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1. Introduction 
Integration, however elusive the concept is, has become an object of fashion in the application of EU 
Structural Funds. There are issues, which are easier to tackle in this complex way, and some even 
require it. Several countries already have a long history of using integrated projects and handling 
issues in this logic, while others, most notably the New and even Newer Member States are trying to 
familiarise themselves with the concept, and trying to establish the mechanisms, regulations and 
organisations necessary for the successful implementation of Integrated Projects. There are even EU-
wide programmes that utilise the integrated principle, namely LEADER, URBAN, and several 
measures in INTERREG. 

But even the countries and regions with the most experience in the field found themselves facing a 
new challenge in the current programming period – monofund financing. This setup poses extra 
planning, selection, and implementation and coordination tasks for most Integrated Projects, and 
generally makes their realisation a more complex and demanding task. What this means is that even 
experienced regions had/have to rethink some of the well-worked-out methodologies, while NMEs 
basically have to take two steps at once, and adapt to this structure from the beginning. 

Due to all this there are many misunderstandings around the topic of Integrated Projects. There are 
both high hopes and great fears, while reality is naturally somewhere in between. Integration can 
indeed be a solution for several problems, but definitely not a solution for everything. There are simply 
areas that fit this structure better than others. And obviously there are difficulties and risks involved in 
the implementation of Integrated Projects, but with a systematic approach and careful preparation 
most pitfalls can be avoided. 

This paper is an attempt to provide a framework for this systematic approach and some practical 
guidelines for the preparation and handling of Integrated Projects. It is the output of the GRIP-IT 
project, an interregional cooperation in the INTERREG IIIC East framework, which aimed at promoting 
integrated project approach for the implementation of Structural Funds. Its contribution to the objective 
is the production of an innovative tool of governance and institutional models for planning and 
managing integrated projects. 

Partnership is based on long experience of cooperation of all the regions participating in this project, 
i.e. Hradec Kralove, Basilicata, Friuli Venezia Giulia and West Pannon. Cooperation started with 
PHARE Twinning Projects for Institution and Capacity building for structural funds implementation in 
2001. This successful experience, sharing practice and transnational cooperation in institution 
building, led the partners to the strong believe that interregional cooperation produces a substantial 
added value for cohesion and economic development, and to the decision to continue to cooperate in 
a longer term, in the framework of INTERREG programme. 

1.1. The GRIP-IT project 
The GRIP-IT project operated in 2005-2007 in a collaboration of 4 very heterogeneous regions. This 
diversity aimed at helping knowledge and experience transfer on the one hand and providing a wider 
picture of funding perspectives on the other hand through the participation of both Objective 1 and 2 
regions. 

We aimed at getting and providing a complex view of Integrated Projects and therefore the topic was 
approached from several sides simultaneously. Firstly an extensive pooling of past experiences has 
been carried out. Although naturally the majority of processed experience arrived from the four partner 
regions, we made efforts to include knowledge from other successful experiences as well. Secondly, 
being a RFO, we obviously utilised the opportunity to experiment with different setups in our 7 
subprojects. 
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The subprojects were focused on the international aspects of integration, but at the same time, due to 
operating in very different thematic areas, under very different conditions, they provided a large 
amount of first-hand experience relevant for intra-national projects as well. Finally a methodological 
research has been conducted both to synthesise the pooled experience and gather their conclusions. 
Then a long comparative study has been compiled to include all results of the project. The present 
paper is a shorter version of that study, containing only the modelled governance tool and the 
conclusions, guidelines included in it. 

 

1.2. The Integrated Project – definitions, configur ation 
No methodological work can be carried out without providing a common ground of understanding. We 
therefore recognised the lack of a common understanding of what integration actually is, and the 
necessity for a working definition for it early in the project. Even within Structural Funds terminology a 
wide range of perceived definitions are used, always in accordance with the purposes of the given 
document.  

The following definitions were compiled for the three basic concepts of the topic: 

 

Integration  is an approach that composes and coordinates diffe rent areas in order to utilize 
synergy, to reach common objectives with a higher l evel of efficiency. 

If well structured and perceived as a matter of own ership, this approach will lead to define a 
process which relies on integration also at later s tage, at programming level as well as at 
project level. 

 

Integrated project  (IP) is a project where partners are acting togeth er in synergy to carry out 
complementary, diverse and specific activities usin g one common budget in order to achieve 
joint interests and goals. 

 

An integrated programme  is defined, with a clear intention to integrate su bstantial aspects 
such as different funds, different actors, differen t actions, with the aim to support specific 
interests (territorial, thematic) in multisectorial  areas leading to a sustainable growth. 

note: 

Mentioning of integrated projects in the last definition is expressly avoided, a programme can be 
considered integrated even without specific integrated projects in its content. 

 

It is apparent, that although the definitions narrow down the range of meanings significantly, we still 
had to leave quite wide an area open, in order to be able to try and classify the currently existing 
notions of integration into a comprehensive model. 

Beside the above main concepts, the following terminology shall be used in this paper:  

Integrated Project 

- common goal(s) -  

Activity I. Activity II. 

Activity n… 
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·  Operational Programme level 

·  Financing/Implementing organisation  – an institutional actor in charge for the approval, 
payment and monitoring of IPs within an Operational Programme, a general term 
including either the Management Authority or the Intermediary Body depending on the 
delegated competences 

·  Integrated Project level 

·  IP – The Integrated Project as an entity/beneficiary, usually represented by its 
Management 

·  IP Cooperation  – Collective for all the partners/beneficiaries partaking in an IP 

·  IP Management  – The entity responsible for the preparation and implementation and 
coordination of the IP. 

