -

31%
27%

30% A 24%
20% -
11%
10%

0%

7-10 More than 10

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

5.3.2 Process Step 4: Submitting proposals/applications

According to the information obtained by the country assessors, the number of application pages
that have to be handed in differs across countries, depending on the type of project. It starts
with 10 pages for the application form itself and ranges up to 500 pages for an application in
total, including all annexes.

52 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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number of pages
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Country [eF:1] Application form Annexes Total Comments
Contribution to the integrated
development of selected
Austria tgirt%/eS:\::;Sprcr(\)ev:tri?aEyatnhde Minimum 10 pages | Additional pages
Other operations targeted at
urban development
up to 350
(50 pages for the
. document for
3.1-04: Das'gz;ﬁzt Poles of ca. 30 financial a_nd up to 380
economic
assessment of the
. project)
Czech Republic Up to 350
(50 pages for the
3.2-03: Sub-regional centres - document for
Infrastructure for education ca. 30 financial and up to 380
and leisure economic
assessment of the
project)
Funding of
municipalities:
Funding of The extent of the
municipalities: 9 application varies
. . according to
Germany Dlrgg;\éeng;ggzan Funding of SMEs: project size and
14 type; for
construction
projects it can be
as large as 3
folders
Programme City Rotterdam:
Improving the business
climate and living climate
Programme City Amsterdam:
Improving the business
climate and living climate 10-30
Netherlands - Max. 20 (including project 40-60
Programme City The Hague:
R . plan ca. 10-15)
Improving the business
climate and living climate
Programme City Utrecht:
Improving the business
climate and living climate
ROP-4.1c-2009/01 The di_fference depen_ded
Regeneration of settlements no information no information on the investment pro_]ects.
(individual demand-driven obtained obtained ca. 100 The annex gompnsgd all
. construction project
projects) .
i documentation
Slovakia The difference depended
ROP-4.1a-2010/01 . pen
Regeneration of settlements no information no information on the investment prOJects.
(individual demand-driven obtained obtained ca. 500 The annex gompns_ed al
projects) construction pr"O]ect
documentation
Public open calls for proposals Blank forms 42
for co-financing operations not a_II pages additional total filled in No information on the
under activity field "Regional referrlng to the documents 80 - 250 actual application form
Development Programmes" appllciatélgl? form
Third open call under activity
Slovenia field "Regional development
programmes" under OP
Strengthening Regional Blank 4 pages + i?lra(aTelz(vZ)r:Ti’su:tier total filled in [further annexes depend on
Development Potentials for pag 85 project type

the period 2007 - 2013,
priority axis "Regional

Development"

annexes
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The extent/length of the actual application documents also varied significantly across countries
from the perspective of applicants. When asked how many documents had to be submitted for
the ERDF application, average answers ranged from seven (Netherlands) to more than 50 (Czech
Republic). When it came to the length of documents submitted for the application (in pages), the
shortest application was around 35 pages long (Netherlands) while the longest had roughly 680
pages (Czech Republic).

Table 53: Number and length of application documents submitted — Averages Theme 3, by Countries

Number of Documents

Submitted for
Application

Austria Mean|21,67 115,00
N 3 3
. Mean|52,39 684,06
Czech Republic N 18 18
German Mean|12,50 47,88
Y N |32 32
Mean|7,25 35,42
Netherlands N 12 12
. Mean|27,81 160,00
Slovak Republic N 104 104
Slovenia Mean|19,83 115,00
N 6 6
Total Mean| 25,75 182,55
N 175 175

There was again variation in opinions about the most complex, resource- and time-intensive
parts of the application (cost drivers). In Austria, the project description is apparently the most
complex and time-intensive part of the application. Project definition and consortium build-
ing/finding co-funding (Netherlands), the feasibility study, construction documentation (Czech
Republic), the financial plan, investment plan and documents which had to be delivered from the
tax administration (Slovenia) as well as the application form with a detailed project description
(Germany) were also mentioned. These answers indicate that for the Urban Regeneration theme
as well the complexity of projects influences the costs of an application. Development of a project
and the application process mostly go together in practical terms. There were again also differ-
ences in the extent to which the re-use of existing data was possible.

External support was again used heavily. Overall, 78 percent of respondents indicated having
used external support, more than in themes 1 and 2. The main reasons for the use of external
support were a lack of capacity and the complexity of the subject matter -- to a varying degree
and for varying tasks: financial and legal support (Netherlands), preparation of a business plan,
filling in the application form (Slovenia), urban or spatial planning (Germany). The types of sup-
port used differed slightly from those in themes 1 and 2. Grant writers and management consult-
ants were still most popular; however, engineers/technicians/architects also played an important
role.
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Figure 44: What kind of outside experts/consultants did you involve? - Responses, Theme 3**

Management Consultant 47%
Grant writer 43%

Engineer/Technician/Architect

Accountant/Auditor

Professional/Scientific Association

Lawyer

Chamber 3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

Application documents were to a very large extent submitted by means of personal delivery;
regular mail was also an option that was used quite frequently. Web-based application solutions
are not widely available in theme 3. However, the way in which submissions were lodged varied
across countries. In Slovakia, for instance, personal delivery is mandatory because the formal
assessment takes place at the same time as the submission of documents.

Figure 45: How did you submit the application? — Responses, Theme 3>

By regular mail (post)

= Web-based application
software

W Personal delivery

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

53 Respondents were able to select one or more answers. Percentages may therefore add up to more than 100%.
54 Only 3 most popular answer choices shown.
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Once applications had been submitted, almost all respondents were again informed by authorities
that the application had been received. Similarly to themes 1 and 2, a large group of respondents
also had the feeling here that there were some unnecessary delays in the selection process. A
majority of respondents was again not told by the authorities how long the selection process
would take (Figure 46).

Figure 46: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of the submission and
selection process. - Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 3°°

100%

90%
90%

80%

70%

60%

51% 52%
50%

40%

40% 35%

30%

20%

10% 6%

o 1

After I submitted my application, I was After I submitted my application, I was There were no unnecessary delays in
informed that my application had been informed how long the selection process the selection process
received would take

Agreement ®Disagreement

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

The time between submission of the application and selection of proposals again varied widely --
but on average appears to be longer than in the other themes: from 16 weeks (Czech Republic)
to 10 months (Slovakia). This variation is also reflected in the survey results. The long duration
of the process in Slovakia might be due to the fact that the selection process used to be tied to
successful public procurement verified by the MA. This system was changed only recently (to
public procurement after signature of the contract).

55 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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Figure 47: To the best of your recollection: please estimate the following time spans; Time span between
submission of the application and information about the selection decision - Responses, Theme 3*¢

Less than 1 month
m | ess than 3 months
mLess than 6 months

Bl ess than 12 months

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

The following table summarises selected characteristics of this process step for theme 3 obtained
in interviews with beneficiaries.

Next page:

Table 54: Urban Regeneration - selected characteristics, applicants’ perspective

56 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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intensive parts of the
application (cost-
drivers)?
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Time-span between
selection of proposal

and settling of the
contract (weeks)

Application: Reuse of existing data possible? What
kind of and to what extent?

comments
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Selection results published / noted?

comments

yes/no

yes/no

Contribution to the integrated anOL:feor::qu?:: Zteg:rl]ss
development of semCteq target that the project not available not available not available not available yes Only.pOS'tlve applications are
areas covered by the City FNTLR published
Development Plan descrlpt_lon is time
Austri consuming
ustria no information at this
. moment, but it seems - -
Other operations targeted at urban that the project not available not available not available not available yes Only.pOS'tlve applications are
development FNTLR published
description is time
consuming
N4 feasibility study (+
g'el E::\ Development Poles of the construction 16 weeks 12 weeks yes some information from IUDP yes website ORC + letter
9 documentation)
h R Ji most of the respondents reused
Czech Republic 3.2-03: Sub-regional centres - existing data - previous website (www.rr-
Infrastructure for education and feasibility study 5 months 5 months yes application or project idea (with [yes moravskoslezsko.cz) and
leisure architectural study, preliminary letter
budget)
all interviewees could re-use communicated to the
application form with between 2 weeks and 3 existing data. However, the applicants often via phone
Germany Guideline on Urban Regeneration detailed project between 3 and 9 months yes extent of this data varies yes upfront and then via official
N months e
description between 10% and 75% of the notification of approval/
total information rejection.
Programme City Rotterdam: project definition and
Improving the business climate and [consortium building / 18-60 weeks 2-12 weeks partly not available yes mainly by phone
living climate finding co-funding
Programme City Amsterdam: project definition and
Improving the business climate and |consortium building / 18-60 weeks 2-12 weeks partly not available yes mainly by phone
living climate finding co-funding
Netherlands Programme City The Hague: project definition and
Improving the business climate and [consortium building / 18-60 weeks 2-12 weeks partly not available yes mainly by phone
living climate finding co-funding
Programme City Utrecht: Improving |project definition and
the business climate and living consortium building / 18-60 weeks 2-12 weeks partly not available yes mainly by phone
climate finding co-funding
the first contracts have
. been signed in 9 " .
ROP-4.1c-2009/01 Regeneration of !n most cases the. months, however, most " " published on the web site of
- infrastructure project - mostly financial data/ balance the MA/IB
settlements (individual demand- 10 months of the contracts are still |yes yes g , .
" ) was the most X sheet were used the official confirmation by
driven projects) R not signed one year
demanding L post took much longer
after the decision was
. taken
Slovakia the first contracts have . :
R ithi published on the web site of
in most cases the been signed within 1-2 the MA/IB
ROP-4.12-2010/01 Regeneration of |. . months, however, most financial data - balance sheet g . .
L infrastructure project - the official confirmation was
settlements (individual demand- 8-9 weeks of the contracts are still |yes and /or some general yes . R
N ) was the most X I provided by post, in some
driven projects) . not signed one year descriptions ) )
demanding . cases information was
after the decision was :
provided by the consultants
taken
Public open calls for proposals for _flnanC|a| plan, . decision reached beneficiaries
N N . investment plan and normally the spatial
co-financing operations under . . . N . by regular post and
o " : documents which had to |not available 16 weeks sometimes documentation was prepared in |yes h ) N .
activity field "Regional Development . information published online
" be delivered from tax advance \
Programmes s N on the IB's webpage
administration
. Third open call under activity field
Slovenia P
Regional development
programmes" under OP . .
Strengthening Regional (I:Ir;\::iit]rgr?tr:tion not available 8 weeks no not available yes di;'ts'on about the selection by
Development Potentials for the P
period 2007 - 2013, priority axis
"Regional Development"
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5.3.3 Process Step 7: Agreeing on ERDF support

