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1 Introduction

The result indicator identification is one of the cornerstones of the programming for the period 2014-2020 in order to strengthen the result-orientation of the programming (according ETC Reg. Art. 8).

Result indicators are a core element of the programmes intervention logic, have specific features and must meet certain quality criteria.

· The result indicators should relate to the specific objectives selected by the programme authorities; they are the measurable dimension of the change sought in a specific policy area. Therefore, the European Commission (EC) does not propose common result indicators. However the Evalaution Unit of DG REGIO will give extra emphasis on the Result Indicators of the Programmes.  

· Only one (if possible) and no more than two result indicators should be used for each specific objective (Draft Guidelines for the content of the cooperation programme, Version 5, 8.5.2014).

· For programme-specific result indicators baselines shall use the latest available data and targets shall be set for 2023. Targets may be expressed in quantitative or qualitative terms (ETC Reg. Art. 16).

· A change of the result indicator baseline value must be measurable by reproducible methods and timely collection of data (Questions and Answers on ETC Programmes and results orientation, September 2013).

· There is no sanction for not achieving result indicator targets. However, evaluation should be undertaken to explain why (Q & A on ETC Programmes and results orientation, September 2013).

· Since result indicators need to capture the desired change, they should be closely linked to the policy interventions supported. In the case of ADRION the base for the definition of the Result Indicators is provided by the list of indicative activities and the expected results (See Section II of the EC Template). They should capture the essence of a result expected in a specific policy field. However, result indicators may measure in practice only some of the relevant dimensions of the results to be achieved. Result indicators should not relate only to programme beneficiaries (as this is the case with output indicators), but to the whole target population in a specific policy field (Q & A on ETC Programmes and results orientation, September 2013). 

· Changes in the value of result indicators have to be reported regularly in the Annual Implementation Reports (where and when appropriate, acc. to Article 50 CPR); but evaluation of the impact of the programme is an external evaluation task related to the “enhanced reporting needs” in 2017 and 2019. Hence the definition of the Result Indicators should also take in account their “evaluability”. 
· The change in the result indicator value is a result of the cooperation programme as well as other external factors related (= gross effect). The evaluation should assess the programmes contribution to the change observed (= effect of the programme = net effect). Netting out of the programme effect on the change of the result indicator baseline value should be done by impact evaluation (DG REGIO Guidance document on Monitoring and Evaluation, March 2014). Such an Impact evaluation must be adapted to the specificities of a transnational cooperation programme. 
Considering these specificities, it is crucial to define a sound and practical method to measure cooperation effects by means of result indicators related to specific policy objectives.

The aim of this paper is to suggest to PC, MA and JTS a feasible but methodologically correct path to identify the most suitable result indicators for the programme.
2 Methodological approach
Setting the frame

The cooperation programme intends to develop strategic frameworks, shared perspectives and concrete pilot action in specific policy areas where transnational cooperation is expected to make a difference. 

Given problems require the efforts of many different actors working together to mitigate or even resolve common challenges. Better collaboration of key actors extends the reach to tackle challenges. The cooperation programme is one influencing factor - amongst others - to promote collaboration of actors in specific policy fields.

Therefore, it is proposed to focus result indicators on the (evolving) level of collaboration and/or capacity of key actors in the programme area in order to improve the framework conditions in specific policy fields. 

Since the cooperation programme cannot directly generate major physical impact in economic, social or territorial terms, the focus should be set on the specific subjective observation variables “collaboration” and “capacity” which are within the scope of the programme and can be directly influenced. 

Target is an increasing level of collaboration and capacity and a more balanced involvement of partner countries to contribute to a higher degree of integration.