·  Project level 

·  Activity / IP Component / Subproject / Individual P roject  – these all relate to the 
lowest level of activities, the final projects to be implemented within a IP 

·  Final beneficiary  – the owner of an IP Component 

·  Project management  – Management of the IP component 

1.3. Paper structure 
After the basic definitions were prepared, 4 stages of programme lifecycle have been identified as a 
basis for further work. The identified stages are the following: 

1. Planning – programming 

2. Project selection 

3. Project implementation 

4. Evaluation 

Typologies were to be set up for each of the stages, which in turn can be linked into theoretically 
efficient type-chains. These perceived type-chains provide a solid basis to compare all the practical 
experiences with, and achieve a level of system on which the guidelines can be based. 

For the typologies relevant criteria were collected for each stage. When selecting the criteria the main 
aim was not to address certain practical obstacles, but rather to get a grip on the concepts behind the 
actions, the motives that define the decision to use one technical solution or the other. The three most 
definitive criteria were then picked from each list, and their possible combinations provided the trivial 
types of the stage typologies. These trivial types were then analysed, and either kept, merged or 
discarded as warranted, in order to provide a more robust set of types for the stages. 

After the model follows a list of compiled conclusions, caveats and guidelines to help the preparation 
of integrated projects, and the development of their respective procedures, structured in a hopefully 
easy-to access manner. These conclusions are based not only on the tool model, but directly on the 
experiences of the GRIP-IT project and the experience pooled from all the participating countries and 
regions as well. 
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2. Types of Integrated approaches 

2.1. Programming 
By definition, all integrated programmes stretch the boundaries of the classic Operational Programme 
structure, which is usually very single-project-oriented. This also means that adequate and careful 
programming is vital to not only the efficiency, but even the viability of any attempts at integrated 
development. 

The 3 criteria selected here are the focus of integration, the pre-definition of beneficiaries and the 
location of programmed resources within the programme. 

2.1.1. The criteria 
·  Focus of integration : this criterion describes the primary focus along which the achievement 

if integration is intended. Theoretically there are 2 clear outcomes: territorial  (e.g.: integrated 
development of a small-region towards a well-defined strategic goal) and thematic  (e.g.: 
integration of an industrial sector through global grants or clusters) focus – plus their “and/or” 
combinations. The “and” combination limits the integration both  territorially and thematically 
(e.g.: Integration of food processing in a given small-region) is basically a subtype in both of 
the clear outcomes. The “or” combination on the other hand opens integration to the free 
choice of either  of the clear outcomes (e.g: a certain degree of overall integration is required, 
but the exact place is left to be decided by the applicants in a laissez-faire kind of way) 

 

·  Beneficiary pre-definition : this criterion identifies if the groups of integrated project 
beneficiaries is pre-defined in any way. Theoretically there are 2 clear outcomes: pre-defined 
groups  (e.g.: small-regions), or free association of beneficiaries  (e.g.: LEADER action 
groups). The latter outcome again has 2 subtypes, depending on whether overlaps  among 
beneficiary groups are allowed  (e.g.: a municipality or enterprise taking part in more than 1 
integrated project package) or not allowed  (e.g.: any beneficiary may only partake in 1 
integrated project package) Pre-defined groups almost never (if at all) allow overlaps. 

 

·  Programmed resources : when programming integration, funds are obviously reserved or 
dedicated for this purpose in the OP. This criterion describes the way this fund-dedication is 
implemented. There are theoretically 2 clear outcomes: the “one-box”, and the “multi-box” 
versions. In the “one-box”  case the sources are dedicated to a pre-programmed priority or 
measure. This means that the whole integrated project package applies to this one dedicated 
measure when the call is put out. There are also subtypes to this aspect, depending on 
whether the amount of funds is set on priority- or measure leve l. In the “multi-box”  case 
there is a set amount of funds to be spent on integrated projects for the whole OP, and the 
association of beneficiaries applies for the separate elements of the package from the different 
priorities/measures. Subtypes may be identified depending on whether there is or is not any 
preset funding limit  for any given group association of beneficiaries (e.g.: 25% of the total 
OP funds is to be spent on integrated projects, but there is no territorial priority in the OP 
structure. Then there may be a set amount for each small-region, which it cannot exceed in 
any given period, or there may not be any such limits.) 
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Therefore the complete list of criterion outcomes looks like this: 

 

Focus of integration Territory definition Programme d sources 

Territorial Predefined groups 
Amounts set at 
priority level 

Thematic 

Both 
Without 
overlaps 

“One-box” 
Amounts set at 
measure level 

Territorial or thematic 

Free 
association  

With overlaps 
preset funding 
limit for project 
packages 

   

“Multi-box” 

no preset funding 
limits 

 

2.1.2. Combinations 
Mathematically there are a total of 3x2x2=12 possible combinations of the 3 criteria, but in reality 
some of the possibilities contain contradictions, and some of the remaining possibilities can be 
grouped, forming the so-called “Types”, which may then allow for subtypes. 