Once a decision on the application has been taken, applicants are usually informed by phone, by
letter or online. The time between selection of the project and settling the contract again varied
widely between two weeks (Netherlands) to nine months (Slovakia). According to the survey, the
time between selection of a proposal and settling the contract was usually between three and six
months; however, for almost a quarter of respondents, it was up to 12 months (Figure 48).

Figure 48: To the best of your recollection: please estimate the following time spans; Time span between
selection of your proposal and settling of the contract — Responses, Theme 3%’

Less than 1 month
Hless than 3 months
mLess than 6 months
Hless than 12 months

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

Survey respondents mostly indicated that selection decisions were published in a transparent
manner. The majority of respondents also felt that the criteria for evaluating applications and
project selection were appropriate and fair (Figure 49). Reasons for project selection were pro-
vided in about half of the cases. While some applicants described the process as very transpar-
ent, others described the process as “hardly comprehensible”.

57 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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Figure 49: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of the submission and
selection process. - Agreement and Disagreement with Statements, Theme 3°®

100% -
90% -
80% -
4 0,
70% 66% 64% 62%
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% - 22% 239% 25%
20% -
10% -
0% - T T
The selection results were published ina I felt that the criteria for evaluating I felt that the criteria for project
transparent way applications were appropriate and fair selection were appropriate and fair

Agreement M Disagreement

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =175

In many cases, there is no need to hand in additional information to supplement the signed con-
tract after the selection process. In some cases, revisions of application documents were again
needed for contracting (implementation plan, payment schedule, and construction documenta-
tion), but in most cases no or only a little additional documentation had to be provided.

In Slovakia, on average, 10 pages have to be handed in. The Czech Republic demands full con-
struction documentation in the Development Poles of the Region call. This can consist of up to
hundreds of pages. For the other call, only payment schedules and construction permits with all
relevant documents have to be handed in — up to 10 pages.

%8 “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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Table 55: Urban Regeneration — extensiveness of documentation for contracting

Agreeing on support: Total
length of forms and

Agreeing on support: Additional
forms and documents for

contracting? documents (number of

pages)

Contribution to the integrated development of
selected target areas covered by the City Not available Not available
Development Plan

Austria
Other operations targeted at urban

Not available Not available
development

full construction documentation incl. [project with contruction part -
documents of ownership; agreement|hundreds of pages; without
on bank account for project contruction part - dozens of
expenses pages

yes - mainly payment schedule, in
3.2-03: Sub-regional centres - Infrastructure for |case of project with construction
education and leisure part - construction permit and
relevant documents

3.1-04: Development Poles of the Region

Czech Republic

up to 10 p.

Generally, no additional forms and

Germany Directive on Urban Regeneration documents are requested.

Information not provided.

Programme City Rotterdam: Improving the
business climate and living climate

Programme City Amsterdam: Improving the
business climate and living climate

Programme City The Hague: Improving the
business climate and living climate

Programme City Utrecht: Improving the business
climate and living climate

No, except for implementation plan [Not applicable

No, except for implementation plan [Not applicable

Netherlands
No, except for implementation plan [Not applicable

No, except for implementation plan [Not applicable

ROP-4.1c-2009/01 Regeneration of settlements

(individual demand-driven projects) only a few up to 10 pgs

Slovakia

ROP-4.1a-2010/01 Regeneration of settlements

(individual demand-driven projects) only a few up to 10 pgs

Public open calls for proposals for co-financing
operations under activity field "Regional none Not applicable
Development Programmes"

Third open call under activity field "Regional
devlopment programmes" under OP
Strengthening Regional Development Potentials |none Not applicable
for the period 2007 - 2013, priority axis
"Regional Development"

Slovenia
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5.3.4 Administrative Burden

The table below shows the administrative burden on (potential) beneficiaries associated with
applying for funding in theme 2, based on internal costs. The horizontal axis shows the hourly
wages and per process step the median time spent per (potential) applicant/beneficiary, the
quantities (in number of applications) and the (internal) administrative burden, and totals the
time and burden for each country on the vertical axis. In the last column, the ratio of the admin-
istrative burden to the expenditure (until 31.12.2010 resp. on the selected calls) is presented.

Table 56: Urban Regeneration — Administrative burden per process step and Member State

Process steps

1a. Informal pre-procedure:
drawing up and submitting
project ideas/project
outlines

Hourly wage

] 7. Agreeing on ERDF
(in euro)

support/preparing
documents for contracting

4. Drawing up and Totals

1. Informing submitting applications

Austria 52 39 10 25 11.375 22 25 25.025 3 25 3.413 35 39.813 1,01%
Czech Republic |12 8 20 103 20.600 96 103 98.880 10 70 7.000 126 126.480 |6,32%
Germany 46 43 10 229 101.905 22 229 224.191 |3 174 23.229 35 349.325 [0,99%
The Netherlands |37 35 23 140 115.920 |16 70 40.320 105 54 204.120 |10 41 14.760 154 375.120 |0,64%
Slovakia 8 5 16 221 22.984 100 221 143.650 |10 136 8.840 126 175.474 |0,18%
Slovenia 18 19 40 493 364.820 104 493 948.532 |7 368 47.656 151 1.361.008 (0,53%

In terms of the totals, the (internal) administrative burden is highest in Slovenia and lowest in
Austria. As before within the other two themes, the determining factor is the quantity (number)
of applications (493 in Slovenia, 25 in Austria). An (informal) pre-procedure is part of the process
only in the Netherlands.

Overall, compared to the other two themes, the median efforts spent by applicants on the entire
process are lower and more balanced between the Member States. This is particularly the case
for Austria and Germany. It is worth nothing that in the Czech Republic, the median efforts re-
quired by applicants are almost equal for all three themes.

External/outsourcing costs

Applicants in all six Member States make use of external experts in the application process in
theme three. This is very marked in Slovakia; on the basis of the response rates, it is less char-
acteristic and relatively balanced in the other Member States.

The table below illustrates the costs associated with the use of external experts per Member
State, indicating the number of quantified responses, and the median, minimum and maximum
costs indicated.

Table 57: Urban Regeneration - External/outsourcing costs

External/outsourcing costs (in euro)

¢z

AT ' DE NL SK
Number of responses 6 11 11 8 91
MEDIAN 1.350 5.047 2.000 12.500 4.000 5.000
MIN 50 1.126 10 500 300 4.800
MAX 9.000 42.000 120.000 125.000 1.000.000 | 15.000

For all Member States the range between the minimum and maximum amount of costs spent on
external experts is very large. Based on the median, the costs indicated are highest in the Neth-
erlands and lowest in Austria.

% For Czech Republic data on expenditure was only available for Call 1; for Germany data on expenditure was only available until
31.12.2009. For Slovakia the ratio refers to the budget instead of the expenditure as data on the actual expenditure was not available
As regards Slovenia, the data on expenditure refers to the entire ‘activity field” and not only to the selected calls.
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Acquisition/Equipment costs

In addition to internal costs (see above), applicants may face costs for equipment and supplies.
The table below shows the acquisition costs indicated in interviews or the survey, showing the
number of quantified responses, and the median, minimum and maximum costs.

Table 58: Urban Regeneration - Acquisition/equipment costs

Acquisition/equipment costs (in euro)

NL SK S
Number of quantifications ) 39 0
MEDIAN 360 2.000 1.000 2.500 500 0
MIN 20 200 100 50 30 0
MAX 30.000 30.000 5.000 15.000 37.000 0

The proportion of respondents who provided quantified information on acquisition costs varies
widely. It ranges from six percent in the Czech Republic to 83 percent in Slovakia. Overall, there
is a huge gap between minimum and maximum costs and the data includes out-of-scope costs.

As in the case of the other two themes, relevant acquisition/equipment costs which would come
on top of the internal costs are: costs for supplying information material, forms etc. (if relevant),
the costs for office supplies used for the preparation of the application, i.e. computer,
printer/copier, toner, paper, folders, phone and internet costs, postage; fees to supply external
documents to be annexed to the application, e. g. extracts from the commercial register or a
copy of the building permit for construction projects; and the costs associated with the verifica-
tion of documents to be annexed to the application, and costs for an electronic signature (if ap-
plicable).