The level of collaboration and capacity as an indicator is often used in social sciences. Collaboration is generally treated as meaning the cooperative way that two or more actors / entities in the specific programme area work together towards a shared goal (specific objective).
Capacity is generally as the ability of individuals and organisations to perform certain tasks, to adopt methodologies and to adapt to changing conditions. 
The proposed set of XX programme specific result indicators is outlined in the next pages
The indicators are designed as a “survey based composite indicator” which reflects the level of change in the desired domain of key actors in the programme area in the different fields of action addressed by a specific objective.

The total change level is calculated from the partial values, which reflect the behaviour in selected areas of interest.

Thus a direct connection with the indicative activities and defined expected results (See CP Section II, 2.A.5.) is given. The change can be observed in a detailed qualitative way (via ongoing evaluation), and simultaneously produce a synthetic single “value” (e.g. +5%) for reporting can be provided.

For the understanding of change, it is important not only to observe a single value, but to reflect the changes in the various thematic areas indicated by the indicative actions the programme. So much more plausible and robust results may be obtained. 

The following illustration demonstrates the model how to measure the overall level of collaboration based on the status quo and changes in the different fields of action.

Table 1. Model to measure the overall level of collaboration (example for illustration, not final design)
	SO: 1.1 Support the development of a regional Innovation system for the ADRION region

	
	Overall level of collaboration (RI)

	
	
	

	R1: Common understanding among ADRION partner states on the potential fields of transnational innovation actions;
	
	Specific level of collaboration

	R2: Enhancement of the competencies/skills of the stakeholders and involved parties
	
	Specific level of collaboration

	R3: Improvement of the framework conditions (awareness and foresight, legal, economic aspects, innovation governance, organisational issues, policy solutions, technology impact assessments);
	
	Specific level of collaboration

	R123: etc.
	
	Specific level of collaboration


Practical implementation

Primary data collection by a survey

The baseline of the result indicator will be established through a survey (preferring cost efficient online-survey) among key institutions in the programme area. Also the ongoing observation of changes in the baseline values should be done on a similar survey base e.g.in 2018 and 2022).
Due to the need to deliver a baseline in a swift way, the following approach is proposed for now:

· TF Members nominate a number of institutions per IP (including contact persons and telephone numbers to accelerate the process), which are competent enough to express an opinion on the situation in their country, e.g. in the case of IP 1b a research centre and an innovation brokerage service provider;

· The institutions are contacted per email with invitations to attend an efficient online-survey containing a limited number of questions related to the “Expected results” of the IP (See CP Section II, 2.A.5 for each IP). To operationalize the level of collaboration in a specific field of action it is suggested to use closed-ended question within a matrix. Answer options are on a 1 to 6 scale with 1 indicating “no interaction or capacity at all” and 6 indicating a fully developed collaboration or capacity level. Each level is explained by certain criteria. Lowest level of occurs when there is little communication and partnership quality. The highest level of collaboration occurs when there is frequent communication and decisions are made by consensus and outcomes are concrete and useful. The criteria clearly aim at more professionalization in cooperation. It is also possible that some actors have no interaction with other groups, especially at baseline situation, and this possibility is reflected in the instrumentation by allowing respondents to choose “1” to indicate no collaboration whatsoever. 

· The same matrix is used in the Application Forms and Reporting Templates of the projects and the “expert survey” is repeated in 2018 and 2022. In this way there is “live monitoring” of the contributions to the baseline and the SO as projects are implemented. The conclusions are then triangulated via the cross-cut “expert survey”. 
Analysis of data collected

The data collected by the survey shall be analyzed. Preliminary data shall be inspected and questions shall be turned in an overall score to allow comparison and aggregation. More sophisticate analysis (e.g. compute cross-tabulations, correlation, linear regression) might be adopted to check the robustness of the data and findings.
Different data collected through the survey have to be aggregated in order to build a single result indicator value. The calculation of the result indicator is done as follows:
The Result indicator value is: Total score (number of responses multiplied by the scale value and weights) divided by the total number of responses.
Table 2. Illustration how to establish the composite indicator value