The possible combinations and their quick evaluation are as follows: 

1. Focus: Territorial; Definition: Predefined; Sour ces: One-box 
This is the main type “Territorial Focus” . Implemented usually on NUTS 3 or rather 4 levels, this 
combination shows a dedication towards integrated development, is easy to manage on the 
programming side, and allows for a very centralised and focused project management on the side of 
the beneficiaries. This type may be used for example in specific programmes for the complex 
development of straggling small-regions or priority poles. Works best if the funding OP can serve for a 
large number of tasks and activities. It can be considered an “incubation” type. 

2. Focus: Territorial; Definition: Predefined; Sour ces: Multi-box 
This combination is another widely used type, “Territorial Picking” . In this framework the territories 
are encouraged to form and implement their strategies in a semi-competitive environment, while at the 
same time it works towards fulfilling overall regional goals as well. Relatively easy to manage from a 
programming point of view, but requires extensive communication and coordination within the group of 
beneficiaries. 

3. Focus: Territorial; Definition: Free; Sources: O ne-box 
This combination basically describes the LEADER+ programme setup. Free and voluntary action 
groups may apply for the funding, which then may be turned to a wide range of development activities. 
This type strongly motivates community life, and its bottom-up approach helps customise the 
developments to the actual demand. 

(As LEADER already exists however, there is little realistic need for a parallel programme in another 
national or regional OP, so despite all its strengths, this type is only relevant for the aims of GRIP-IT 
from a scientific/theoretical perspective.) 

4. Focus: Territorial; Definition: Free; Sources: M ulti-box 
This combination is one of the aspects of the “Free association”  type, with a stronger territorial 
focus. In this case voluntary, but stable groups of beneficiaries (like in LEADER+) present their 
strategy and pick funding for its elements from the “menu” the OP offers. Works well in an 
environment with strong local community networks. It requires the programme to be able to handle 
non-NUTS-conform associations, and is relatively complicated to manage from the programming side, 
but provides much freedom to the beneficiaries. It may allow for overlaps if necessary. 

5. Focus: Thematic; Definition: Predefined; Sources : One-box 
This combination is a classic Thematic  integration focus  solution, the global grant . It manifests as 
specific OP measures dedicated to specific sectoral groups with a central management presiding over 
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the strategy and the financial flows. It is easy to handle from a programming aspect. Since it integrates 
mainly on an output/result level and not on a process/beneficiary level, it may very well operate 
without the final beneficiaries ever making contact with each other. Due to this it may provide less 
synergy and networking power then other solutions, but it definitely works strongly towards any set 
sectoral goals. Works well in areas where synergy among the actors is irrelevant or difficult. 

6. Focus: Thematic; Definition: Predefined; Sources : Multi-box 
This combination is the thematic mirror image of the “Territorial Picking” type. It can be a viable 
solution to thematic integration in the case if the OP is made on a very strong territorial basis, all 
priorities and measures being territorially rather then sectorally defined. In that case this combination 
may be a good option for thematic integration, but given the sectoral basis of most OP’s this is rather a 
rare occasion, and therefore this combination may be safely categorised as a rarely-implemented 
subtype of the “Thematic Focus”  type. 

7. Focus: Thematic; Definition: Free; Sources: One- box 
This combination may be dubbed “Cluster Development” . Free associations of thematic actors 
provide an integrated strategy and if successful, receive funding for all (several) elements of its 
realisation.  

8. Focus: Thematic; Definition: Free; Sources: Mult i-box 
The thematic aspect of the “Free Association”  type. As in combination 7, the groups of beneficiaries 
are likely to be thematic clusters, but they realise their strategy by applying for several measures – 
even priorities. Works well if the clusters are well-developed and active.  

9. Focus: Territorial or Thematic; Definition: Pred efined 
The “territorial or thematic” focus basically provides a sense of freedom of aim, which may either occur 
in a strong democracy, where networking and integration has a long tradition and a set track, so that 
the programmers are confident to leave the helm in the hands of the beneficiaries, or in a situation, 
where the government/programming side is fairly weak, the movers of development and strategy are 
outside the formal administration, and the latter has little impact on how the funds are utilised anyway. 
Predefined groups of beneficiaries on the other hand suggest a strong central sense of strategy and 
aim. The two are apparently mutually exclusive, or at least counter-efficient, therefore these 
combinations are not viable alternatives in any case. 

10. Focus: Territorial or Thematic; Definition: Fre e; Sources: One-box 
This combination is again a mainly theoretical type. It may possibly be dubbed as a “Genius Reserve”. 
It would manifest as a measure or priority in an OP (entitled “Integration”), where both territorially and 
sectorally integrated free groups of beneficiaries may apply for funding a wide range of activities. 
Although there exists a very slim (nearly 0) chance that something novel turns up, that no one ever 
thought of, and is worthy of a complex funding, most OP’s do not have spare funds to wait for such an 
occurrence, and even if it happened, it could most surely be funded via the “Free Association” type, 
with a multi-box framework. 

At the same time this may also be an option for programmers, where integration neither has a 
tradition, nor is officially endorsed – like pre-1990 Central and Eastern Europe –, in that case this may 
be a tool to let innovative ideas live. It is true though, that if the reins are tight enough, such a measure 
is not likely to be let to go on, and if not, it is likely that the regime will not survive for long – so again, 
this is mainly a theoretical possibility. 