Additionally, especially in case of construction projects, there might be acquisition costs for ex-
pert opinions, feasibility studies, project documentation and the like in some Member States.
However, a detailed assessment would be needed to differentiate between documents required
for the application and documents related to the construction project itself. In practice, a signifi-
cant number of indications of acquisition costs related to the construction projects seem to be out
of scope (see also Annex 7).
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5.3.5 Concluding Summary

When asked about their general knowledge about ERDF funding, survey respondents in theme 3
reported having more knowledge than those in themes 1 and 2, with an even bigger group indi-
cating that they knew a great deal or a fair amount about ERDF funding. It appears to be rele-
vant that the process of obtaining information about funding and the process of exchange with
authorities is slightly different in theme 3. MAs and IBs often directly reach out to eligible appli-
cants (Austria, Germany, and Netherlands).

When asked more concretely about their overall experience with familiarising themselves with
ERDF funding opportunities and collecting information for an application, respondents were fairly
satisfied with most aspects. The highest level discontent was once again voiced in relation to the
issue of whether documents, forms and criteria are understandable, clear and user-friendly. The
number of application pages that have to be handed in differs across countries, depending on the
type of project. It starts with 10 pages for the application form itself and ranges up to 500 pages
for an application in total, including all annexes.

External support was again used heavily. Overall, 78 percent of respondents indicated having
used external support, more than in themes 1 and 2. The main reasons for the use of external
support were a lack of capacity and the complexity of the subject matter -- to a varying degree
and for varying tasks: financial and legal support (the Netherlands), preparation of a business
plan, and filling in the application form (Slovenia), urban or spatial planning (Germany). The
types of support used differed slightly from those in themes 1 and 2. Grant writers and manage-
ment consultants were still most popular; however, engineers/technicians/architects also played
an important role.

Application documents were largely delivered personally, but regular mail was also an option
used quite frequently. Similarly to themes 1 and 2, a large group of respondents also had the
feeling here that there were some unnecessary delays in the selection process. However, the
majority of respondents felt that the criteria for evaluating applications and project selection
were appropriate and fair. Reasons for project selection were provided in about half of the cases.

The total administrative burden associated with Urban Regeneration projects is highest in Slove-
nia due to the comparatively large quantity of applications and selected projects. Dutch appli-
cants devote the highest amount of resources as is the case for the other two themes. Applicants
in Austria and Germany spent least time.
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Excursus: Opinions of Rejected Applicants

Interestingly, there was a correlation in all themes between the success of applications submitted
and the perception of transparency and fairness. Those whose application for ERDF funding had
been successful (beneficiaries) thought that the process was more transparent and fair than
those whose application had not been successful (rejected applicants) (Figure 50). In fact, a ma-
jority of rejected applicants were of the opinion that the criteria for evaluating applications and
project selection were not appropriate and fair.

Figure 50: To the best of your recollection, please share your overall experiences of the submission and
selection process. —Level of Disagreement by Success of Application ®°

100% A
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% - 57%
51%

50% -
42%
40% -
30% -
20% - 17% 18% 18%

10% -

0% -

The selection results were I felt that the criteria for I felt that the criteria for
published in a transparent way evaluating applications were project selection were
appropriate and fair appropriate and fair

Application Successful B Application Rejected

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N = 498

A majority of those whose applications were rejected (65 percent) did, however, receive an ex-
planation from the respective authorities as to why their application had not been successful. The
explanation provided most frequently was that formal requirements were not met. In other
cases, projects were not convincing or no funding was left (Figure 51). But a majority of rejected
applicants (68 percent) reported that the explanation provided for their rejection did not satisfy
them.

% “Don’t know” responses not shown.
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Figure 51: What was the explanation given to you why your application was not successful? - Re-
sponses®
100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -

50% -

40%

40% -
30% A
23% 21%
20%
10% - 4%
: |

Eligibility criteria/ The project was not No funding left Application was

formal requirements convincing incomplete
were not met

0%

Source: Rambgll Management Consulting, Online-Survey
N =53

However, only a quarter of respondents indicated that they knew of a complaints system through
which they could voice their dissatisfaction vis-a-vis the authorities — even though a complaint
system officially exists in all countries studied. When respondents were aware of the existence of
a complaint system, approximately half (55 percent) made use of this tool to complain about the
selection process.

1 “Don’t know” and “other” responses not shown.
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CONCLUSIONS, GOOD-PRACTICE AND RECOMMENDA-
TIONS

This study examined the different project selection processes for three themes (1. R&D-
Technology Transfer; 2. Innovations in SMEs; 3. Urban Regeneration) across 14 Cohesion Opera-
tional Programmes financed by the ERDF in six EU Member States during the programming pe-
riod 2007-2013. The study identified, examined in detail and assessed the project selection proc-
esses for each theme and country. The objectives of the comparative study were to:

e Assess the effectiveness of the project selection process per chosen theme and country (i.e.
selecting the projects best fulfilling the objectives of the OP).

e Assess the efficiency of the project selection processes per chosen theme and country (i.e.
carrying out selection process with least resources and without delays) including the level of
administrative costs linked with the project selection.

e Identify good practice examples for each chosen theme across member states both in terms
of effectiveness and efficiency.

e Propose recommendations that could serve for post-2013 policy design.

This chapter synthesizes the results of the comparative analysis of selection procedures from the
administrations’ as well as the beneficiaries’ point of view, in order to answer the study questions
of the ToR outlined in Chapter 2. In a second step, this chapter strives to identify good practice
examples and to develop recommendations that follow from the results of the comparative analy-
sis.

Conclusions

The following conclusions are fed by the findings that can be drawn from the analysis in Chapters
3, 4, and 5. They focus on the identification of factors influencing the overall effectiveness and
efficiency of selection procedures, based on the examination of calls selected for this study.
Moreover, they also serve as input for discussing how to improve the effectiveness and efficiency
of selection procedures in section 6.2.

The conclusions are structured along the generic process steps in the selection procedures:

Figure 52: Generic steps in selection procedures

Preparation/Launch of
and Information about
Calls

8-
Guidance of Potential
Applicants/Beneficiaries
8-

Submission and Selection
of APQ

8-
Submission of
Applications/Proposals

8-

Evaluation of
Applications/Proposals

8-

Selection of Projects

8-

Agreement on ERDF
Support
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On the administration’s side, the preparation and launch of a call for projects was taken as the
starting point of the analysis. The formulation and approval of eligibility and selection criteria
form part of this first process step, which also covers the definition of the specific scope of a call
as well as outreach to beneficiaries. Guidance for potential beneficiaries by the Managing Author-
ity and/or Intermediary Bodies was analysed as a separate step. Afterwards, either a two-stage
selection process or a one-stage selection process follows. Therefore, the study differentiated
between evaluation and selection of applications for pre-qualification®> and evaluation and selec-
tion of proposals/applications. Finally, once the selection is finalised, the process results in an
agreement (e. g. contract, administrative decision).

On the beneficiaries’ side, the focus was on the activities which potential beneficiaries have to
carry out in order to comply with the administrative framework of ERDF support. The starting
point was the degree to which potential applicants are informed, especially about the objectives,
expected results, eligibility and selection criteria. The application process which follows has either
two stages or one stage. Depending on the type of process, applicants go on to draft and submit
an application for pre-qualification and/or a project proposal/application. Once a project has been
selected, agreements between the MA/IB and the beneficiary may require that the beneficiary
provide additional documentation in order for the decision on ERDF support to be fully completed.

6.1.1 Preparation/launch of and information about calls

In all programmes and themes, basic decisions on launching calls are made in the OP program-
ming phase. Here, a framework is established as to how national/regional policies and EU regula-
tions are to be combined and aligned. The OP sets out the operations envisaged in the six EU
Member States and thus determines the scope of calls. In the programming phase, authorities
also have to take a decision on whether to base overall programme implementation on a system
of temporary or permanent calls. This in turn has implications for the basic implementation struc-
tures and procedures: permanent calls are mostly prepared at the beginning of the programme
period. Here it is difficult to differentiate activities for preparing calls from programming. The
nature of temporary calls requires separate preparation for each call throughout the programme
period.

The study identified two basic approaches to aligning ERDF funding and national polices when
deciding whether to use permanent or temporary calls:

e ERDF funding is used to support/supplement existing national or regional policies, also by
means of co-funding (Austria, Germany, and Netherlands). This means that the ERDF is ei-
ther closely linked to national and regional support instruments which have existed for quite
some time already (Austria, Germany) or as an instrument for targeted policy-making at re-
gional level (Netherlands). In these cases, ERDF support is implemented through permanent
calls.

e ERDF funding is used as a starting point for new national or regional policies rather than sup-
plementing existing approaches (Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Slovenia). In these cases,
ERDF support is implemented through temporary calls.

The bodies involved in the preparation of calls are usually MAs and IBs. IBs usually play a key
role in the preparation and publishing of calls, which tend to be a lot more detailed than the
frameworks set by the OPs. In theme 2, different public agencies specialised in the field of inno-
vation policies act as IBs in several countries. In theme 3, there is an even greater variety actors
involved in this first process step, with strong involvement of regional and municipal actors. Of-
ten, other ministries, government departments and other stakeholders are consulted in the
preparation process. This is especially true in countries with permanent calls. Stakeholders are

52 An application for pre-qualification is defined as the formal, mandatory process of identifying a suitable group of potential beneficiar-
ies who will be invited to deliver proposals in a separate selection process (restricted calls) -- where only selected applicants can move
on to deliver a project proposal for the final selection round and where other applicants are excluded from the final selection round. In
this context, it is important to distinguish this formal application for pre-qualification from a more informal pre-check procedure. In-
formal pre-checks have similar characteristics but do not constitute a formal part of the selection procedure; an example of such an
informal pre-check would be the submission of a draft project design by an applicant to the IB in advance of the submission of the
actual proposal. Such informal pre-checks are not primarily aimed at excluding a certain proportion of applicants from a final selection
round but are rather used as instruments for guiding applicants and allowing for better fine-tuning of final applications.
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also involved through Monitoring Committees as selection criteria usually have to be approved by
Monitoring Committees.

