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INTRODUCTION

The consultation

This report collects the outcomes of the consultation of project stakeholders, i.e. beneficiaries
of Interreg Italy-Slovenia for the 2007-2013, 2014-2020, and 2021-2027 programming periods,
specifically Lead Partners and project partners and other ETC stakeholders indicated by
Programme partners/Delegations throughout the programming periods.

Within the framework of the EU “Partnership principle”, this consultation is the first step of a
public consultation process launched with the aim to support the ongoing strategic discussion
on the thematic focus of the future Programme.

The consultation process is steered by the Interreg Italy-Slovenia 2028-2034 Task Force in
preparation for the Interreg Italy-Slovenia 2028-2034 Programme.

A citizens’ consultation will follow.

The questionnaire was designed to gather evidence on stakeholders' experiences, challenges,
and expectations regarding cross-border cooperation.

This report provides a qualitative analysis of the feedback collected, illustrating beneficiaries’
perceptions of needs, priorities, and areas requiring further attention in the future
programming period.

The survey

The survey is an online survey made on the EU Survey platform. The questionnaire is structured
in four sections: Introduction, Identification of respondents, Information on the management of the
Interreg Italy-Slovenia projects and Cooperation issues of interest for 2028-2034.

The questions of the survey are built on the consultation templates launched at the start of the
2021-2027 programming period, duly adapted to the new context on the basis of the EU draft
Regulations for the period 2028-2034 with a focus on the stakeholders’ past experience and a
look into their future expectations. The backbone of the survey prepared by the 2021-2027
Managing Authority/Joint Secretariat was then discussed, integrated and finalised by the Task
Force, starting from the first meeting in Ljubljana in December 2025 through the second online
meeting in January 2026 till the technical meeting held on 26 January 2026.

The questionnaire included a mix of different question types, namely multiple-choice questions,
open-ended questions, single-answer questions, preference-based questions, and tables
requiring the completion of specific information.

Opening time

The questionnaire was published from 4™ February 2026 and remained open till the 31
March 2026.
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Dissemination

The consultation survey was disseminated primarily through e-mail communication to project
beneficiaries of the Italy-Slovenia Programme from the 2007-2013, 2014-2020 and 2021-2027
programming periods; then to ETC stakeholders indicated at Programme level, reaching overall,
approximately 4.000 e-mail addresses.

It is worth to highlight that a proportion around 15% of the recipients no longer had active
mailboxes or were no longer employed by the former project partners, which therefore did not
effectively receive or consider the communication. Furthermore, approximately 20% of the
e-mail addresses were duplicated across different mailing lists. Taking both these factors into
account, it can be reasonably estimated that around 2.500 individuals effectively received the
link to the questionnaire.

The first communication to beneficiaries was sent on 4" February 2026, followed by four
reminder e-mails at the beginning of March, in mid-March and the last shortly before the
closure of the consultation on 27" March 2026. During the project closure events scheduled
during this period, the MA/JS attending those meetings reminded publicly about this
consultation effort.

Information about the opening of the consultation was also published in the news section of
the Programme’s website, while the Programme’s Instagram profile was used to publish a
dedicated post promoting the consultation, as well as an Instagram story reminding followers
of the survey's closure.

Total number of the responses received

Following the closure of the consultation, a total of 146 responses were collected from an
estimated 2.500 recipients. Respondents included both Italian and Slovenian beneficiaries
who had been actively involved in Interreg Italy-Slovenia projects across the three programming
periods 2007-2013, 2014-2020 and 2021-2027.
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RESULTS OF THE CONSULTATION

Data analysis of the responses received

Identification of respondents

The consultation collected 146 answers. Below is the classification of respondents based on
the categories indicated in the questionnaire.

Country and NUTS3 region

The distribution of beneficiaries is balanced between ltalians (55%) and Slovenes (45%).

COUNTRY

m |[taly = Slovenia
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In detail, the NUTS3 origin is as follows:
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NUTS3 REGION

Statistical region of Goriska

Statistical region of Obalno-kraska
Statistical region of Gorenjska

Statistical region of Osrednjeslovenska
Statistical region of Primorsko-notranjska
Province of Venice

Province of Pordenone

Province of Gorizia

Province of Trieste

Province of Udine

0%

e 9%
I 19%
2%

. 1%

4%

I 9%

I 6%

I 3%
R 19%
I 12%

5% 10% 15%

20% 25%

As shown in the bar chart above, the most represented NUTS3 statistical regions are the
Obalno-Kraska region and the Province of Trieste, followed by the Province of Udine and the
Osrednjeslovenska region. When interpreting the figure above, it is important to take into
account that respondents had the possibility to select more than one NUTS3 statistical region,
depending on the geographical scope of the activities of the institution/organisation they
represent.
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Type of organisation/institution

TYPE OF ORGANISATION

Higher education, university, research institute
Local public authority

Regional public authority

SME (according to EU definition)