11. Focus: Territorial or Thematic; Definition: Fre e; Sources: Multi-box 
This combination is the classic “Free Association”  type. A laissez-faire competitive approach 
towards integration, this type does have a strong preference towards integration, but allows all kinds of 
innovative integration activities, lets them shape the strategy while competing for the funds, and only 
enforces its objectives through the selection and programming of the priorities. It is easy to manage 
from the programming side, and again, it works best if there is a wide enough range of activities within 
the OP to fund really complex project packages as well. 
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Therefore the summary of the combinations would look like this: 

Integration Focus Beneficiary pre-definition Progra mmed Sources 

GRIP-IT RELEVANT TYPES 

I. Territorial Focus 

Territorial Predefined One-box 

II. Territorial Picking 

Territorial Predefined Multi-box 

III. Free Association 

Territorial or Thematic 

Territorial 

Thematic 

Free Multi-box 

IV. Thematic Focus 

One-box 
Thematic Predefined 

Multi-box 

V. Cluster Development 

Thematic Free One-box 

VI. LEADER+ 

Territorial Free One-box 

TOO SPECIFIC OR COUNTER-EFFECTIVE 

One-box 
Thematic or Territorial Predefined 

Multi-box 

Thematic or Territorial Free One-box 

2.2. Project selection 
The 2nd stage of our final model contains the both the preparation of the project/application on the 
project owner’s side, and the project selection procedures on the programme management’s side. 
Both sides have lots of both practical and theoretical relevance, and this may warrant their separate 
handling. Some things had to be taken into consideration however: 

1. Project preparation is almost exclusively the territory of the beneficiary, and although an 
integral part of the lifecycle, in many aspects it acts oddly. Programming has little direct 
influence over this procedure on a theoretical level, since many of the factors influencing the 
two stages are different: As seen in the previous section, programming considers the focus 
and the structure of the programme itself, and the circle of beneficiaries – while during project 
preparation the applicants work and think on a completely different level. Their main priorities 
are the level and scope of cooperation among the partners, the relation of the project package 
of the overall strategy of the respective focus field. Some of these aspects are directly defined 
in the programme, while others are fairly independent from it. This would result in an 
increased number of independent variants, making the analysis of the following stages more 
difficult. 

2. On a practical level the preparation is dependent both on programming and project selection, 
which would raise the issue of the order of the stages. By merging the two latter stages, this 
obstacle is removed, and the model remains more solid methodologically. 

3. And last but not least it is also true that the focus of GRIP-IT is more the governance than the 
management of integrated projects, which implies that it is justified to stick to the viewpoint of 
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the programme owners, and use the beneficiaries as parametric factors in the model where 
possible. 

2.2.1. The criteria 
·  Procedure type : this criterion sets the number of levels an integrated project package 

application has to go through in the process of selection. There are 3 outcomes: zero, one and 
two. By zero selection stages  a procedure is meant where the project does not have to 
face selection at all , being directly incorporated into the operative programme. This is the 
case of priority projects, which have their own window in the structure of the programme(s). In 
a one-stage selection process  the project application is funnelled directly into the sole 
selection round,  and the available funds are distributed in accordance with the evaluation 
and decisions there. This is the classic tendering process. The last case has 2 separate 
stages of selection . This only constitutes that there are two successive decisions made 
between the programme and the final beneficiary , it does not say anything about the 
ownership or the location of those decisions. Therefore from these aspect global grants, two-
step pre-selection processes, and in a sense RFOs are all considered 2-stage processes 

 
·  Responsibility of decision-making : this criterion describes the concentration of decision-

making in the process of project selection. The 2 clear outcomes are a centralised  and a 
decentralised  decision-making mechanism, which either keep all the responsibility of 
selection with the MA (e.g.: classic single project selection mechanisms), or delegate it to 
bodies nearer to the final beneficiaries (e.g.: LEADER, or global grant-type funding). 
 

There are two basic dynamics that need to be taken into account when analysing these 
outcomes. 

1. Moving along the process from the programme to the project, decision-making 
responsibilities can only move from centralisation to decentralisation, and never the 
other way around. The other direction, or “recentralisation”, as an autocratic action 
would be contrary to the whole system of funding, plus it would definitely put lots of 
unnecessary administrative pressure on central administration – which it was trying to 
shed in the first place. 

2. When in a 2-stage environment, the beneficiaries enter the process at the most 
decentralised part. This means that if there is a change in centralisation in the 
process, the beneficiaries can only enter the process at the second stage, resulting in 
a one-stage process from their point of view – but not from the programmes aspect. If, 
however, there is no change of decision-making bodies, the beneficiaries enter the 
process at the earliest possible moment, resulting in an effectively 2-stage selection 
process for them as well. 

 

Therefore, the possible outcome-combinations can be shown as below: 

 

 Stage 0/0  Stage 1/1  Stage 1/2 Stage 2/2 

 
Centralised 
 

   

 
Decentralised 
 

 

   

 

2.2.2. Combinations 
 

Mathematically there are 7 possible combinations of the outcomes, but not all of these are viable 
alternatives. Taking into consideration the above-mentioned dynamics, the possible combinations and 
their quick evaluation are as follows: 
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1. Stages: 0 
A priority development  does not need any kind of selection, therefore the question of whether that 
decision would be centralised or decentralised is irrelevant. In this case the project package itself is 
pre-selected during the programming phase, and the main task of the project preparation phase is to 
ensure the best possible quality of the project.  