	Scale of collaboration
	1

No
	2

Poor
	3

Fair
	.....
	6
Fully developed

	Number of responses of key actors per fields of action where collaboration is expected, for instance (example) for the years 2014 / 2018 (based on a survey)

	R1. Common understanding....
	10 / 6
	15 / 13
	5 / 8
	
	1 / 3

	R2. Enhancement of the competencies/skills...
	5 / 2
	15/ 8
	0 / 4
	
	0/ 2

	R3. Improvement of the framework conditions...
	8 / 5
	18 / 14
	30 / 33
	
	5 / 7

	Calculation 

	No of responses
	23 / 13
	48 / 35
	35/45
	
	6 / 12

	Total score: number of responses multiplied by the scale value
	23 / 13
	96 / 70
	105/135
	
	42 / 84

	Total score 2014 divided by no of responses
	266 / 112 = 2,4 (baseline value 2014)

	Total score 2018 divided by no of responses
	302 / 105 = 2,9 (value for 2018)

	Observed change in the whole population
	+ 0,5

	Effect resulting from the cooperation programme
	+ 0,4 (assessed by an external evaluator)

	Effect resulting from other influencing factors
	+0,1 (assessed by an external evaluator)


Time factor for baseline quantification

According to information by DG REGIO regarding the quantification of the baseline values for the result indicators it is not obligatory to deliver the full set when the programme document is submitted to the EC (a sample may be expected). However an CP can only be adopted without a baseline value for some result indicators if there is a commitment and an action plan to provide the data by a certain date – generally within a year at the most of the adoption of the programme.

Example
The methodology for the extraction of the result indicators is based on the logic models concept
 and the approach developed for the Alpine Space Programme by Valenza, A., Brignani, N., and Sanopoulos, A. and for Danube Cooperation Programme by Resch, A., and Sanopoulos, A. In this note examples for PA1-3 are provided.
In the current version of the CP the results expected are:

· R1 Common understanding among ADRION partner states on the potential fields of transnational innovation actions and fostering diffusion and uptake of innovation

· R2 Enhancement of the competencies/skills of the stakeholders and involved parties;

· R3 Improvement of the framework conditions (awareness and foresight, legal, economic aspects, innovation governance, organisational issues, policy solutions, technology impact assessments);

· R4 Mobilisation of stakeholders in the fields of research, innovation and utilisation  in order to increase knowledge transfer between business, users, academia and administration actors (Quadruple Helix approach) ;

· R5 identification of emerging market opportunities in relation to the Programme Area competitive advantages, the fields of the EUSAIR and the smart specialisation strategies of the regions in order to develop an ADRION ”critical mass”.

· R6 Better coordinated innovation policies and strategies e.g at the RIS level;

Table 3. Programme Specific Result indicators, Illustration Example SO1.1
	Indicative Actions
	Output

	Addressed Results
	Specific Objective
	Question to be asked for the survey and the projects in their progress report
	Result Indicator

	Formation of transnational innovation networks in order to visualise the possible options for transnational cooperation for innovation in the ADRION area, identify the sectors to develop innovation activities, the mapping of the existing research and innovation resources and the coordination with the EUSAIR, regional and national RIS3 strategies,  innovation governance initiatives and competence networks;
	Networks, Mapping

Action Plans

Studies
	R1
	Support the development of a regional Innovation system for the ADRION region
	QR1a: To what extent is there a common understanding in your country/region on the definition and requirements of innovation?

QR1b: To what extent is there a common understanding in your country on the need for transnational cooperation in innovation?

QR2: How developed are the competencies of the relevant stakeholders and involved parties as a whole?

QR3a: How advanced/effective are the framework conditions for the support of innovation in your country (legal, technical, funding, awareness)?
QR3b: How advanced/effective are the framework conditions for the support of transnational cooperation with partners in the region in innovation?
QR4: How well are business, users, academia and administration cooperating and interacting with each other  in the field of innovation in your country/region?