No profit organization

Public equivalent body/service provider (art. 2.4 Dir.
National public authority

Other

Business support organisation
Education/training centre, school

Sectoral agency

NGO, Interest Groups

LAG or similar grouping

Large Enterprise

European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC)

T 21%
I 1e%
I 4%
I 10%
I 6%

... I %
I 5%
I 5%
I 5%
N 3%
I 3%
B 2%
B 2%
M 1%
B 1%

0% 5% 10%

15% 20%

2028
2034

25%

Among the respondents, the Higher education institutions, universities, and research Institutes
are the most represented group, followed by local public authorities and regional public
authorities. International organisations are not represented among the respondents and large
enterprises are also under-represented. The “Other” category includes cultural associations,
small and medium-sized State-owned enterprises, healthcare Institutions, operators in
international rail freight transport, non-profit private entities under public law (such as
theatres), and parks classified as protected areas.
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Respondent organizations / institutions operate mainly in the following thematic areas:

THEMATICFIELD

Tourism

Climate change (adaptation and mitigation)
Research and innovation

Environmental protection

Education, training, lifelong learning
Cultural heritage/art

Biodiversity

Green infrastructure

Mobility and Transport

Natural hazards

Public administration

Circular economy

Water management

Civil protection

Competitiveness of SMEs

Health care services

Resource efficiency

Energy (energy efficiency and renewable energies)
Waste management

Smart specialization (cluster development)
Labour market, employment

IcT

Social services

All the 23 thematic fields listed in the questionnaire are covered, with a major number of
beneficiaries operating in the tourism field, along with climate change adaptation and
mitigation and research and innovation. It is worth highlighting that some respondents
indicated all the listed thematic areas as their field of work.
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Role in Interreg Italy-Slovenia projects and programming period
The respondents’ roles are divided as follows between Lead Partner, Project Partner and
Associated Partner:

ROLEIN THE PROJECTS

45%

Project partner in Interreg Italy-Slovenia Programmes

Both (Lead partner and Project partner) 25%

Lead partner in Interreg Italy-Slovenia Programmes 22%

Associated partner in Interreg Italy-Slovenia - 504
Programmes °

Other I 2%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

As could easily be expected given the high number of Project Partners involved in each project
funded by the Programme, Project Partners account for as much as 45% of the respondents.
Meanwhile, 25% of beneficiaries have taken on both roles - Lead Partner and Project Partner

- over the course of the programming periods.
The “Other” category includes an implementing body working with the partner, subcontractors
and a national programme co-financed by EU funds.

10
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Distribution of respondents across programming periods

PROGRAMMING PERIOD

2007-2013
19%

2021-2027

47%

2014-2020
34%

The distribution of respondents across programming periods reflects their level of participation
in the Interreg Italy-Slovenia Programme over time. Respondents were allowed to select more
than one programming period, in order to capture multiple and repeated involvements within
the Programme.

DIVISION IN PROGRAMMING PERIODS

2021-2027
2014-2020 and 2021-2027

All the programming periods

2014-2020

20072013 and 20142020 [
2007-2013 -

2007-2013 and 2021-2027 .

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

The majority of respondents report being active in the current programming period (2021-
2027). At the same time, a considerable number of partners indicate involvement in both the

11
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previous period (2014-2020) and the current one, while a significant share of respondents has

participated across all three programming periods.
Overall, this distribution highlights a strong continuity among beneficiaries, pointing to the
presence of long-standing partnerships and repeated participation over time.

12



| 'a % v' N Y x Cofinanziato
‘ e i reB * dall'Unione europea 2028

*

Ital a-Slovenija I S 2034

Feedback on the management of Interreg Italy-Slovenia
projects

The section B of the survey focuses on selected aspects related to the management of past and
ongoing Interreg Italy-Slovenia projects. Respondents were invited to share their practical
experience in project implementation, highlighting the main difficulties encountered as well as
the positive and negative aspects of project realisation and in the partnership.

Main difficulties

For the question addressing the main difficulties and shortcomings faced during project
management, respondents were asked to rank the predefined options on a scale from 1 to 7,
from the most to the least significant difficulty.

Based on the most frequent preferences expressed for each item, a ranking of the perceived
difficulties was established. The results of this prioritisation are presented in the histogram
below.

DIFFICULTIES IN THE PARTNERSHIP (MOST FREQUENT ANSWER)

Difficult c ptnwtthffdhkbyth Lack of experience in kattmog Linguistic difficulties  Lack of coordination by
PP belonging to the other pr Je(tmang ement theLP
Member Stat

As shown, the predefined options included in the question were perceived as only partially
representative of the respondents’ experience, as the option “Other” emerged as the most
relevant. The list of difficulties provided did not fully capture the range of challenges
encountered during project management and additional shortcomings were considered more
significant by the respondents.

Among the difficulties explicitly listed in the question, the most frequently reported issue
relates to challenging cooperation with project partners from the other Member State. This
was followed by insufficient feedback from project partners (PP) and by lack of experience
in project management.