2. Stages: 1; Decision: Centralised 
This is the case of the classic one-step tendering  process. The call is put out, and all the prospective 
beneficiaries hand in their applications, out of which a central decision-making body selects the ones 
to be funded, and starts the contracting process. This type needs very strong coordination if the 
components of the integrated project package are financed from different measures/priorities, let alone 
different OPs. On one hand there is no guarantee that all the calls for the components are put out at 
the same time, making the timing of the implementation difficult, while on the other hand protocols 
have to be put in place to avoid a situation where crucial parts of a project package are not selected, 
while others are. In any case, this is the most widespread technique of selection with tried-and-true 
tools for most conditions, but it is only suited to handle integrated projects under specific 
circumstances. 

3. Stages: 1;Decision: Decentralised 
In this case the integrated projects are theoretically selected by a decentralised body in one round of 
applications. This however in the strict sense is impossible, since the funds themselves are managed 
centrally, and therefore at least one central decision is necessary to delegate the decision to a 
decentralised body. In a wider sense it may be interpreted as a special type of global grant, where the 
distributor body is pre-selected centrally, and therefore this first decision is moved out of the 
framework of the programme. This way this outcome may be grouped together with the later 2-step 
model into the type “decentralised distribution” . 

4. Stages: 2; 1 st stage decision: Centralised; 2 nd stage decision: Centralised 
In this scenario the beneficiaries enter the process in the first stage, which acts as pre-selection 
phase, and then the ones on the shortlist have the opportunity to further develop their application and 
prepare it for the second round. This type is the classic two-step selection  process, only applied for 
integrated projects. Due to the size and complexity of most integrated projects, this may an advisable 
baseline protocol to follow in many cases.  

5. Stages: 2; 1 st stage decision: Centralised; 2 nd stage decision: Decentralised 
This scenario is the book version of the “decentralised distribution”  type already mentioned above. 
The first stage is basically an institutionalised delegation of the selection decision to a set of 
intermediary bodies that in turn put out and manage the calls. Most global grants fall in this category, 
as well as LEADER actions and even RFOs, where that is applicable. This type is a very good means 
of integrating at the intermediary body level, but very rarely beneath. In fact the intermediary bodies 
themselves act as coordinators of an integration attempt at the result level. This protocol is well 
applicable if the target beneficiary group is very fragmented, and the average anticipated project size 
is small, but still some synergic impact is expected from the programme. 

6. Stages: 2; 1 st stage decision: Decentralised; 2 nd stage decision: Centralised 
This case is mostly purely theoretical, since it goes against the first above-mentioned dynamic. A 
setup can be drafted, where a decentralised body pre-selects the elements of a larger integrated 
effort, and then the selected projects apply for the call put out centrally. This however needs a 
separate phase for the selection of the decentralised body, which would make the process a 3-stage 
one, causing a lot of unnecessary administration and time loss in the process. If the approval of a 
decentralised body is deemed necessary in the process, it is usually much simpler to require a letter of 
approval from them for the application, and then the whole process goes back to the one-stage 
tendering system.  

7. Stages: 2; 1 st stage decision: Decentralised; 2 nd stage decision: Decentralised 
In this case the decentralised bodies are pre-selected outside the program framework, but still there 
are 2 stages. The beneficiaries enter the process in the first stage, and go through the two-step 
selection process, but the procedure is managed by decentralised bodies. This is a theoretically viable 
scenario, but there are some factors that go against its application. Above all, the basic fact that 
decentralisation works against central control over the entire programme. The MA is generally 
responsible for all the funds distributed in the framework of the programme, and so it takes a risk with 
each decentralisation act. Therefore it is highly unlikely for it to decentralise any measures in which so 
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large and complex projects are anticipated that a 2-step selection process is warranted. On the other 
hand, if all the required information and competences are only present at the decentralised bodies, 
they are likely to be integrated into the programme management system, thereby eliminating the risks, 
but at the same time ceasing their “decentralised” status as well. This means, that at the end of the 
day this outcome is not a practically applicable scenario. 

Therefore the summary of the combinations would look like this: 

 

Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 

GRIP-IT RELEVANT TYPES 

I. Priority Development 

Centralised N/A N/A 

II. One-step Tendering 

Centralised Centralised N/A 

III. Two-step selection 

Centralised Centralised Centralised 

IV. Decentralised distribution 

Centralised Decentralised N/A 

Centralised Centralised Decentralised 

TOO SPECIFIC OR COUNTER-EFFECTIVE 

Centralised Decentralised Centralised 

Centralised Decentralised Decentralised 

2.3. Implementation 
Implementation of integrated projects, just like their programming is all about coordination – naturally 
funds get spent, and ideas get realised as well, but in order to produce any kind of synergy, all actions 
need to be carefully timed, managed and coordinated, or they may endanger even the most trivial 
results due to the interplay among the components. This phase is largely the province of the 
beneficiaries, but the framework of their operation is also provided by the programme owners, and 
therefore a crucial area to consider. Partnerships need to be established, management structures 
need to be set up and regulated, financial flows need to be directed, and of course, several parallel 
projects need to be executed. 

Due to the complexity of the stage, Implementation was the hardest to pick a manageable number of 
key criteria for, which may then be used to build a solid model. After a lengthy analysis several factors 
were found to vary together, and could therefore be aggregated into larger overarching categories. In 
the end we managed to narrow the list down to 3 key criteria, which are not functionally connected, 
and so can be expected to be able to cover the possible project variants. 