QR5a: How usual is international cooperation and exchange among innovation stakeholders in order to identify emerging opportunities?
QR5b: To what extent are innovation stakeholders able to cooperate with other countries of the region to identify emerging opportunities? 

QR6: To what extent are innovation stakeholders cooperating with other countries of the region to coordinate their innovation policies?

	Level of capacity of key innovation actors to be effectively involved in transnational actions for the development of a regional Innovation system

	Analysis of the framework conditions for innovation (legal, financial, administrative, technical, social, cultural and environmental) in order to define the “feasible domain” for innovation in the ADRION area and to develop operational typologies;
	Studies

Strategies

Action Plans
	R3
	
	
	

	Development of framework structures related to the consultation on legal, intellectual property, technical and financial issues and provision of related services especially for SMEs (including start-ups, spin-offs, collaborations) ;
	Structures

Studies

Action Plans
	R3
	
	
	

	Development of actions for raising competencies/skills of the stakeholders specially focusing on the involvement of partners from candidate and potential candidate countries including education and training concepts for the uptake and diffusion of innovation and circular knowledge management;
	Awareness raising

Training

Studies

Action Plans
	R2
	
	
	

	Development of platforms for Knowledge sharing (knowledge innovative communities, data clouds) and formation of functional networks of joint distributed research facilities;
	Networks
Action Plans

Studies

ICT Tools
	R2, R3
	
	
	

	Development of transnational “quadruple helix” clusters in common interest fields addressing all stages of the innovation cycle including idea generation, conception and prototyping, transfer, patenting, commercialization etc.
	Clusters

Networks

Action Plans

Studies
	R4, R5, R6
	
	
	

	Development of transnational models for the design, testing, up-scaling, comparison and evaluation of innovations (policies, tools, processes, actors, organisations and interfaces 
	Action Plans
Models
Studies
ICT Tools
	R4, R5
	
	
	

	Development of transnationally designed products, services, investment models and funding support instruments of business support centres, chambers of commerce, public administration and financing institutions;
	Products

Models

Networks

Action Plans

Models

Studies

ICT Tools
	R5
	
	
	

	Development of strategies, schemes and tools for improving creativity and innovative approaches in the whole spectrum of the society including education, social services health, volunteer organisations and social enterprises;
	Strategies

Action Plans

Studies
	R1, R5
	
	
	


Expected results for SO 2.1 are:

R1 Common understanding among ADRION partner states on the potential fields of transnational cooperation in tourism and consensus on the content of sustainable valorisation and tourism under an ADRION brand

R2 Enhancement of the competencies/skills of the stakeholders and involved parties in the fields of sustainable valorisation and tourism 

R3 Enhancement of the “body of knowledge” through transnational research, pilots, tools and experimentation

R4 Development of a distinct transnational identity and raising the awareness on common heritage in the Adriatic-Ionian area as an orientation framework for individual actions

R5 Improved involvement among tourism stakeholders, visitors and the society for the development of jointly agreed utilisation approaches 
R6 Preserved natural and cultural heritage and valorised within the Programme area brand name

R7 Diversification of tourism products along topic, season, target group and environmental and social impact.
Programme Specific Result indicators, Illustration Example SO2.1
	Indicative Actions
	Output
	Addressed Results
	Specific Objective
	Question to be asked for the survey and the projects in their progress report
	Result Indicator

	Creation of transnational networks and working groups for the definition of the principles of ADRION sustainable valorisation and tourism and the development of an ADRION brand;
	Networks

Strategies
	R1, R4
	Promote the sustainable valorisation and preservation of natural and cultural heritage as growth assets in the Adriatic-Ionian area/region
	QR1a: To what extent is there a common understanding in your country/region on the needs of both tourism and  sustainable valorisation of natural and cultural heritage?

QR1b: To what extent is there a common understanding in your country on the need for transnational cooperation for both tourism and sustainable valorisation of natural and cultural heritage?