6.1.2 Guidance of potential applicants/beneficiaries

Guidance provided by authorities to applicants is an important variable determining the overall
effectiveness of selection procedures, that is, their ability to generate good projects. Guidance is
primarily delivered by IBs, but sometimes also by MAs. Their provision of guidance largely fo-
cuses on providing information about funding and being consulted on the application. However, in
quite a few cases, guidance goes far beyond such aspects, involving active outreach or network-
ing in order to bring actors together in order to generate projects. Numerous interviewees and
respondents indicated that person-to-person contacts -- either in the form of face-to-face meet-
ings, telephone calls, or at information seminars -- are an essential part of guidance.

The picture of this second process step obtained from the fieldwork is generally good. In the sur-
vey, between 67 percent (theme 2) and 90 percent (theme 3) of respondents reported having
had direct contact with the authorities in the application process. Applicants across countries and
themes have a good knowledge of ERDF funding; they appear to know when and how to apply,
where to find relevant documents and who to contact if they have questions.

When asked more concretely about their overall experience with familiarising themselves with
ERDF funding opportunities and collecting information for an application, respondents were
somewhat dissatisfied when it came to the question of whether the forms, documents and criteria
were understandable, clear and user-friendly. Between 47 percent (theme 3) and 56 percent
(theme 2) of applicants said that the documents, forms and criteria are not sufficiently under-
standable. This is especially true of applicants with no previous application experience.

Many applicants found the documents so complex that they hired external consultants. In fact,
the use of external consultants in the application process appears to be exceptionally wide-
spread: between 33 percent (theme 1) and 78 percent (theme 3) of applicants indicated that
they used external consultants in the application process. Overall, the support of grant writers
and management consultants was most popular; in theme 3, engineers/technicians/architects
also played a strong role.

The main reasons given for the use of external support were an internal lack of capacity to deal
with the application and the complexity of the subject matter. All in all, it seems that external
evaluators are mainly used to fill gaps where applicants feel overwhelmed by the application
process and do not receive enough external support for dealing with it. However, several cases
were reported where external consultants were actively involved in project development, reach-
ing out to potential beneficiaries, informing them about funding opportunities, thereby directly
contributing to project generation.

6.1.3 Submission and selection of APQ

A formal two-stage procedure with an application for pre-qualification is only applied in theme 2,
and only in the Czech Republic and Germany. The approach and the role of these APQ-procedures
are, however, very different in both countries:

e In the Czech Republic, the APQ is mainly aimed at pre-assessing the eligibility of applicants.

¢ In Germany, this process step primarily serves the purpose of discussing project ideas with
regional stakeholders. Hence, the APQ procedure is part of a broader understanding of guid-
ance in this case.

Generally, it was found that these APQ-procedures effectively filter out projects which are not
eligible and do not fit into the funding scheme at an early stage of the process. Hence, early
feedback is provided to the applicants on chances for success which reduces uncertainty as well
as administrative burden on applicants rejected at the first stage, which is less extensive and
time-consuming than the second (formal application). Moreover, as the APQ is not only an in-
strument of pre-selection but can be part of a wider understanding of guidance, it can also con-
tribute to the development of high-quality project ideas. On the other hand, it should not be for-



COMPARATIVE STUDY OF THE PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS APPLIED IN COHESION POLICY PROGRAMMES 2007-2013 IN A
NUMBER OF MEMBER STATES - FINAL REPORT
147

gotten, however, that APQ-procedures add to the overall procedural complexity of selection pro-
cedures as they add additional procedural layers.

Meanwhile, the study also shows that a process of informal pre-checks -- that are not mandatory
-- is also in place in a number of other themes and countries. These can provide additional guid-
ance to applicants and provide early feedback to the applicants on the chances of success.

6.1.4 Submission of applications/proposals

Application documents are submitted in various ways across calls and countries but it seems that
postal and personal submission are still the preferred method -- even though online submission is
possible in the majority of calls. In selected cases, personal delivery is not only an option but
mandatory as eligibility is checked at the point of submission and personal presence is required
for this purpose.

The number of documents of application materials that have to be handed in differs significantly
across themes and countries, often depending on the type and size of a project. In some cases,
applications are only 10 pages long; in others, several hundred pages have to be provided, plus
annexes.

Across all themes, the newer Member States appear to be more far more demanding in this re-
spect than the old Member States; in the three newer Member States, application documents
tend to be a lot longer than those in the older Member States. As a result, many applicants com-
plained about the significant bureaucratic burden and the complexity of the application require-
ments and called for a reduction in documentation requirements.

Once applications are submitted, a significant proportion of applicants are not informed by au-
thorities how long the evaluation and selection process will take. In fact, many applicants voiced
the frustration that they felt that there were unnecessary delays in the selection process as it
mostly took authorities quite a while to inform applicants about the selection decision. For 36
percent of surveyed beneficiaries, this took between three and six months, for 20 percent even
up to twelve months; only seven percent reported that decision-making took less than one
month.

6.1.5 Evaluation of applications/proposals

In most Member States and themes, evaluation of applications is the responsibility of the IBs.
Generally, the process of assessing eligibility is clearly separated from the assessment of pro-
jects’ quality. Eligibility criteria tend to be exclusion criteria (yes/no); full compliance is required
in order for a proposal to be selected. The quality criteria, on the other hand, vary widely in the
Member States and themes studied. In this case, too, a divide between old and new Member
States can be observed.

The old Member States tend to use qualitative assessments to evaluate the quality of applications
on a one-by-one basis. This is mostly due to the fact that there is less direct competition between
applications in permanent calls. This means that a project has a good chance of being selected as
long as it fulfils the eligibility criteria and complies with the global, horizontal and specific objec-
tives of the call -- and as long as financial funds are available. The new Member States, on the
other hand, tend to use scoring methods for assessing quality and ranking as the basis for selec-
tion. Points systems, involving scoring and weighting, are used to conduct comparative evalua-
tions (as there tends to be greater competition between applications in temporary calls).

If the proposal is of high quality, the application receives a high score. A final ranking of projects
for selection by score is then mostly approved by a Selection Committee. The degree of detail of
the different criteria used for scoring varies across the Member States studied. However, in some
cases the evaluation system appears to have become so complex that there is a real risk of los-
ing sight of the big picture of the project as whole when evaluating it.
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Figure 53: Differences in evaluation and selection
. . L Main practice Main practice
Evaluation and selection Definition
AT, DE, NL Cz, SK, SI

Eligibility of applicant, v v

Formal assessment s
activities, costs etc.

Compliance with objec-

tives of call v v
Technical assessment

Ranking of projects y

according to scores

Selection among y

Selection ranked projects

External evaluators are strongly involved in the evaluation of applications in a number of Member
States. They can provide valuable specialist knowledge (technical or financial) which the MAs or
IBs do not have and bring fresh external perspectives into the evaluation -- as long as they are
objective professionals and their selection/involvement is transparent.

6.1.6 Selection of projects

Project selection is, as mentioned above, not always carried out as a separate step of the overall
process (but rather as one step together with evaluation). When a separate selection step exists,
selection is usually carried out by a Selection Committee or a Steering Group. However, these
bodies tend to mostly adhere to the selection recommendations prepared by evaluators in ad-
vance rather than making independent selection decisions. An exception is theme 3, where a
large part of the selection is prepared at the regional level and pre-selection decisions are made
by local officials/committees prior to the final selection decisions at central level.

Selection Committees and Steering Groups can nevertheless add value to the overall selection
process by drawing in additional external expertise, thereby contributing to consensus-building
and acceptance of the process.

Once a final selection decision has been made, applicants are usually informed of the outcome by
post mail. Reasons for project selection are provided in about half of the cases. Official complaint
systems for rejected applicants exist in all programmes studied; however, knowledge about these
complaint systems is apparently not widespread among applicants and only a small proportion of
applicants actually make use of these mechanisms. This might be because applicants mostly
thought that the selection decisions were published in a transparent manner and also felt that the
criteria for evaluating applications and project selection were appropriate and fair. However,
there were also those that perceived the process to be somewhat non-transparent; these appli-
cants felt that the selection process was a “black box” and internal procedures in the bodies re-
sponsible were not understandable to the outside observer.
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6.1.7 Agreement on ERDF support
The responsibility for preparation and signature of the agreement on ERDF support between the
authorities and the beneficiaries lies, in most cases, with IBs or MAs.

In most Member States, this process step does not require a great number of formalities. In oth-
ers, extensive additions to and revisions of application documents are required for signature of
the agreement. The extent and number of documents to be submitted at this stage differs
greatly. Often, the calls with the highest amount of funding per project also require the largest
number of pages. In the case of large projects, this final process step can therefore take more
than half a year, resulting in long delays in the overall selection process.

Administrative costs and burdens - conclusions across process steps

According to the estimates collected, the project selection procedures per applicant on the part of
the administrations are most time-consuming across all themes in the Czech Republic and the
Netherlands.