2.3.1. The criteria 
·  Degree of integration : this criterion may be the most complex of the model, mainly due to the 

large number of factors directly dependent on it. The basic decision whether a project aspires 
to achieve integration on a process level as well, or it only aims to produce synergically 
interacting, but separate results defines several aspects of the implementation (and actually it 
needs to be taken into account at programming as well – but we judged it right to place it here, 
since it has the greatest impact in this phase). Process integration  means that the project 
has several sub-projects or components, which are jointly managed and coordinated. This 
implies a larger, more complex project size, within which even temporal coordination may be 
an issue, to an extent, that the implementation may arch over several Action Plan periods. 
These projects are exclusively managed in some sort of partnership/consortium organisation 
format. Result integration  on the other hand implies that the different components or sub-
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projects do not necessarily cooperate, each is managed by its own beneficiary (or association 
of beneficiaries) under an umbrella-organisation, and they are only expected to produce an 
integrated result at project level. The anticipated average component size here is smaller, the 
umbrella-organisation has much less tasks and responsibility than in the previous case, and 
temporal coordination is also of much less importance, since the components are fairly 
independent on a process level. Of course, process integration is harder to coordinate but as 
a more organic structure, it may produce much more substantial results in terms of synergy, 
while result integration is applicable for cases with very fragmented and heterogeneous 
activities, the closer coordination of which would be both unnecessary and inefficient. 

 

·  Financial flow : The regulation of the flow of funds is a cardinal issue in the case of 
development programmes, but because of this, it is one of their best-elaborated areas. When 
examined in a very raw form, integrated projects do not differ at all from simple and joint 
projects without any aims of integration, so the two basic flow patterns are applicable here as 
well: funds can be provided directly to the final beneficiaries , or via an intermediary , who 
may be a lead partner of a consortium, or a dedicated umbrella-organisation. Although this 
criterion is similar to the possibilities of any non-integrated projects, it was decided that due to 
its importance, it needs to be present in the model. 

 

·  Management structure : In a sense, this criterion is an odd-one-out, since it is much closer to 
the technical than to the theoretical side of integrated project management, but again, its 
profound effect on the coordination possibilities and setup warranted including it here 
nonetheless. This factor considers whether the management of the integrated project takes 
place within a previously existing body , most probably one of the project partners, or a new 
entity is established  for the sole purpose of project management and coordination. Both 
choices have their strengths and weaknesses of course, an existing body may provide quicker 
initial reaction and cost-effectiveness up to a certain level of complexity, but it may result in a 
power struggle within the project, and it is more difficult to deal with larger, more complex 
projects in this setup. A new entity provides a larger independent coordination capacity pool, 
that is vital in the case of complex project packages, and can handle the financial flows with 
more ease, but on the other hand its base cost is high, and needs time to start up initially. 

 

Therefore the complete list of criterion outcomes looks like this: 

 

Degree of integration Financial flow Management str ucture 

Process integration Directly to beneficiaries Previously existing body 

Result integration Via intermediary body New entity 

 

2.3.2. Combinations 
1. Degree of integration: process; Financial flow: beneficiaries; Management structure: 

existing 
Process integration and forwarding the funds directly to final beneficiaries seem mutually exclusive 
options, but it still may be if a forced option if for some reason the lead partner is not permitted to 
funnel the funds. This may be the case if a call specifies that no consortia are allowed to apply, only 
single beneficiaries. Since it is almost never applicable for a complete integrated project, but only part 
of it, this type can be dubbed “Side project” . 

2. Degree of integration: process; Financial flow: beneficiaries; Management structure: 
new 

This scenario is applicable, when the coordination of the project components, and the project 
management had been delegated to a separate management organisation, but that entity for some 
legal or other reasons is not able to handle certain funds provided. It can be used in cases when 
certain components of the process-integrated project package receive funding from OP’s that are not 
prepared to handle intermediary bodies as lead partners in their calls. Just like the previous scenario, 
this one also belongs to the “Side project”  type. 
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3. Degree of integration: process; Financial flow: via intermediary; Management structure: 
existing 

This scenario is the classic “Lead Partner”  setup. The partners within the partnership or consortium 
work closely together under the management and coordination of a lead partner, who acts as a 
contact towards the programme authorities, and who channels the received funds to the partners as 
well.  

4. Degree of integration: process; Financial flow: via intermediary; Management structure: 
new 

Borrowing the moniker from the Basilicata experience, this type can be classified as the “PIT” . The 
main difference from the previous scenario is that either due to the complexity of the project, or the 
large number of consortium partners/stakeholders, project management is not trusted to a lead 
partner, but an independent PM organisation is established for the adequate coordination of the 
project. 

5. Degree of integration: result; Financial flow: b eneficiaries; Management structure: 
existing 

In this setup the beneficiaries or their associations, who do not cooperate closely receive separate 
funding. This case is something of“Expected Integration” , where no real cohesion is forced on the 
project components by any structural means, only a certain degree of results integration is anticipated, 
resulting from pointers programmed in to the OP. It is not a preferred scenario in any case, unless the 
programme owner is new to this system of development financing, and therefore only wants to hint at 
a later possibility of preparing integrated projects.  

6. Degree of integration: result; Financial flow: b eneficiaries; Management structure: new 
In this scenario a certain level of coordination is expected from the beneficiaries, since they have to 
maintain a separate management entity, but integration is not organic, and funds go directly to the 
beneficiaries. This setup seems to work against the principle of integration, or at least it is sending 
very mixed signals. Not a separate type. 