QR2: How developed are the competencies of the relevant stakeholders and involved bodies in the fields of sustainable valorisation of natural and cultural heritage?

Q3: To what extent do relevant stakeholders and involved bodies in the fields of sustainable valorisation of natural and cultural heritage have access to adaptable methodologies and tools for the implementation of sustainable valorisation approaches?

QR4a: to what extent is there the conception of a specific Adriatic-Ionian Region and respective identity of common heritage?

QR4b: How probable do you conceive the creation of a Adriatic-Ionian Region brand in the field of natural and cultural heritage?

QR5: How acceptable is the preservation of natural and cultural heritage as a long term development asset even if it contradicts to short term benefits, e.g. of mass tourism?

QR6a: To what extent is there motivation among stakeholders of natural and cultural heritage and tourism in your country to get involved in transnational actions?

QR6b: To what extent is the concept of sustainable valorisation of natural and cultural heritage acknowledged in your country and region?

QR7: To what extent are there competences for the diversification of the tourism products among stakeholders?

	Level of capacity for the stakeholders in the fields of natural and cultural heritage protection and tourism to sustainably valorise natural and cultural heritage as a growth asset.

	Creation of transnational networks and working groups for the identification of challenges and trends in the tourism sector including marketing, management of increased tourist flows, including joint analysis of tourism, trends and their potential impact, joint access to new tourism markets, business opportunities and dissemination of new technologies and know-how;
	Networks

Strategies
	R1, R3
	
	
	

	Development of actions for raising competencies/skills cultural heritage preservation on sustainable tourism and tourism management of the stakeholders specially focusing on the involvement of actors from small tourism locations and facilities;
	Trainings

Studies 

Pilots
	R2
	
	
	

	Formulation of implementation strategies, set up and test of clusters and models to better preserve capitalize and innovate cultural and natural heritage  and either combine them with tourism or maintain them for their intrinsic value by enterprises, research institutions, NGOs and local population using exchange of experiences, mutual learning and pilot activities; 
	Strategies

Pilots

Studies
	R5
	
	
	

	Building up of transnational networks and working groups and development of tools and pilots to monitor, evaluate and mitigate the environmental and social pressures and impacts and the risks for and by tourism;
	Networks

Tools
	R3
	
	
	

	Set up, test and implementation of  negotiation, mediation, participation and conflict resolution models in the context of tourism, culture preservation, local needs and aspirations and economic growth in the context of cultural and natural heritage, especially for land uses in coastal zones;
	Networks

Tools

Pilots
	R5
	
	
	

	Organisation of knowledge transfer, exchange of good practice examples, networking and development of innovations concerning also the immaterial cultural heritage and related to the creative industries;
	Networks

Tools

Pilots
	R2, R3
	
	
	

	Development of distinct and diversified tourism products such as transnational thematic tourism clusters and routes (e.g. monasteries routes, ancient heritage, wine routes, ADRION area routes etc.); seasonal variations of tourism offer (e.g. off season arrivals for spring and autumn tourism for elder groups also in the context of climate change); offers for special interest groups (e.g. sailing, diving, mountaineering, history hobbyists, attracting visitors to inland destinations etc.); use of IT applications to generate interest on the heritage and Adriatic-Ionian Region; development of an integrated and coordinated approach to heritage and cultural tourism
	Networks

Tools

Pilots

Products
	R4, R6, R7
	
	
	

	Development of sustainable tourism models focusing on low carbon, low ecological footprint, “slow food”, involvement of young people and volunteers and other alternative offerings in line with the natural and cultural heritage in line with the Mediterranean image and the ADRION brand; 
	Networks

Tools

Pilots
	R6, R7
	
	
	

	Small scale investments and demonstration projects for the provision of innovative services and products in the touristic sector, for specific forms of tourism, like cultural tourism, thematic tourism, elder citizens’ services, etc. 
	Networks

Tools

Pilots

Small Investments
	R6, R7
	
	
	


Expected results for SO 2.2 are:

R1 Common understanding among ADRION partner states for the need for transnational cooperation in the fields of environmental protection, ecosystem services and climate change adaptation 

R2 Enhancement of the competencies/skills of the stakeholders and involved parties.