The ranking presented below illustrates the respondents’ prioritisation of the identified
difficulties, ordered from the most to the least significant. This distribution provides insight into

13
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which management-related challenges are perceived as having the greatest impact on project
implementation.

MAIN DIFFICULTIES/SHORCOMINGS IN MANAGING THE PROJECT

N1 W2 H3 4m5H6R7

Difficult cooperation with PP belonging to the other Member State

Lack of trust among partners

Lack of experience in project management m 29 0
17 27

Linguistic difficulties
Lack of feedback by the PP

Lack of coordination by the LP

Considering the options most frequently ranked in first place, lack of experience in project
management emerges as the most significant difficulty, followed by insufficient feedback from
project partners. However, it is important to note that respondents perceived several
challenges as similarly relevant.

What stands out most clearly is that lack of coordination by the Lead Partner was identified as
the least significant difficulty by as many as 36 respondents. This finding suggests that, overall,
Lead Partners involved in Programme-funded projects demonstrate solid coordination and
management capacities and that this aspect is generally not perceived as an obstacle to project
implementation.

As just mentioned, “Other” emerges as the most frequently selected first-choice option. Open-
ended contributions were analysed to capture the meaning of “Other”. Initially, responses were
coded based on recurring keywords, after which they were grouped into broader thematic
categories as presented in the chart below.

14
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OTHER DIFFICULTIES

Bureaucracy and Administrative Procedures
Internal Partner Management

Cross-border Obstacles

Reporting and Audit Controls

Activity Planning Issues

Bilingualism

Communication rules

In-person Meeting Difficulties
Communication and Collaboration Issues

Budget Limits

JEMS

o
N
IN
o
)
N
o
N
N
N
IS

The qualitative analysis of the responses classified under “Other” difficulties offers a more
nuanced understanding of the challenges encountered during project implementation beyond
the predefined options.

The most prominent area of difficulty concerns bureaucratic and administrative burdens,
which clearly emerge as the most frequently mentioned challenge. Respondents widely
referred to complex administrative procedures, heavy and repetitive reporting requirements,
rigid eligibility rules, and burdensome documentation for expenditure verification. Particular
concern was expressed regarding first-level controls, including repeated requests for the same
supporting documents, lengthy control processes, and late corrections of expenditures that
had previously been approved, in some cases even after project closure. These issues were
perceived as especially problematic for smaller organisations and SMEs.

A second major category relates to internal partner management and cooperation.
Respondents reported uneven levels of engagement among partners, differences in
operational capacity and experience with EU-funded projects, limited human resources and
delays in the delivery of activities. New partnerships, while often recognised as a positive and
innovative aspect of the Programme, required significant support from more experienced
partners and Lead Partners, particularly in project preparation, coordination and reporting.
Organisational challenges were further explained by the lack of qualified project managers,
rigid staff allocation rules and a tendency to postpone activities to the final stages of project
implementation.

Cross-border and regulatory differences represent another significant group of challenges.
Respondents highlighted discrepancies between the Italian and Slovenian legal, administrative
and regulatory frameworks, notably in areas such as public procurement, infrastructure works

15
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and sector-specific rules. These differences often made it harder to develop truly integrated
cross-border actions and increased the administrative burden for beneficiaries.

The bilingual requirement also emerged as a recurrent problem. Many respondents
perceived the compulsory Italian-Slovenian bilingualism as rigid and time-consuming. The
mandatory translation of all documents and materials was not always perceived as an added
value and, in some cases, was seen as slowing down implementation and communication.
Several respondents suggested to allow the use of English as a common working language as
happens in other Interreg programmes, or complementing bilingual requirements with
targeted language support rather than full document translation.

Further difficulties relate to reporting tools and systems, particularly the use of JEMS. Less
experienced beneficiaries reported challenges linked to repetitive reporting fields, difficulties
in correctly completing reports and lack of familiarity with the system. These problems were
sometimes compounded by changes in rules and platforms across programming periods,
increasing confusion and administrative burden for organisations active in multiple cycles.
Additional, but less frequently mentioned, are strict communication rules governing the
promotion of activities and events as well as constraints related to budget flexibility and co-
financing rates. Delays caused by external factors, such as the COVID-19 pandemic and
reduced opportunities for in-person meetings also affected cooperation, trust-building and
activity planning.

Finally, a small number of respondents reported no significant difficulties.

16
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Positive aspects in managing the project

Question 3 of Section B was an open-ended question on what worked best in project
management. As the question did not provide predefined response options, the answers were
analysed using a qualitative content analysis approach. Responses were coded based on
recurring keywords and subsequently grouped into the broader thematic categories shown in

the chart below.