Decisive factors in the Czech Republic seem to be the involvement of a comparatively high num-
ber of people (internal and external) especially in the evaluation of applications, the compara-
tively high complexity of the applications in terms of the number of documents and pages, and,
for R&D and Urban Regeneration, the unique time- and resource-consuming “negotiation” be-
tween the MA and the applicant on project details, including requests for additional documenta-
tion within the last process step.

In the Netherlands, it is mainly the comparatively complex procedural set-up. This involves an
informal pre-procedure for all themes and a very strong focus on providing guidance and helping
(potential) applicants throughout the entire process. The extent/complexity of applications does
not seem to be a decisive factor or it is overlaid by others, as the humber of documents and
pages compared, for instance, to the Czech Repubilic.

In line with the findings on the administration’s side, it is also the Netherlands where applicants
spend most time on the entire procedure, from informing themselves about the funding possibili-
ties until concluding an agreement on receiving ERDF funds, in all three themes. These burdens
are not only driven by the comparably high time spent on drawing up and submitting project
ideas (first stage of the informal two-stage procedure); also the formal applications are by far the
most time-consuming in a comparative perspective, at least for themes 1 and 2. However, it has
to be kept in mind that the administrative burdens presented are based on internal time spent by
the applicant himself only and that the picture might change considerably when taking account of
the outsourcing and acquisition costs as well.

There are several factors being decisive for the expenditure of time on the applicants’ side:

e Availability/accessibility and quality of information (seminars, FAQs, good practice examples
of an application, etc.),

e Number, complexity and user-friendliness of forms and the documents to be provided,
e Level of experience with ERDF funding and the rationale of projects,

e Size and complexity of the project,

e Availability of online systems,

e Acceptance of self-declarations instead of certified copies.

Overall, the study results in terms of time spent and administrative burden associated with the
project selection procedures in the studied themes and Member States do not lead to a conclu-
sion of which type of call, permanent vs. temporary, is more or less efficient than the other one.
However, one conclusion that can be drawn on the results is that a two-stage procedure -- no
matter if a formal or an informal one -- reduces the administrative burden for the unsuccessful
(potential) applicants who are filtered out within the first stage as they do not have to provide a
formal application (second stage of the procedure) which in all cases is by far more time-
consuming than the first stage.
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6.1.8 Results of the Multi-Criteria Analysis

In order to draw together all the findings of the comparative analysis outlined in Chapters 3, 4,
and 5 and in order to answer the study questions outlined in the ToR, the study team conducted
a multi-criteria-analysis.

As a basis for the analysis, the study team assigned specific aspects to each study question.
These are summarised below.

Table 59: Study questions and aspects assigned
Study Question from the ToR Aspect Assignhed

What is the availability, suitability, quality and
“user-friendliness” of the national eligibility
rules and guidance provided by the Managing
Authorities (or delegated bodies) to potential
beneficiaries during the entire process until
the project selection?

Information and Guidance

How complex is the evaluation process of
projects/operations submitted?

How extensive and complex is the project Complexity
application form, including its annexes, to be
completed by potential beneficiaries?

What is the overall effectiveness of the project
selection process for each theme and Opera- Effectiveness
tional Programme?

What is the overall efficiency of the project
selection process for each theme and Opera-
tional Programme?

How efficient is the evaluation process of pro- Efficienc
jects/operations submitted? Y
Assess the administrative burden that final
beneficiaries face during the whole project
selection process.

How transparent is the evaluation process of Transparency
projects/operations submitted?

How might the project selection process be
simplified in order to minimise the administra-
tive burden for the beneficiaries without po- Recommendations

tential negative impacts on sound financial (please see following section)
management or achievement of Cohesion

Policy and programme objectives?
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The study team then assigned measurable descriptors/indicators to all aspects. These indicators
were designed in relation to the factors that, according to the findings of the comparative analy-
sis above, tend to influence the overall effectiveness and efficiency of selection procedures. Then,
the study team went through each single indicator and assessed it based on the results of the
desk research and the fieldwork®, using a traffic light system (green, amber and red). The cate-
gory groupings, indicators/descriptors and criteria for scoring are summarised as part of the An-
nexes, along with the detailed results of the multi-criteria-analysis by country and theme.

The results by theme are summarised below. However, it is important to note that the scoring
only provides initial indications for answering the study questions. The scores have to be inter-
preted carefully and only against the specific background and characteristics of the calls studied
as described in the previous chapters. Overall, the scores are only a snapshot of a very complex
reality of selection procedures and should not be used as a basis for benchmarking.

%3 Scoring was applied in a range from plus 1 to minus 1; a high score (closer to +1) means: good level of information for applicants
and good quality of guidance; low level of complexity; good level of effectiveness; good level of efficiency; good level of transparency.
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Table 60: R&D - results of the multi-criteria-analysis
Aspect Results
e Most countries achieve average scores; Slovakia, with a positive score, is the only exception.
e The high score for Slovakia result from the satisfaction expressed by applicants; they felt they had a good level of information and prepared-
Information ness. The seminars organised by the IB for introducing calls, providing information about objectives and about how to apply, can be assumed to

and Guidance contribute to this positive finding.

e The slightly negative score for the Netherlands might be attributable to the rather negative assessments of the availability and user-friendliness
of information and documents.

e The new Member States achieve average scores; the old Member States achieve higher scores, indicating lower complexity.

e To understand these higher scores in the old Member States, it should be noted that their calls are permanent calls and are those with the low-
est financial allocation; they have often been implementing calls for many years already and supposedly routines have developed on the part of
Complexity the administration and applicants.

e One factor contributing to the fact that the procedures in the young Member States have a high level of complexity is the amount of information
and documentation which has to be provided by applicants. In terms of mere numbers, Slovakia and Slovenia are most demanding in this re-
spect.

e Most countries achieve average scores; Slovakia and Germany are the exceptions.

e The high score for Slovakia can mostly be traced to the very sophisticated selection criteria framework and the programme’s high degree of
selectivity. Additionally, the fact that stakeholders are involved in preparing the call and external evaluators are involved in the selection proc-
Effectiveness ess is rated highly. However, interestingly, the applicants’ overall assessment of the selection process was below average; this may be because
a highly complex scoring system carries the risk of losing sight of the “big picture” of projects.

e At the other end of the scale, Germany has a below average score. This is mostly due to the nature of the selection criteria applied (exclusion-
ary, eligibility and quality assessments not clearly separate).

e The indicators used for scoring reflect several dimensions, including the perspective of applicants on the duration of the process as well as ad-
ministrative burden and costs. The results of the scoring are rather paradoxical.

e Austria and the Czech Republic receive the highest score. This is mostly due to the fact that selection decisions are reached relatively quickly;
moreover, administrative burdens are relatively low. However, administrative costs in both countries were above average.

Efficiency

e Three countries -- Austria, the Netherlands, and Slovakia — achieve above-average scores; these high scores can be traced to the positive as-
sessment of applicants of the appropriateness and fairness of evaluation and selection criteria.

Transparency .« The Czech Republic, on the other hand, scores negatively due to the markedly negative of view of applicants on the transparency of the proc-
ess; possibly, this is due to the fact that selection decisions may be “re-negotiated” in the final step of the selection process, and this may not
be fully transparent to applicants.
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Table 61: Innovation - results of the multi-criteria-analysis

Aspect

Information
and Guidance

Complexity

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Transparency

Results

All countries achieve quite similar and average scores; this is not surprising considering that guidance in this theme is provided by similar types
of agency in most countries.

Interestingly, the two countries that score slightly better than the others are the two countries where pre-application is part of the procedure,
indicating that the APQ is not only an instrument of pre-selection but part of a wider understanding of guidance.

There is a wide variation in the complexity of selection procedures, even though the number of bodies involved in the process is similar across
countries; the differences are due to variations in procedural layers and documentation requirements.

The two countries with the lowest score are the two countries where pre-application is part of the procedure; this adds an additional layer to the
selection procedures and also increases the burden of documentation for applicants.

Moreover, a different picture emerges from that of theme 1: the division between permanent and temporary calls is not quite as clear-cut; this
is due to the fact that the temporary calls in this theme are highly standardised.
Most countries achieve similar scores; the exceptions are the Czech Republic and Austria.

Austria’s low score of Austria is due to the nature of the selection criteria applied, the lack of involvement of external stakeholders and external
evaluators as well as the low selectivity. However, there is a paradox similar to that of theme 1: despite the low scores on all of these dimen-
sions, applicants’ were very satisfied with the overall selection process.

The high score for the Czech Republic can be traced to the framework of selection criteria; moreover, stakeholders rate positively the fact that
stakeholders are involved in preparing the call and external evaluators are involved in the selection process.

The scoring results for efficiency are again rather paradoxical -- Austria and Germany receive the highest score.

This is mostly due to the fact that selection decisions are reached relatively quickly; moreover, administrative burdens are relatively low. How-
ever, administrative costs in both countries were above average.

In this context, it is quite remarkable that in the case of Germany, applicants did not voice complaints about the length of the procedure, al-
though a two-stage selection process with an APQ is applied.

Generally, transparency of selection procedures in this theme is scored lower than under theme 1.

There is also less variation; most countries receive average scores, with the Netherlands being the only exception.

The Dutch scoring is particularly interesting against the background of the Netherlands receiving an above-average score in theme 1 (with se-

lection procedures in both themes being identical). The negative scores in this theme can be traced to the below-average rating on the part of

applicants of the fairness of the evaluation and selection criteria. The assumption of the study team is that R&D promoters and SMEs appear to
have different opinions and preferences when it comes to the evaluation of selection procedures.
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Table 62: Urban Regeneration - results of the multi-criteria-analysis

Aspect

Information
and Guidance

Complexity

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Transparency

Results

Most countries again receive average scores; the only exception is Austria.