R3 Increased availability of data and information for delivering evidence-based responses through interoperability and systematic monitoring

R4 Increased transnational cooperation, exchange and communication among authorities and civil society organisations 

R5 Harmonised infrastructures, management structures and hazard/risk response mechanisms;

R6 Increased number of “state of the art” management and planning tools.
Programme Specific Result indicators, Illustration Example SO2.2
	Indicative Actions
	Output
	Addressed Results
	Specific Objective
	Question to be asked for the survey and the projects in their progress report
	Result Indicator

	Formation of transnational frameworks and platforms for the interoperability of existing databases, promotion of data availability, observatory functions and the integration of management approaches (hazard and risk assessment, planning methodologies, management plans, sustainability and adaptation assessments etc.);
	Networks

Databases

Standards
	R1
	Enhance the capacity in transnationally tackling environmental vulnerability, fragmentation, and the safeguarding of ecosystem services in the Adriatic-Ionian area/regionADRION
	QR1a: Is the necessity for transnational interoperability and transnational monitoring systems on environmental issues acknowledged in your country/region?

Q2: How developed are the competencies of the relevant stakeholders and involved bodies in the fields of Environment, Climate Change, Vulnerability and Ecosystem Services?
QR3a: Are the capacities for transnational interoperability and transnational monitoring systems on environmental issues developed in your country/region?

QR3b: Is the infrastructure for transnational interoperability and transnational monitoring systems on environmental issues available in your country/region?

QR4: How well are the authorities and systems related to environmental protection, risk management and civil protection prepared to act transnationaly?
QR5: To what extent are hazard/risk infrastructures, management structures and response mechanisms harmonised and able for joint operations with other countries in the programme area?

QR6a: To what extent do environmental planning and management tools in your country/region contain vulnerability and climate change aspects?

QR6b: To what extent do environmental planning and management tools in your country/region address the ecosystem services approach?

	Level of capacity of the involved organisations to operate transnational, providing service and management regarding environmental vulnerability, fragmentation, and the safeguarding of ecosystem’  services

	Development of implementation strategies, set up models and test pilot activities and transnational, regional and intercommunity cooperation of risk management (risk assessment, risk communication, risk managing measures and hazard prevention) and climate change adaptation in terrestrial and aquatic environments;
	Strategies

Tools

Pilots
	R3
	
	
	

	Implement research and evaluation activities through the development of a common monitoring and assessment reference framework and the deployment of advanced tools for mapping, diagnosing, protecting and managing terrestrial and maritime landscapes and habitats including awareness-raising and environmental education;
	Studies

Tools

Databases
	R1, R3, R4
	
	
	

	Formation of transnational networks and working groups for increasing marine knowledge in order to ensure a sound basis for related planning actions and implementation of the Marine Framework Strategy Directive, including Deep Sea Resources Monitoring & Surveillance and Management and Mapping of threats to coastal and marine biodiversity;
	Networks

Studies

Tools
	R3, R4, R5
	
	
	

	Formation of transnational networks and working groups for the development of transnational Special Spatial Plans (e.g. on RES, on tourism, on agriculture and forestry), Maritime Spatial Planning, Multiannual Fishery Management Plans and Integrated Coastal Zone Management Plans and Procedures;
	Networks

Studies

Tools
	R2, R4, R6
	
	
	

	Formation of transnational networks and working groups for the development of transnational terrestrial and maritime protected areas and habitats and integration thereof in the tourism product of the ADRION area;
	Networks

Studies

Strategies
	R6
	
	
	