17
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POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE MANAGEMENT

Knowledge & Experience Exchange
Cooperation & Partnership Quality
Cooperation

Project Management & Organization
Communication & Dissemination
Positive Cross-border Dimension
Networking & Long-term Relationships
Capacity Building & Skills Development
Communication & Cooperation
Innovation & Technical Development
Innovation

Equipment & Tangible Outputs
Synergies

Networking

Support from Programme Bodies

o
v
-
o
u
N
=}
N
&}
w
o
w
vl
IN
o

45 50
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The most frequently mentioned positive aspect is knowledge and experience exchange
which clearly emerges as the dominant success factor across Interreg projects. Respondents
consistently emphasised the value of mutual learning, exchange of know-how, best
practices, data and methodologies among partners with diverse institutional backgrounds,
expertise and territorial contexts. This exchange was often described as going beyond technical
knowledge, encompassing different working cultures, visions and problem-solving approaches.
In many cases, it contributed to innovation, hybrid solutions and the development of models
applicable in both national contexts.

Closely linked to this, cooperation and partnership quality represents the second most
prominent category. Many respondents highlighted strong collaboration among partners,
shared objectives, trust, motivation and a constructive team spirit. Well-functioning
partnerships were often associated with prior cooperation experiences and a clear distribution
of responsibilities. Several contributions underlined that cooperation strengthened over time,
generating long-lasting relationships that extend beyond the duration of individual projects and
facilitate future collaborations.

A further relevant aspect concerns cooperation in practical project implementation,
including joint activities, co-creation of outputs, shared events and coordinated pilot actions.
Respondents particularly valued tangible and visible results, such as pilot activities, equipment
and infrastructure, which were perceived as more impactful and meaningful than purely
analytical or study-based outputs.

Project management and organisation also emerge as positive elements. Structured and
shared planning, effective coordination by the Lead Partner, clear workflows and
responsiveness from Programme bodies (such as the Joint Secretariat) were mentioned as key
enablers of smooth implementation and timely problem-solving.

Communication and dissemination played an important supporting role. Constant and
transparent communication, the use of shared digital tools, regular meetings (especially in-
person meetings) and joint promotion activities were seen as factors contributing to effective
coordination and trust-building among partners.

Other positive aspects less frequently mentioned include the positive cross-border
dimension, networking and long-term relationships and capacity building and skills
development, particularly through joint training activities, staff exchanges and exposure to
different administrative and technical systems. These elements reinforced institutional learning
and increased partners’ ability to operate in a cross-border context.

Overall, the analysis indicates that the projects performed best when characterised by strong
cooperation, intensive knowledge exchange, shared objectives and effective
coordination. The predominance of relational and learning-oriented aspects among the
positive factors highlights the added value of cross-border cooperation not only in delivering
project outputs, but also in building durable partnerships, enhancing capacities and fostering
innovation across the Italy-Slovenia border area.

19
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Main difficulties in the partnership

Question 4a in section B asked the participants to rate the obstacles or difficulties met in the
partnership. The options were prioritised from the most important (1) to the least important (3)
as follows.

WHAT DID NOT WORK IN THE PARTNERSHIP?
1 w2 m3

Other
Lack of sectors/competences in the partnership

Unbalanced breakdown of activities among partners

The unbalanced distribution of activities among partners records a high number of
responses indicating that many participants perceived this issue as a recurring difficulty (41
selected this difficulty as the most critical and 70 as the second-ranked difficulty).

Also the lack of relevant sectors or competences within the partnership has a high
representation.

The “Other” category accounts for a substantial number of responses, suggesting that issues
were not fully captured by the predefined categories and reflecting the diversity and complexity
of challenges experienced by participants, although these were generally perceived as less
significant than the options provided.

The option “Other” was further explained by the majority of survey respondents. The answers

were analysed using a qualitative content analysis approach based on recurring keywords and
subsequently grouped into broader thematic categories as presented in the chart below.

20
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OTHER ISSUES IN THE PARTNERSHIP

Partner involvement & cooperation issues

Administrative, bureaucratic & procedural obstacles _

Workload, responsibilities & budget distribution
Technical/methodological issues & weak outputs
Communication & coordination issues
External/contextual factors

Tools & project management systems

The additional explanations provided by respondents offer a clearer and more detailed
understanding of the challenges highlighted in the chart. Overall, the reported issues can be
grouped into four closely related thematic areas.

The most frequently cited issue concerns partner involvement and cooperation, which
emerges as one of the main weaknesses across projects. Respondents often described uneven
levels of engagement among partners, with some contributing less actively, providing delayed
feedback or showing limited initiative. In several cases, difficulties in maintaining a strong cross-
border dimension were reported. Differences in partner typology (public versus private entities)
sometimes led to imbalances in expectations, responsibilities and levels of commitment,
occasionally resulting in unbalanced cooperation during key project activities.
Administrative, bureaucratic, and procedural obstacles represent the second major
challenge. Respondents frequently referred to complex and lengthy procedures, rigid
administrative requirements and differences in national legislation between Italy and Slovenia.
Challenges linked to obtaining permits and authorisations - particularly on the Italian side -
were commonly mentioned, along with delays caused by internal administrative processes and
repeated requests for documentation. Excessive bureaucracy was perceived as limiting
operational flexibility and making it difficult to adhere to project timelines, prompting calls for
simplification and better coordination among administrative bodies.