The positive score for Austria is mostly attributable to the fact that applicants have a very good overall knowledge of ERDF funding, knowing
extremely well where to find all relevant information, as well as to the perceived user-friendliness of forms.

However, it should be kept in mind that applicants are all municipal bodies closely involved in the implementation of the urban development
programme and participated in the programming. Accordingly, applicants can be expected to be well informed and well prepared.

In this theme, four countries receive above-average scores when it comes to complexity of procedures; three of these countries are again coun-
tries implementing permanent calls.

In Slovenia, the temporary calls are completely standardised and several deadlines are set for submission of applications each year; therefore,
these calls are very similar to the permanent calls in the other three countries.

Generally, effectiveness of selection procedures in this theme is scored lower than in themes 1 and 2; there are no major differences between
countries.

The weaker effectiveness of selection procedures can be traced to the particular structures of selection procedures in the Urban Regeneration
theme; a large part of the selection is prepared at the regional level and pre-selection decisions are made by local officials/committees prior to
the final selection decisions at central level.

There is a wide variation in relation to the efficiency of selection procedures: two countries receive above-average scores (Austria and Ger-
many) and two countries score below average (the Czech Republic and the Netherlands).

The good scores for Austria and Germany can be traced to the fact that selection decisions are reached relatively quickly; moreover, adminis-
trative burdens are relatively low. However, administrative costs in Austria were above average and average in Germany.

The relative inefficiency of procedures in the Netherlands is due to low scores on the time needed by authorities for decision-making, high ad-
ministrative burdens and costs. The high administrative costs can be traced to the variety of actors involved: in programming, a broad spec-
trum of partners contributed, while implementation is carried out de-centrally at level of four cities.

The relative inefficiency of the Czech Republic is due to the widespread dissatisfaction among applicants about delays in the selection process;
moreover, the unique time- and resource-consuming “negotiation” between the MA and the applicant on project details, including the request
for additional documentation within the last process step, also plays a role.

There is a wide variation in terms of the transparency of selection procedures in theme 3: two countries receive above average scores (Ger-
many and Slovenia), two countries score below average (the Czech Republic and the Netherlands).
High scores can again be traced to the positive assessment of applicants of the appropriateness and fairness of evaluation and selection criteria.

The Czech Republic and the Netherlands also receive below average scores on transparency in other themes; this suggests that there is a
cross-cutting issue of applicants not believing in the appropriateness and fairness of evaluation and selection criteria.
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Good practice examples and recommendations

Based on the conclusions on the studied calls presented in the previous section and incorporating
the good practice examples identified in the previous chapters, this section provides the recom-
mendations from the study team which are intended to provide valuable input for designing pro-
ject selection procedures in the future. In considering their ‘implementability’, each recommenda-
tion needs to be looked at in the light of the specific programme context, e.g.

e Objectives and thematic fields of operations,

e Beneficiaries and recipients of assistance targeted,
e Type of projects,

e Size of projects,

e Levels of governance and national/ regional administrative structures.

Against this background, the recommendations serve as input for further discussion and im-
provements to the project selection procedures of ERDF programmes in terms of effectiveness,
efficiency and transparency within the framework of the Structural Funds’ principle of shared
management between the EU Union and the Member States. As with the conclusions in the previ-
ous section, the recommendations are structured in accordance with the generic steps of the
selection procedures.

6.2.1 Preparation/launch of and information about calls

A. Enhance partnership by applying a broader concept of involving regional stake-
holders in the programming and call preparation phase, going beyond the current
role of the Monitoring Committees
The study findings show that the broad participation of regional stakeholders and social and
economic partners in the programming and call preparation phase is a key to linking EU
structural policy and Member State’s regional policy. Regional stakeholders and representa-
tives of the private sector should be involved in the discussions associated with preparing the
calls; the discussions should focus on the strategic level of targets, instruments, financing
and procedures.

The Netherlands provides a good practice example in this regard: stakeholders are highly
committed to programme implementation.

B. Concentrate ERDF funds on a few strategic beacon projects to highlight the specific
contribution of the ERDF to regional development
In terms of Urban Regeneration, Member States should put emphasis on preventing fragmen-
tation and focus on specific themes, zones and/or target groups. The specific contribution of
the ERDF to regional development could be highlighted, concentrating the ERDF funds on a
few strategic beacon projects. This applies especially to the more developed regions.

A good practice example of this was found in Austria. During the programming phase,
beacon projects were selected from the comprehensive Integrated Urban Development
Plan and included as operations in the OP.
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C. Ensure effective project selection mechanisms at local level (Urban Regeneration)
Special attention should be paid to improving the framework for bottom-up selection proce-

dures. At present, the central level is dominant in the final project selection procedures in

many cases. If the objective of the ERDF is to focus support explicitly on the implementation
of integrated spatial strategies as outlined in the Commission’s proposal for the regulation of
the Structural Funds (Art. 7)%, Member States need to define and prepare the process for the

selection of relevant cities early in the phase of programme planning for the next period.

Special emphasis should be put on how to ensure effective project selection mechanisms at
local level. Linking the ERDF to the implementation of existing integrated local development

strategies in the programme areas has proven to be effective and efficient. However this
cannot be expected across all Member States.

D. Decide upon the type of call case by case
The study results do not lead to an exhaustive answer to the question of which type of call
(permanent or temporary) is more effective and/or efficient. It seems that de-facto imple-

mentation of selection procedures is the decisive factor; the type of call does not seem to be
as relevant as ongoing debates imply. There are a number of good reasons for both, as out-

lined below:
Temporary calls

e Enhance competition as project applications are received by a certain deadline/at the
same point in time and can be assessed in parallel with a comparative perspective.

e Are more selective, i.e. are associated with higher rejection rates.

e Allow for a direct response to evolving needs and address specific challenges which may

also facilitate overall programme management.

e Facilitate learning in terms of implementation and results from one call to the next.

Permanent calls

e Provide greater flexibility for applicants: as no deadlines are set, applicants have more
time to prepare their application.

e Reduce the administrative efforts associated with preparing and launching calls as the ef-
forts only have to be made once at the beginning of the programming period (aside from

possible changes to the call later on).
e Are less selective, i.e. are associated with lower rejection rates.
In the study team’s opinion, bearing in mind the different advantages, the decision for one
the other type should be taken separately per funding scheme:

e Permanent calls seem to be especially suited to the implementation of highly standard-
ised instruments of support and projects of low complexity.

e Temporary calls are well-suited for fields with high competition for funding and subject
matters that require flexible responses to evolving needs.

or

Implementing this recommendation might lead to both types of call co-existing in the Mem-
ber States. It would require the administrative bodies involved in project selection to become
acquainted with the logic and requirements of the respective new type and set up new proce-

dures.

% EU Commission, Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions on the

European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Devel-
opment and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provi-
sions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No

1083/2006. Com (2011) 615.
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Moreover, the study team underlines the relevance of the following topics where lessons can
be learned from the new Member States in relation to publication of temporary calls and
transparency:

> Publish annual plans of calls (in the event of temporary calls)

> Introduce and promote calls by means of nation or region wide seminars
Based on the study findings, it seems that information events are carried out for almost
all calls in all six Member States. However, they differ in terms of objectives, scope and
content. In the newer Member States there is a clear emphasis on providing seminars go-
ing beyond bare information events. In Slovakia, for instance, the IB presents the full ap-
plication package and facilitates discussions with potential applicants during the semi-
nars. The focus is on the requirements which are most difficult to fulfil.

E. Ensure that the essential characteristics and requirements of the calls are clearly
determined and communicated to all parties involved
In order to lay a sound basis for the effective and efficient generation and selection of pro-
jects, the following should be clearly determined and communicated within the administra-
tion, and to applicants and stakeholders:

e Specific targets to be achieved by the call.
e The budget available, including conditions for co-financing.
e Evaluation and selection criteria (see recommendations on evaluation of applications).

e Application and project selection procedure, including the type of call (permanent vs.
temporary), deadlines for submission of applications, decision taking and publication of
selection results.

Drawing on the findings of the survey and interviews with beneficiaries, the most satisfaction
across all themes on this was found in Austria and Germany. In both Member States ‘guide-
lines’ as a specific form of permanent call provide the central information for all parties in-
volved. However, these are mostly judged as weak in terms of the transparency and clarity of
the selection criteria.

6.2.2 Guidance of potential applicants/beneficiaries

Guidance to (potential) applicants and beneficiaries is crucial for effectiveness, efficiency and
transparency within application and project selection procedures. This, particularly, should be
seen in the light of the prevalence of using external consultants as support for drafting applica-
tions in some Member States. Applicants’ needs for guidance evolve at different levels and stages
of the process.

The study identified three levels of guidance which should be covered in terms of providing
needs-responsive guidance to applicants:

e Information and support in application process

e Project acquisition and development

e Project development and management.
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F. Reflect which institutions can contribute effectively to programme implementation
As a point of entry, each programme region should reflect which institution can contribute ef-
fectively to programme implementation. Some survey respondents noted that they find it dif-

ficult to make their way through the “funding jungle” and find out which funding scheme
might be suited for their project.