	Development of transnational systems, procedures and early warning systems for identifying, managing and preventing localised and diffuse pollution from various sources (oil spills from maritime transport and marine litter in general, coastal industries and discharges, accidents, nitrates from agriculture, organic load from aquaculture, noise, light- and wastewater-pollution from tourism hotspots, landfills,  soil contamination etc.);
	Systems
	R2, R5
	
	
	

	Development of transnational systems, procedures and early warning systems for forecasting, managing and preventing natural and manmade hazards (forest fires, sea and river floods, industrial accidents, droughts, storms, algal blooms, earthquakes erosion and etc.);
	Systems
Standards
	R2, R5
	
	
	

	Formation of transnational frameworks and platforms for the harmonisation and enforcement of national laws and EU legislation (e.g. implementation of the EU Flood directive (2007/60), with special attention on coastal urban areas and transboundary issues, the joint contingency planning and coordinated emergency response and interoperability of civil protection mechanisms and organisations;
	Networks

Studies

Tools
	R2, R6
	
	
	

	Formation of transnational frameworks and platforms for the exchange of best practices, the experimentation and piloting with new innovative and integrated approaches (e.g. integrated and sustainable management of protected areas with cultural heritage as a powerful asset for inclusive economic development) approaches and the evaluation of existing and perspective methods and procedures in order to develop an ADRION environmental protection knowledge base and promotion of the topics in the society and especially among the youth. 
	Networks

Studies

Tools
Pilots
	R1, R2, R6
	
	
	


Expected results for SO 3.1 are:

R1 Common understanding among ADRION partner states of the “status quo” and the potential in the ADRION area for multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services

R2 Enhancement of the competencies/skills of the stakeholders and involved parties;

R3 Increase in the implementation options for multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services

R4 Enhanced involvement of tourism actors, residents and economic operators for investment in multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services 

R5 Harmonised and/or joint infrastructures, tools and management structures 

R6 Enhancement of the maturity and coordination of investments in multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services;

Table 4. Programme Specific Result indicators, Illustration Example SO3.1
	Indicative Actions
	Output
	Addressed Results
	Specific Objective
	Question to be asked for the survey and the projects in their progress report
	Result Indicator

	Setting up of transnational frameworks, platforms and networks for the identification of existing potentials and obstacles in the fields of integrated transport and mobility services and multimodality (mapping of resources, studies, pilots and strategies, market demand e.g. for freight routes and product development assessments, prerequisites and “soft” factors for implementation and the ex-ante assessment of the maturity and the anticipated socioeconomic and environmental impacts and the monitoring of the outcomes of integrated transport and mobility services and multimodality nodes;
	Networks
Studies

Pilots

Observatories
	R1, R2
	Enhance capacity for integrated transport and mobility services and multimodality in the Adriatic-Ionian area/regionADRION
	QR1: To what extent are relevant stakeholders and involved bodies in the fields of integrated transport and mobility services and multimodality in your country/region aware of the potential in the programme area for multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services?

QR2: How high-quality are the competencies of the relevant stakeholders and involved bodies in the fields of integrated transport and mobility services and multimodality in your country/region?

QR3: How numerous are the options for the transnational implementation of multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services now or in the immediate future in your country/region, which could be of transnational importance?

QR4a:To what extent are  tourism actors, residents and economic operators engaged in decision making for investment in multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services?

QR4b: To what extent are investments in multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services considering all the different needs of tourism, residents and economic operators in your country/region?

QR5: To what extent exist in your country/region infrastructures, tools and management structures which allow for harmonised or joint planning and investment in the field of for multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services at a transnational level?
QR6: To what extent the possibility exists for the selection and coordination of future mature investment plans for multimodal, environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility infrastructures and services at a transnational level?