Another group of difficulties relates to the distribution of workload, responsibilities and
budget. Many respondents reported an unequal allocation of tasks, with certain partners facing
a significantly higher administrative or operational burden. Disparities in budget distribution
between partners were also highlighted, as well as situations where public bodies received
similar funding for fewer activities. Additional contributing factors included partners’
involvement in multiple EU-funded projects, high numbers of workshops and focus groups and
relatively short project durations, all of which increased workload pressure.

21
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Technical and methodological challenges were also noted, such as difficulties in delivering
concrete and transferable outputs, weaknesses in the cross-border dimension of certain
activities and challenges during early experimentation phases or financial reporting.
Respondents highlighted communication and coordination challenges, both internally
within partnerships and at project level. Issues included limited opportunities for in-person
meetings, unclear or unevenly distributed communication responsibilities, insufficient
coordination of communication activities and delays in receiving information or guidance.
These weaknesses sometimes resulted in partners working in parallel rather than as part of a
genuinely integrated cross-border team.

A smaller number of responses also referred to external or contextual factors, most notably
the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on cooperation and opportunities for direct interaction,
as well as language barriers that occasionally hindered communication. Some respondents also
mentioned the heavy workload faced by public authorities, which affected participation and
responsiveness. At the same time, a limited number of participants reported no significant
difficulties, suggesting that the extent to which these challenges are experienced varies
depending on project context, partner type and level of experience.

22
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Positive aspects of the partnership

The same analysis process was used to identify which were the most positive aspects in the
functioning of the partnership.

WHAT WORKED IN THE PARTNERSHIP?

Communication & Information Exchange
cooperation & Teamwork

Leadership & Coordination

Trust, Shared Values & Mutual Understanding
Competencies, Experience & Complementarity
Partnership Structure & Balance

Strategic Alignment & Common Objectives
Operational Efficiency & Implementation
Future Cooperation & Networking

Challenges & Limitations

Knowledge Transfer & Learning

Territorial & Cross-border Dimension

o
)]
=
o
=
4]
N
o

25

Communication and information exchange emerges as the most frequently mentioned
positive aspect. Respondents repeatedly emphasised the importance of constant, transparent
and well-structured communication among partners. Regular meetings (both online and in
person), the use of shared digital tools and timely exchanges of information enabled partners
to solve problems efficiently, maintain alignment and manage unexpected issues. Several
responses underline that continuous dialogue was essential to keeping projects on track and
ensuring smooth coordination, especially in transnational and multilingual contexts.

Closely linked to communication, cooperation and teamwork represent another core
strength. Many respondents highlighted the partners’ willingness to work together
constructively, support one another and jointly overcome difficulties during project
implementation. In several cases, collaboration went beyond formal obligations and resulted
in the creation of new synergies and strengthened relationships that may extend beyond the
project lifecycle.

Leadership and coordination, particularly the role of the Lead Partner, were frequently cited
as decisive success factors. Effective lead partners were described as competent, experienced,
proactive, and capable of ensuring clear guidance, coordination of activities, adherence to
deadlines and smooth administrative and organisational management. Respondents noted
that strong leadership helped clarify roles and align partners, while frequent coordination
meetings supported shared understanding and effective task execution.
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Another prominent theme concerns trust, shared values and mutual understanding. Many
responses referred to the importance of common values, such as cooperation, respect and
openness, as well as a shared commitment to project objectives. Previous cooperation
experiences, familiarity among partners and transparency in interactions contributed to
building trust.

The complementarity of skills and expertise is also highlighted as a major strength.
Respondents appreciated partnerships that brought together diverse institutions, disciplines
and territorial levels, including research bodies, public authorities, SMEs and local actors. The
combination of technical, scientific and operational competencies enabled partners to address
project challenges more effectively and to generate added value through knowledge exchange,
interdisciplinary approaches and mutual learning.

Several responses point to the importance of a well-balanced partnership structure, with
clearly defined roles, responsibilities and workloads. Balanced participation across partners
was associated with smoother implementation. Additionally, strategic alignment and
common objectives played a crucial role: partnerships functioned best when project goals
were shared from the outset and aligned with the long-term strategies and missions of
participating organisations.

Less frequent but still relevant themes include operational efficiency, knowledge transfer and
learning, territorial and cross-border added value and future cooperation and networking
opportunities. Many respondents reported that collaboration within the partnership led to
strengthened networks, increased trust and concrete perspectives for continued cooperation
beyond the project duration.
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Synergies

The following questions aimed to explore the synergies established by participants with other
projects. Respondents were asked to list all the synergies they have activated, to indicate their
interest in developing additional synergies in the future and to specify whether they already
have concrete ideas in this regard.

Activated synergies

The following pie chart demonstrates that 35% of the respondents have activated synergies
during their projects.

HAVE YOU ACTIVATED SYNERGIES?