The Netherlands might serve as inspiration in this respect: the “Steunpunten” in the
Dutch provinces operate as “information windows” for all EU programmes and for all
national programmes. Individuals interested in funding have the possibility to consult
these central points with their project ideas to learn which funding programme would be
best suited to the project.

G. Strengthen the role of the IBs in terms of providing guidance
The IBs, especially in the new Member States, appear to restrict themselves too much to
playing a formal administrative role. As they are mostly involved in both the preparation of

calls and provision of information to the applicants, they should pay far more attention to the

information provided in print, on the web and in person being understandable.

The objective should be to provide each applicant with the best information possible. In order

to improve the efficiency of guidance, this should also encompass personal assistance (by
phone or even face-to-face) allowing, for instance, for:

e Provision of comprehensive answers and an opinion on the chances of a project (see also

“pre-check” in the next section),
e Explanation of requirements and the reasoning behind them,

e Assistance in filling forms and drawing up documents, e.g. the project description.

The SAB (Sachsische Aufbaubank - Agency and Intermediary Body Level 2) serves as
an example of good practice in this respect. It is located in the State Capital Dresden
and has seven local offices serving as a first point of contact. Its website provides in-
formation about support programmes and the assistance offered. It provides a service
centre which is open during working hours and can be reached by phone and e-mail.
The SAB department responsible for the implementation of the calls studied (Depart-
ment for Technology, which is in charge of all State support programmes in this area)
has18 employees. Each employee is on duty one day a week advising applicants in the
service centre. In addition, staff of the State Ministry for Science and Education and
the SAB participate in business and science networks providing information about the
programmes (e.g. events organised by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, sec-
tor networks).
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H. Improve guidance to applicants within the application process
A number of measures identified throughout the study can be subsumed under this rather
generic recommendation:

> Provide clear and concise instructions for filling in forms - "how-to-do’s”
Member States should provide clear and concise instructions on how to fill in the applica-
tion forms, calculate project costs and structure project descriptions, and provide practi-
cal examples of applications and projects, and flowcharts of the application procedure.

A good practice example in terms of a flowchart of the application procedure was found
in Germany for “Innovation in SMEs”. The Hessen Agentur provides on its website a
flowchart of the entire application procedure including limitations on the number of pages
of project outlines and applications.

> Introduce a self-assessment tool which allows eligibility to be pre-tested online
Member States should consider developing and introducing a self-assessment tool to pre-
test eligibility online. Such a tool, providing it was fully utilised by the potential appli-
cants, would avoid the administration having to assess and filter out applications that are
not eligible; potential applicants with a negative pre-test result would not submit an ap-
plication (see also Recommendation I below). This measure would have a positive impact
on the administrative burden for potential applicants as well as on the efforts of the ad-
ministration in assessing the eligibility of applications.

» Tailor information and guidance services to different target groups (SMEs, re-
search institutes)
SMEs, research institutes and other groups of applicants might have different information
needs and be in different situations. This should be taken into account in written and
spoken guidance. Guidance documents should be tailored to the specific target groups
and personal guidance should be provided by people familiar with the specifics of the re-
spective target group.

> Highlight changes in programming/application documents
Frequent amendments to the relevant programme and application documents should be
avoided. In the case of temporary calls, changes should not be introduced during the call
period, but only between calls. In any event, changes in relevant programme and/or ap-
plication documents should be highlighted to facilitate faster orientation of the applicants.

I. Improve guidance targeted at project acquisition and development
A good practice example in terms of project acquisition and development was found in the
Netherlands in relation to the implementation of R&D and Innovation in SMEs.
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The MA has assigned the task of acquiring projects for ERDF funding to Oost NV, a
regional development agency, to acquire projects for ERDF funding. Some 80-90
percent of funded projects in the fields of R&D and technology transfer, and Innova-
tions in SMEs found their way to ERDF support via Oost NV.

This approach works as follows:
1: Oost NV collects project ideas;
2: Potential applicants fill in an orientation form of two to three pages;
3: Oost NV introduces and discusses project ideas in a coordination meeting
with the IB (Programme Secretariat) once a month
4: Oost NV gives feedback to the potential applicant and provides informal ad-
vice
5: Projects are discussed during progress meetings between Oost NV and the
IB every three weeks.

A lot of effort (time, personnel) is invested in this process, but this is deemed
worthwhile as it lowers risks in project implementation. It also shows the potential
for cooperation between regional development agencies on the one hand, and the IB
and MA, on the other.

Cover costs for project development and management with ERDF resources

Large infrastructure projects in particular, e.g. in the field of R&D, joint projects from R&D in-
stitutions and enterprises, as well as the implementation of Integrated Urban Development
Plans require capacities for development and management which cannot necessarily be cov-
ered by the internal staff of applicants/beneficiaries. These costs for external expertise should
thus be covered by the project costs supported by the ERDF.

6.2.3 Submission and selection of APQ

K. Implement a pre-check of applications as a guidance tool

A formal two-stage procedure applies only in the Czech Republic and Germany to the Innova-
tions in SMEs theme. In the Czech Republic, this approach is primarily designed to assess
whether the eligibility requirements are met. The APQ procedure provides early feedback to
the applicant on chances for success and filters out ineligible projects. The selectivity of this
procedure is rather high. This indicates that this type of procedure clearly contributes to ad-
ministrative efficiency. In Germany the first stage of the two-stage procedure serves primar-
ily for the stakeholders and multipliers represented in the selection committee to discuss pro-
ject ideas and weigh up the quality and effects of planned projects. The selectivity of this
procedure is comparably as high as in Czech Republic. If projects are rejected, recommenda-
tions are made for alternatives for implementation.

Both procedures reduce the uncertainty and administrative burden of applicants rejected at
the first stage, which is less extensive and time-consuming than the second (formal applica-
tion).

Furthermore, the study shows that similar procedures are in place in Germany as well for
R&D and in the Netherlands for all three themes, but not in a formal sense (pre-checks).
These are also considered as good practice especially in terms of providing guidance to the
applicants and developing project ideas.
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Informal pre-checks of project ideas as applied in the fields of R&D and Innovation in
SMEs in the cases of Germany and the Netherlands have proven to be an effective ap-
proach both from the administrative and the applicant’s viewpoint. Member States
should consider introducing a pre-check combined with guidance activities targeted at
project development.

A transparent division of tasks between those providing guidance and those in charge of
selecting projects should be ensured by the organisational set-up of the process.

6.2.4 Submission of applications/proposals

L.

Reduce the extent and the requirements of applications to the necessary minimum
Applications - forms and documents to be provided - should be reduced to the necessary
minimum and only require the information which is actually needed to assess the eligibility of
applications and the quality of planned projects. The study team believes that there are a
couple of recommendations in this regard which should be taken into account for the new
programming period:

> Eliminate irrelevant/dual requirements from applications
In order to reduce burden on the part applicants and to ensure smooth application, the
Member States’ funding authorities/bodies should make sure that applications only re-
quire information relevant for the selection decision and support agreement. Several sur-
vey respondents from the Czech Republic and Slovakia noted in relation to Innovation in
SMEs that they have the impression that information was requested which is partly ir-
relevant and they had to provide some information twice. An example of a requirement
perceived as irrelevant was mentioned in the Czech Republic in relation to theme 1, R&D:
the “financing gap” for non-commercial entities.

> Facilitate the re-use of information and data as far as possible
Almost two thirds of the applicants in scope of this study have applied previously for
ERDF funds. Some information, as for instance the applicant-related information, has to
be provided with each application even though this information is already at hand of the
administration and could be re-used. The re-use should be facilitated for instance by set-
ting up and keeping a central folder of each applicant. This would reduce applicant’s irri-
tation and administrative burden. This recommendation would be facilitated by an e-
system (see also Recommendation M below).

> Provide the evaluating bodies with access to relevant folders/files available at
other authorities/bodies
Several documents to be provided with an application for ERDF funds are copies of official
documents issued by other authorities, as for instance building permits in the case of in-
frastructure projects. Others have to be gathered by the applicants from official registers,
as for instance the extract from the trade register. Providing the evaluators with access
to relevant folder and/or files available at other authorities and to the registers would re-
duce the administrative burden of applicants.

> Align the required financial information with the format of information at hand
of applicants
Data requirements, especially in terms of financial information, should be aligned to the
format of data already at hand of the applicants. Preventing applicants from converting
existing data into a different application format would reduce the time and resources
spent on an application, i.e. the administrative burden.
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> Accept self-declarations instead of certified copies
During the application phase, self-declarations should be accepted instead of requiring
certified copies to be collected by applicants from different sources. If necessary, certified
copies should only be requested from the successful applicants reducing their administra-
tive burden.

> Limit page numbers
The extent of project outlines, applications for APQ and applications including the project
description should be limited by introducing a ceiling of page numbers. This would clarify
the expectations and help applicants to focus on the relevant minimum information. As
regards the project description for joint projects, a common coordinated description
might be sufficient.

> Implement a flat-rate allowance for calculating project costs
Implementing a flat-rate allowance would facilitate the calculation of project costs and
reduce the time applicants spend on calculations and thus their administrative burden.
The recommendation is addressed at both, the Commission and the Member States. Flat-
rate allowances are foreseen as a form of grant in the Commission’s proposal for the
regulation of the Structural Funds for the next programming period® (articles 57 and 58).

> Introduce a simplified application procedure
Member States should consider introducing simplified application procedures. These could
be applied to small projects with a budget of for instance beneath EUR 150,000 or in case
of temporary calls. In terms of the latter case, the MA competent for Urban Regeneration
in Czech Republic is currently pilot testing a simple evaluation system based on exclusive
evaluation criteria (yes/no).