 
 

7. Degree of integration: result; Financial flow: v ia intermediary; Management structure: 
existing 

This is the case of the “Global Grant”  scenario, where an existing body is trusted to coordinate the 
results of several sub-projects, and channel the allocated funds to them. It rarely achieves high levels 
of integration, since this type often deals with similar projects without any complementary impacts. 

8. Degree of integration: result; Financial flow: v ia intermediary; Management structure: 
new 

The last scenario is the case of LEADER. The beneficiaries establish an umbrella-organisation, which 
then distributes the allocated funds, and through the second level of selection coordinate the results of 
the very diverse sub-projects. It is applicable in cases when the components are too diverse to be 
efficiently coordinated more closely, but are still expected to produce an integrated result. 

Therefore the summary of the combinations would look like this: 

 

Degree of integration Financial flows Management st ructure 

GRIP-IT RELEVANT TYPES 

I. Lead Partner 

Process Via intermediary Existing 

II. PIT 

Process Via intermediary New 

III. Global Grant 

Result Via intermediary Existing 

IV. LEADER+ 

Result Via intermediary New 
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NON-INDEPENDENT TYPES 

V. Side Project 

Existing 
Process Beneficiaries 

New 

TOO SPECIFIC OR COUNTER-EFFECTIVE 

Existing 
Result Beneficiaries 

New 

2.4.  Evaluation and feedback 
Evaluation is the last stage of the life cycle. It provides feedback both about the project, and the 
programme itself to be utilised in the next cycle. Just like the previous stages, it offers lots of technical 
obstacles, the analysis of which could fill a similar study in itself. It was decided therefore that the 
focus should be on the basic choices of evaluation, with only limited reference to the possible 
statistical and technical issues raised. 

An important distinction had to be made in the analysis – the criteria detailed here focus exclusively on 
the evaluation of the integration aspect. It is obvious that some kind of evaluation is necessary for all 
levels of any kinds of projects and programmes, but the dimension of integration opens up a new level 
of complexity, which is the focus of the present study. This distinction also sets the basic dimensions 
of the analysis: how much emphasis does the evaluation of synergy factors, the value added of 
integration receive at different levels of the programme structure? 

2.4.1. The criteria 
·  Emphasis on integration:  This criterion measures the existence and then the extent of 

evaluation on the value added of integration. The simplest outcome here is if for whatever 
reasons there is no evaluation  of the integration effect. The second outcome is that there is 
some level of evaluation , but it is nothing more than one indicator among many. The final 
possibility is that integration is a priority , and it is even possible to measure and evaluate it at 
an increased level. (Note: in the original criterion selection process we identified 2 separate 
criteria with similar contents, this one and the aspect of evaluation – that being on outcome, 
result or impact level. We realised however that on a practical level the two are very closely 
linked, since the sophistication of the necessary/possible indicators increases with the 
emphasis given to integration, just as with the level of abstraction of indicators. Therefore we 
decided to use the criterion presented here, as the more general of the two.) 
When analysing the different scenarios from this aspect, it has to be taken into consideration, 
that the final level of evaluation is always the result of compromise. Obviously the interest of 
the programme owners and the resource providers are twofold: provide the most exact and 
comprehensive evaluation possible within set financial and administrative limits. Therefore 
wherever the evaluation of integration is a priority, it is because it is possible for it to become a 
priority, and when it is not, it is not necessarily because it is not taken seriously enough. 

 

·  Intervention level evaluated:  The value added of integration may be gauged at 3 points of 
the intervention system – at the level of the single projects  (or project components), at the 
level of the integrated project , and naturally (but not at all easily) at programme  level. These 
3 levels are apparently hierarchic, so a higher intervention level can only be evaluated if there 
is tome evaluation information gathered from the lower levels. This however is not always the 
case. In the cases where there is a decentralised intermediary body between the programme 
owners and the beneficiaries, the level of the intermediary may be defined as the integrated 
project level, since the separate small projects below it are not necessarily integrated by 
themselves, only in their joint outcome. In that case, the value added of integration is not 
necessarily measurable at single project level at all, or only at reduced efficiency, while on the 
level of the integrated project, it may even be one of the most important aspects of evaluation. 
Therefore the original hierarchic structure was needed to be modified in a way, so that both 
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the integrated project and single project levels are subordinated to the programme level, but 
the former two may be used independently  

 

2.4.2. Combinations 
The above criteria can be arranged into the following 14 combinations: 

 

 Single project 
level 

Integrated project 
level 

Programme level 

1 N N N 

2 E N N 

3 P N N 

4 N E N 

5 N P N 

6 E E N 

7 P E N 

8 E P N 

9 P P N 

10 E E E 

11 P E E 

12 E P E 

13 P P E 

14 P P P 

 

Where N, E and P stand for No evaluation, Evaluation and Prioritised evaluation respectively. 

 

1. None of the levels is evaluated according to the  effect of integration 
This is the baseline option, where there is no separate technique applied for the measurement of the 
value added by integration. There may be technical difficulties of measurement, or it may also occur 
that the particular strategic projects simply cannot be implemented in a non-integrated way, and in 
either case it is inefficient to collect extra information regarding integration. This scenario is the type 
“No evaluation”.  