= Yes m No

Synergies are most common among Interreg programmes as shown below:
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CATHEGORY OF PROGRAMME/FUND of synergy project

National/Regional
6%

Interreg
80%

Among the Interreg programmes the distribution is the following:

DISTRIBUTION BETWEEN INTERREG PROGRAMMES AND FUNDS

Interreg taly-Slovenia _

Interreg Central Europe -
Interreg Italy-Croatia -
Interreg Italy-Austria .

Interreg Spain-Portugal I

Adrion I
I

IPA Adriatic 2007-2013

o
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The chart demonstrates that the joint action of the Interreg Italy-Slovenia, Interreg Central
Europe and Interreg Italy-Croatia programmes has been perceived as a successful development
of synergies.

Interest in the creation of synergies

INTERESTED IN ACTIVATING SYNERGIES?

mYes mNo

A clear majority of participants (88%) stated that they are interested in activating synergies in
the future, indicating a strong willingness to engage in collaboration and cooperation with other
projects or initiatives. Only 12% of respondents reported no interest in activating synergies.

A majority of respondents are therefore interested in activating synergies. Particular attention
was given to analysing the level of interest among those who have not yet activated any
synergies. The results are presented below:

=" Yes = No
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Among the 90 respondents that have not activated synergies in the previous programming
periods, 82% of them are interested in activating synergies in the nest programming period,
while 18% of them are not interested.

In addition, respondents who showed an interest in activating synergies in future programming
periods were asked to elaborate on their ideas for future collaboration.

IDEAS/CONTACTS FOR FUTURE SYNERGIES?

Clear ideas but no established contacts - G

Clear ideas and established contacts

Ongoing or consolidated cooperation

Existing contacts but ideas still under development
Interest in future synergies (no clear ideas/contacts yet)
Thematic focus identified (no concrete contacts yet)
Exploratory phase

No ideas or contacts

|
Negative answer |

|

I

/T

[

[

n

0 5 10 15 20 25

The chart shows that most respondents already have concrete ideas for future synergies, but
no established contacts and clear ideas supported by existing contacts. A smaller yet notable
share indicates ongoing or consolidated cooperation suggesting that some synergies are
already being implemented.

At the same time, fewer respondents are still in an early or exploratory phase, with limited or
no ideas or contacts identified so far, while a minority provided a negative response. Overall,
the chart highlights a generally advanced level of preparedness for future synergy
development.
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Expected difficulties in activating synergies

MAIN OBSTACLES FOR SYNERGIES

Different timing adopted by
projects/programmes

Budget

Other

The most significant difficulty identified is different timing adopted by projects and
programmes, which clearly stands out as the primary obstacle. The second most frequent
challenge is budget constraints. Finally, a smaller share of responses falls under “Other”
obstacles, represented in the chart below.

OTHER DIFFICULTIES

Planning and Timing

No Partner Engagement and Motivation

Access to Information and Thematic
Networking

Administrative and Bureaucratic
Constraints

Partnership Structure and
Complementarity

The chart provides a structured overview of the “Other”.
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The most frequently mentioned difficulty relates to planning and timing, confirming that
beyond general programme misalignment, respondents also face challenges in allocating
sufficient time to plan joint initiatives in advance. Several comments stress the need for early
and realistic planning of shared activities and for limiting the number of partners involved in
order to ensure manageable and effective collaboration. A lack of time to carry out additional
activities alongside core project tasks further reinforces this issue.

A second set of obstacles concerns partner engagement and motivation. Some respondents
reported limited interest from partners in other projects, with a tendency to focus exclusively
on their own activities. In this context, the role of the lead partner emerges as crucial:
respondents highlighted that synergies are more difficult to activate when lead partners do not
actively encourage collaboration or raise awareness of these opportunities.

Access to information and thematic networking also appears as a relevant difficulty.
Respondents noted that it is often hard to identify ongoing projects with similar or
complementary themes. Several suggestions point to the need for better coordination
mechanisms, such as thematic clustering of projects, targeted matchmaking or support from
the Joint Secretariat to pre-group projects and facilitate direct contacts. While networking
events already exist, respondents perceive them as too broad and time-consuming, limiting
their effectiveness in generating concrete synergies.

Further obstacles relate to administrative and bureaucratic constraints, with some
respondents referring explicitly to complex procedures that can discourage or slow down
collaboration across projects.

Finally, issues linked to partnership structure and complementarity were mentioned, with
respondents indicating that synergies are easier to develop when partners are already involved
in multiple projects with complementary content, as this facilitates trust, coordination and
knowledge exchange.