	Level of capacity of organisations in the field of transport and mobility to transnationally plan and implement sustainable and multimodal transport and mobility solutions

	Development of research to administration networks and cooperation structures for the development of joint approaches and instruments in the field of maritime transport such as a modern ship reporting system in the Adriatic Sea (Common Adriatic-Ionian Vessel Traffic Monitoring and Information System ADRIREP), motorways of the sea, and related port infrastructures and ITS (Intelligent Transport System);
	Networks
Studies

Tools

Pilots
	R3, R5
	
	
	

	Building up of networks and working groups for the standardisation of legal requirements, technical specifications and capacity building in the field of planning and environmental impact assessment of intermodal transport investments and related operation and logistics services along with related communication activities;
	Networks 
trainings

Pilots
	R4, R5
	
	
	

	Formation of networks and working groups on relevant issues for the design, coordination and operation of integrated environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility services and multimodality structures especially in Metropolises, Functional Urban Areas and in areas of land use pressure (e.g. coasts);
	Networks
Tools

Pilots
	R3, R4, R6
	
	
	

	Support the transfer and uptake of existing local/regional solution and instruments and shape a framework for capitalisation of on-going technological innovation for a more sustainable organisation of environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility services and multimodality nodes and new technologies applications;
	Networks
	R2, R4, R6
	
	
	

	Study, design and test operational, technological and funding models for the preparation of infrastructure investments for environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility services and multimodality;
	Studies
	R6
	
	
	

	Development of transnational platforms for the coordination of  environmental-friendly and low carbon transport and mobility services and infrastructures taking in account the possibilities offered by modern technologies, environmental and seasonal constraints and the synergies of the demand by tourism, resident population and economic operators.
	Networks
Studies

Pilots
	R2, R3, R6
	
	
	


Expected results for SO 4.1 are:

R1 Built up capacity of Governance actors and of stakeholders to implement EUSAIR
Table 5. Programme Specific Result indicators, Illustration Example SO4.1
	Indicative Actions
	Output
	Addressed Results
	Specific Objective
	Question to be asked for the survey and the projects in their progress report
	Result Indicator

	Assisting the governing board and  thematic steering groups in their day to day roles

	Secretarial support
	R1
	Facilitate the coordination and implementation of the EUSAIR by enhancing institutional capacity of public administrations and key stakeholders and by assisting the progress of implementation of joint priorities.
	QR1: To what extent is there a common understanding among different governance level (central, regional and local level)in your country/region of the opportunities of the EUSAIR?
QR2: To what extent do public administration bodies in your country/region consider the transnational ADRION dimension when formulating regional and national strategies and action plans?
QR3: How advanced is the praxis of policy debates and sharing of experiences at the transnational level in your country/region?
QR4: To what extent have key governance stakeholders in your country/region the institutional capacity to operate in the framework such as the EUSAIR Macro-regional Strategy?
QR5a: To what extent have key governance stakeholders in your country/region the resources to prepare and implement joint and strategic macro-regional projects?
QR5b: To what extent have key governance stakeholders in your country/region the capacity to prepare and implement joint and strategic macro-regional projects?
	status of management capacities  of  National coordination level to effectively implement EUSAIR  goals, targets and key actions

	Facilitating the development and functioning of the stakeholders platform
	Secretarial support
	
	
	
	

	Ensuring communication, information, visibility, awareness raising
	PR actions
	
	
	
	

	Facilitating policy debates and sharing of experiences
	Meetings, reports
	
	
	
	

	Supporting of the building of the knowledge base
	Reports, databases
	
	
	
	

	Supporting the preparation of strategic macro-regional  projects in coordination with the Steering groups
	Project fiches
	
	
	
	

	Facilitating a dialogue with bodies in charge of implementation of programmes/financial instruments on alignment of funding for implementation of the Pillar projects
	Secretarial support
	
	
	
	


� See for example McLaughlin, J., and Jordan, G, (1998), Logic models, a tool for telling your programs performance story


� Can be used for the definition of the output indicators
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