M. Implement e-solutions and enhance online submission of applications
Post and personal delivery still seem to be the preferred method of application submission.
Although the majority of calls provide for, and some even require online submission of appli-
cations, applicants consider personal delivery as a last opportunity to check the proposal be-
fore final submission. The personal contact is also essential in terms of quality of service and
guidance.

The Commission’s proposal for the regulation of the Structural Funds for the next program-
ming period® covers the requirement to implement e-solutions in all Member States. Article
112 of the proposed regulation requires the Member States to ensure that all exchanges of
information between beneficiaries and authorities can be carried out solely by means of elec-
tronic data exchange systems. The systems shall facilitate interoperability with national and
Union frameworks and allow for the beneficiaries to submit all information only once.

Such e-solutions facilitate the application process and provide further support for the evalua-
tion of applications, as the examples in Czech Republic and Slovakia illustrate. To what extent
an e-solution contributes to smooth the application and selection process and decreases the
administrative costs and burdens, depends on the functionalities of the individual system.
However, when a system is implemented, applicants would also need to be encouraged to
use it.

5 EU Commission, Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions on the
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Devel-
opment and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provi-
sions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No
1083/2006. Com (2011) 615.

% EU Commission, Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions on the
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Devel-
opment and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund covered by the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provi-
sions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No
1083/2006. Com (2011) 615.
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6.2.5 Evaluation of applications/proposals

In terms of the process of evaluating applications and the criteria applied, the study uncovered
differences in particular between the old and new Member States, and between permanent and
temporary calls. For all the themes studied the old Member States mostly apply eligibility and
quality criteria and evaluate applications on a one-by-one basis. Eligibility criteria are exclusion-
ary in the sense that full compliance is required. There is a one-by-one assessment of compliance
with the quality criteria. When applying this approach, projects are not compared directly and
this leaves ample room for individual assessment and interpretation. The new Member States
mostly apply eligibility, quality and selection criteria, and carry out a comparative evaluation
leading to a ranking of projects. The comparative perspective sharpens the implementation of the
criteria and puts applicants in competition with each other, so that they strive to deliver the “best
application”.

Based on the practices examined, the study team identified some key elements of an effective
evaluation process. These ideal characteristics highlight the importance of linking the evaluation
and selection criteria coherently to the programme objectives (see also recommendations on the
preparation of calls, section 6.2.1).

N. Design and apply effective and efficient evaluation processes

Comparative perspective:

e A comparative perspective is best suited for identifying the projects which fully or
best meet the criteria applied.

e The administration should be driven by this objective, which should not be coun-
teracted by the availability of funds and the pressure to spend them.

e A comparative perspective does not necessarily depend on the type of call chosen.
In organisational terms, it is also possible to collect and assess projects compara-
tively within the framework of a permanent call (the German case under the
theme Innovation in SMEs). Another possibility is to define several deadlines for
submission of applications (see temporary calls in Slovenia under the theme Urban
Regeneration).
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Quality of evaluation and selection criteria:
e Eligibility, quality and selection criteria should be clearly distinguished.

e For instance, information about the applicant serves to ensure proper im-
plementation. If this is not guaranteed, a project is not eligible.

e Quality criteria should clearly relate to the objectives set out by the call and
the wider programme objectives, and focus on the expected results. This
allows the evaluator to focus on whether the objectives are likely to be
achieved by the proposed activities.

e Selection criteria determine the mechanism for preferring one project over
the other: the mechanisms applied are mostly scoring systems, which set a
minimum or maximum. A cost-benefit ratio might also serve as a selection
criterion.

e Criteria should be simple and clear, and limited in number. This relates es-
pecially to the need for criteria to be understandable. Evaluation and selec-
tion criteria are not identical to a check list or a manual for evaluation.
They clarify what the funding authorities expect of the applicants and form
the binding basis for evaluation and selection.

These ideal characteristics highlight the importance of linking the evaluation and
selection criteria coherently to the programme objectives (see also recommenda-
tions on the preparation of calls, section 6.2.1).

The selection process in Austria for Urban Regeneration demonstrates how a comparative evalua-
tion of applications using good indicators can be carried out within a permanent call. It also illus-
trates that a feasible scoring methodology does not necessarily require complex IT solutions.

An Excel-based check list was developed for assessing the eligibility of an application
as well as for the qualitative assessment. The questions to be answered by the as-
sessors reflect the objectives of the OP and are weighted accordingly. In order to
ensure the selection of projects which clearly also demonstrate European added
value, visibility of the project in the public is one of the ranking criteria

Compliance with targets set out Max 75 points
Compliance with targets at level of priority axis, operation, Max 30
horizontal objectives

Focus on results Max 25
Degree of innovation Max 20
Quality of project design Max 70 points
Quality of project design Max 25

Cost (resource) efficiency Max 25
Visibility (quality of communication activities) Max 20

These criteria are specified by further sub-criteria. The application of the system
clearly facilitates the evaluation process. Only applications that achieve a minimum
threshold of points can be selected.
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Another area for recommendations in relation to the evaluation of applications is the use and
involvement of external evaluators.

O. Avoid conflicts of interest and biased selection when using external evaluators
External evaluators contribute to the evaluation of applications in the R&D and Technology
Transfer, and Innovations in SMEs themes in particular. Their main role is to provide special-
ist technical or financial knowledge which is the MAs or IBs carrying out the evaluation do not
have to hand. Only specialised IBs or agencies like those for R&D in Germany or Innovations
in SMEs in Austria can rely on their in-house experts.

External experts are usually called upon on a case by case basis. A pool of experts has been
built up for this purpose in the new Member States by means of ‘calls for experts’ or pro-
curement procedures. The additional expert opinion provided in the evaluation process cer-
tainly supports the effectiveness of the selection process. However, care needs to be taken
about the risk of biased selection, as in Slovakia and Slovenia, for instance, cases were re-
ported in which external assessors were not working exclusively on project evaluations on
behalf of the funding administration, but also as external consultants for applicants. There-
fore, it is crucial that experts have just one vote within the evaluation teams or groups and
be held responsible for disclosing potential conflict of interests. External evaluators should be
selected carefully; the selection should only involve professionals who are experienced and
dispose of appropriate knowledge in the respective special field.

6.2.6 Selection of projects

P. Set up selection committees for taking selection decisions
Selection committees provide another possibility for drawing on external expertise. Selection
Committees assembling members from economic and social partners (e.g. research and de-
velopment, employers’ and employees’ associations, Chambers of Commerce and Trade) play
a viable role in Germany, the Netherlands and in part in Austria. Although the case of the
Netherlands indicates that a high level of involvement of stakeholders is very resource-
consuming, this investment should be highly valued. The involvement of a mixture of exter-
nal expertise and stakeholders enhances the effectiveness of regional policy making and the
commitment to EU policies, and implies a stronger needs-orientation. Committee decisions
taken on a broader basis trigger higher acceptance.

In terms of the composition, work-flow and role of the selection committee, Germany seems
to provide for a good practice example. This case indicates that selection committees are
specifically able to link regional economic policy with ERDF interventions. It requires profi-
cient knowledge and insight into specific technologies, markets and the needs of enterprises
and research institutions to judge a project against these criteria. This may go beyond
knowledge available in public administrations.
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In the German case, the committee consists of representatives of the Ministry for
Economy, Transport and Regional Development of Hessen (MA and IB Level 1),
Ministry for Science and Education of Hessen, the WiBank and technological consult-
ants from the Chambers of Commerce and Industry. The committee discusses both
applications for pre-qualification and project proposals.

The IB 1 is in charge of the legally binding selection decision and sticks to the sug-
gestion of the committee. Its input is appreciated as professional and well argued.
From the viewpoint of the Rambgll study team, this is understandable, especially
when considering the specific criteria projects have to comply with:

e comprehensible core competencies of the research partners,

e degree of innovation of the scientific-technical concept,

e technical feasibility, product quality,

e transferability of results, technology and knowledge transfer into further
branches,

e degree and quality of cooperation of the consortium,

e customer value, economic utilization, merchantability, market strategy,

e refinancing / technical and economic potential,

e contribution of the project towards the improving the enterprises competitive-
ness.

6.2.7 Agreement on ERDF support

Q. Ensure that documentation/information essential for decision-making is requested
before (and not after) project selection
As explained in detail in several sections of this report, the administrations responsible for se-
lecting R&D and Urban Regeneration projects in the Czech Republic require a major effort in
the last process step after the funding decisions are taken.

Before the agreements are finalised, the potential beneficiaries are requested to hand in ad-
ditional documentation and invite offers from suppliers. This might take several weeks and
during this time changes might occur to the factual basis on which the selection decision was
based, possibly resulting in a need for “re-negotiation”. Such “re-negotiations” create a risk
that the accountability of the selection procedure will be undermined. Therefore selection de-
cisions should only be taken when all necessary information has been provided, not before-
hand and when they are still based on vague information.

This does not apply to procurement documents. In some cases, it was reported that offers
from suppliers need to be invited and collected before handing in an application. This should
not be the case. The documentation of invited offers from suppliers should only be requested
from the successful applicants in order to prevent the unsuccessful applicants from spending
the associated efforts and ensure that offers are not outdated.

R. Keep reserve lists of promising projects which were not selected
Promising projects which could not be selected for instance due to a large number of promis-
ing projects applied for within one call or due to a lack of funds should be kept on a reserve
list for the next call with the same objectives.
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