Added value expected from synergies

Beneficiaries were also asked to identify the added value, in their view, of activating synergies.
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ADDED VALUE OF SYNERGIES

Sustainability and Long-Term Continuity
Increased Impact and Effectiveness
Complementarity and Integration of Activities
Knowledge Exchange and Learning
Networking and Partnership Development
Territorial, Social and Economic Benefits
Dissemination and Visibility of Results
Efficiency and Optimisation of Resources
Policy Alignment and Strategic Outputs

Innovation and Development of New Solutions

Avoidance of Duplication
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The most frequently mentioned added value is related to sustainability and long-term
continuity, increased impact and effectiveness, complementarity and integration of
activities and knowledge exchange and learning. Respondents consistently emphasized that
synergies help amplify project results, extend their lifespan beyond the project duration and
make outcomes more stable, replicable and useful for a wider range of beneficiaries.

Many answers point to the value of combining complementary expertise, outputs and
methodologies.

Networking and partnership development also emerges strongly, with synergies seen as a
way to strengthen existing partnerships, create new ones and foster cooperation across sectors
and territories. This is closely linked to dissemination and visibility of results, as joint
activities and shared communication efforts increase the reach and recognition of project
outcomes. Efficiency in the use of resources is linked mainly to sharing costs and optimizing
financial and human resources.

Finally, respondents associate synergies with innovation and the development of new
solutions, as well as with better policy alignhment and strategic outputs, enabling more
coherent approaches and long-term systemic impacts.

Capitalization

The final part of Section B regards the capitalization of project results. In particular, respondents
were first asked to indicate whether they are already engaged in capitalization activities and
whether they are interested in doing so.
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Experiences with capitalization projects

ALREADY ACTIVE IN CAPITALISATION?

= Yes mNo

The chart shows that one-third of respondents (33%) are already active in capitalization
activities, while 67% are not yet engaged in such initiatives. This indicates that despite the high
interest in capitalization expressed by beneficiaries, most of them have not yet translated this

interest into concrete action, suggesting potential for further support and facilitation in this
area.

Interest in the capitalization of results

INTERESTED IN CAPITALISATION?

m Yes m No

The chart shows a very high level of interest in capitalization activities among respondents.
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Overall, 90% of participants indicated that they are interested in capitalization, while only 10%
reported no interest. This highlights a strong willingness to build upon, transfer and further
exploit project results beyond their original implementation.

It is interesting to examine the level of interest in capitalisation among those who were not
previously engaged in capitalisation activities. In particular, the analysis focuses on their
willingness to capitalise on project results in the future programming period. The findings show
that a strong majority (85%) express an interest in capitalisation, while only 15% report no
interest, as illustrated in the pie chart below.

AMONG THOSE NOT ACTIVE, HOW MANY
INTERESTED?

Not
interested
15%

Intrested
85%

As can be seen from the chart below, the capitalisation of projects activities is largely
concentrated within the Interreg Italy-Slovenia Programme, which accounts for 81% of the
cases. Much smaller shares relate to Interreg Italy-Croatia and other programmes (both 8%),
while Interreg Central Europe represents 3%.

IN/FROM WHICH PROGRAMMES HAVE
CAPITALISED?

Interreg Central

Europe
3%

Interreg Italy-
Croatia

Interreg Italy-
Slovenia
81%
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Cooperation issues of interest for 2028-2034 programming
period

Ssection C of the consultation focused on future programming and asked beneficiaries to
indicate their preferences regarding the issues and topics to be addressed.

Topics

In question 1, respondents were asked to select up to five topics they consider most relevant
for the Italy-Slovenia cross-border area in the next programming period.

ISSUES OF INTEREST FOR 2028-2024

Natural risks, civil protection and climate resilience
Enhance of Natural and Cultural Heritage
Climate Resilience
Biodiversity & Nature Protection
Cross-border Cooperation in Research and Innovation & Knowledge...
Water Management and resilience
Language and minorities
Health services
Circular Economy & Resource Efficiency
Crossborder integrated public transport services and transport connectivity
Innovation Capacity & SME Development
Integrated urban-rural development
Strengthening preparedness to crises and disasters
Tourist Infrastructure & Accessibility
Strategic Policy Support to Research and Innovation
Skills and employment
Sustainable Tourism Flows & Overnight Stays
Digital Skills & Al Readiness
Dual-use of infrastructure
Clean Energy & Decarbonization
Demographic change and migration
Smart energy distribution grids
New European Bauhaus Principles
Circular Economy
Social welfare
Road and Rail Connectivity
Green and Digital transition of transport
Accessibility to Services
Clean Industrial Transition
Other
Public Services & E-Governance
Improving threat detection, prevention and response by strengthening...

Settlement Development & Infrastructure

Housing Prices & Affordability
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The highest levels of interest are clearly concentrated on environmental sustainability and
climate-related themes, with natural risks, civil protection and climate resilience; the
enhancement of natural and cultural heritage, biodiversity and nature protection.

A second group highly chosen regards cross-border cooperation in research, innovation
and knowledge, water management and resilience, as well as language, minorities and
health services, highlighting the importance of social cohesion and cross-border integration.

Topics related to circular economy, transport, innovation capacity, SME development,
rural development, and disaster preparedness also receive significant attention, while issues
such as digital skills, clean energy, circular economy, demographic change, and social welfare
are perceived as important but comparatively less central.

Overall, the chart shows that respondents prioritize environmental resilience, heritage and
cross-border cooperation, while economic, digital, and infrastructural topics play a
complementary role in their future wishes.

The respondents also had the opportunity to explain their choice. Respondents’ comments
highlight a strong consensus around the strategic importance of addressing cross-border
challenges that transcend national boundaries, particularly those related to climate
change, environmental protection and territorial resilience. Climate change is widely
perceived as a key driver affecting natural risks, biodiversity loss, water resources, agriculture
and overall quality of life, requiring joint planning, coordinated actions and long-term
adaptive strategies between Italy and Slovenia.

A recurring theme is the need to strengthen nature protection, biodiversity conservation
and sustainable resource management, acknowledging that ecosystems, water basins and
ecological corridors do not stop at borders.

Many contributions also stress the importance of integrated and cross-sectoral approaches,
combining environment, tourism, mobility, rural development, and innovation. Sustainable
tourism, in particular, is seen as a key facilitator with strong spillover effects, but respondents
underline the need to move towards better governance models, reduce overtourism, enhance
seasonality management and promote smaller centres and local identities.

Social and economic dimensions are equally prominent, highlighting the importance of skills
development, reskilling and upskilling, especially for young people and adults, as well as
support for SMEs, startups and innovation ecosystems, often rooted in research and
academia. Cross-border cooperation is viewed as essential to reinforce public-private
partnerships, transfer research results into the economy and foster advanced sectors such as
personalized healthcare, biotechnology and innovative therapies.

Several respondents point out that cross-border cooperation should focus on themes that
genuinely require cross-border solutions, such as healthcare access, civil protection, climate
risk management, transport interoperability and public services. Improved governance,
harmonized protocols, simplified administrative procedures and better coordination among
institutions are seen as prerequisites for making cooperation effective and beneficial for
citizens.
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Thematic objective or governance approach (1ISO1)?

I1ISO 7/ GOVERNANCE or THEMATIC SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE?

Other
New European Bauhaus Principles
Circular Economy / Economia circolare / Krozno gospodarstvo
Climate Resilience
Biodiversity & Nature Protection
Water Management and resilience
Tourist Infrastructure & Accessibility
Enhance of Natural and Cultural Heritage
Sustainable Tourism Flows & Overnight Stays
Green and Digital transition of transport
Road and Rail Connectivity
Accessibility to Services
Settlement Development & Infrastructure
Housing Prices & Affordability
Strategic Policy Support to Research and Innovation
Cross-border Cooperation in Research and Innovation & Knowledge Exchange
Innovation Capacity & SME Development
Public Services & E-Governance
Digital Skills & Al Readiness
Smart energy distribution grids
Circular Economy & Resource Efficiency
Clean Energy & Decarbonization
Clean Industrial Transition
Integrated urban-rural development
Improving threat detection, prevention and response by strengthening energy and transport...
Demographic change and migration
Strengthening preparedness to crises and disasters
Dual-use of infrastructure
Natural risks, civil protection and climate resilience / Rischi naturali, protezione civile e resilienza...
Crossborder integrated public transport services and transport connectivity
Social welfare
Skills and employment
Language and minorities

Health services
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= SO/ GOVERNANCE ~ ® THEMATIC SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE

Respondents underline the importance of combining governance approaches with
thematic, specific objectives rather than viewing them as mutually exclusive. Many
contributors emphasize that thematic objectives are essential to deliver concrete, measurable
results, test innovative solutions, pilot interventions and directly address sector-specific
challenges such as climate change adaptation, biodiversity protection, water management,
health services, aquaculture and social innovation. In this regard, thematic projects are seen as
effective tools to experiment with solutions on a smaller scale before upscaling them and
integrating them into broader policy frameworks.

At the same time, respondents widely acknowledge the crucial role of governance (ISO1) in
ensuring coordination, harmonisation of policies and institutional cooperation across borders.
Governance approaches are considered particularly relevant for issues such as civil protection,
natural risks, climate resilience, transport connectivity, health systems, demographic change
and strategic innovation policies, where shared protocols, aligned regulations and long-term
visions are required.
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Several responses stress that effective cross-border cooperation depends on the nature of the
issue addressed. Topics that inherently require operational collaboration benefit most from
thematic objectives focused on implementation and practical actions. Conversely, challenges
related to system-level coordination, service accessibility, infrastructure interoperability and
large-scale resilience strategies are better addressed through governance-oriented
frameworks.

Overall, respondents advocate for a flexible and integrated approach, in which governance
and thematic objectives reinforce each other. Governance should provide the enabling
framework - shared vision, coordination mechanisms and institutional alignment - while
thematic objectives should ensure tangible impacts on the ground, responding to local needs
and delivering visible benefits for cross-border communities. Many also stress the importance
of maintaining the possibility to finance concrete activities and pilot actions, rather than limiting
future programmes to purely strategic or administrative cooperation.

37