2. No evaluation at programme and integrated projec t levels, evaluation at single project 
level 

This scenario is the first case of the type “Single project focus”.  It allows for a degree of evaluation 
at project component level, but above it is either not necessary, or inefficient. The level of emphasis on 
integration in the case of the evaluation of single projects is not out of the ordinary. It may be 
applicable to projects, where the components, or single projects are of a complementary nature, and 
they most likely produce synergies not only on an output level, but the integrated project itself is either 
too complex to evaluate in a cost-efficient way, or there is again no alternative to implementing it in an 
integrated fashion. 

3. No evaluation at programme and integrated projec t levels, emphasis at single project 
level 

This case is largely similar to the previous one, with the sole exception, that there is both the necessity 
and the possibility to put extra emphasis on evaluating the contribution of integration to the single 
projects. Obviously this one also belongs to the Single project focus  type. 
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4. No evaluation at programme and single project le vels, evaluation at integrated project 
level 

This scenario can be described – parallel to the 2nd case – as the “Integrated project focus”  type. 
The only level of evaluation of the effects of integration takes place at the integrated project level. This 
type is applicable for projects, where there is little or no cooperation among the beneficiaries of the 
single projects, and those projects in themselves are rather simple, without any direct complementary 
effect among them – but at the level of the intermediary body they still produce significant strategic 
synergy. 

5. No evaluation at programme and single project le vels, emphasis at integrated project 
level 

This case is largely similar to the previous one, with the sole exception, that there is both the necessity 
and the possibility to put extra emphasis on evaluating the contribution of integration to the integrated 
projects. Obviously this one also belongs to the Integrated project focus  type. 

6. No evaluation at programme level, evaluation at integrated and single project levels 
This scenario requires indicators to be installed both at the levels of single projects, and the level of 
the integrated project. Both levels receive equal emphasis, and most probably the results received 
from the single projects are being aggregated for the integrated project level. It is applicable to 
situations where both levels are possible and necessary to monitor and evaluate from this aspect, but 
the integrated projects are either too versatile or isolated enough within the programme so that a 
programme level evaluation would be either too costly or superfluous. This type may be dubbed 
“Two-level evaluation” . 

7. No evaluation at programme level, evaluation at integrated project level, emphasis at 
single project level 

This scenario, together with the following one, is something of a hybrid. In both cases, the value added 
of integration is measured and evaluated at both of the lower intervention levels, but for whatever 
reasons one is given priority over the other. Since such a distinction needs a conscious decision 
beside the possible technical and financial contingencies, they fit better to the two “Focus” types than 
the general Two-level type. It is defined by the relative importance of the same information at the 
different levels of intervention. This particular case therefore is grouped to the “Single project focus”  
type. 

8. No evaluation at programme level, emphasis at in tegrated project level, evaluation at 
single project level 

Parallel to the previous scenario, this case is again a subtype of “Integrated project focus”.  

9. No evaluation at programme level, emphasis at in tegrated and single project levels 
This scenario clearly belongs to the “Two-level evaluation”  type, but with extra resources devoted to 
the measurement of the contribution of integration. It is a rare occasion though to see such a setup in 
practice. 

10. -14. All levels are evaluated or emphasised acc ording to the effect of integration 
The last five scenarios are primarily characterised by the fact that even the programme level  of the 
intervention is evaluated from an integration viewpoint. This type is applicable in cases where 
integration is a strategic objective of the programme, and at least several measures/priorities are 
available for funding integrated projects (multi-box). The five outcomes basically differ in the 
availability and relative importance of the same cost-efficient information at the different levels. This 
type may be applicable to any type of integrated projects; the key factor to consider is the strategic 
importance of integration for the project. 

Therefore the summary of the combinations would look like this: 

 

Single project level Integrated project level Progr amme level 

GRIP-IT RELEVANT TYPES 

I. No Evaluation 

No evaluation No evaluation No evaluation 

II. Single Project Focus 
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Evaluation No evaluation No evaluation 

Prioritised evaluation No evaluation No evaluation 

Prioritised evaluation Evaluation No evaluation 

III. Integrated Project Focus 

No evaluation Evaluation No evaluation 

No evaluation Prioritised evaluation No evaluation 

Evaluation Prioritised evaluation No evaluation 

IV. Two-level evaluation 

Evaluation Evaluation No evaluation 

Prioritised evaluation Prioritised evaluation No evaluation 

V. Programme Level Evaluation 

Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 

Prioritised evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 

Evaluation Prioritised evaluation Evaluation 

Prioritised evaluation Prioritised evaluation Evaluation 

Prioritised evaluation Prioritised evaluation Prioritised evaluation 

 

2.5. Typology summary – the tool in action 
Combining the 4 stage typologies, we receive the following variation table. 

Stage 1: 

Programming 

Stage 2: 

Project Selection 

Stage 3: 

Implementation 

Stage 4: 

Evaluation 

I. Territorial focus I. Priority development I. Lead partner I. No evaluation 

II. Territorial picking II. One-step tendering II. PIT II. Single project focus 

III. Free association III. Two-step selection III. Global Grant III. Integrated project 
focus 

IV. Thematic focus IV. Decentralised 
distribution 

IV. LEADER IV. Two-level 
evaluation 

V. Cluster development  V. Side Project V. Programme level 
evaluation 

VI. LEADER    

 

After extensively testing the model with empirical examples and comparing it with existing experience, 
we are now fairly confident that the model is solid, and can handle most common social and economic 
contingencies of the EU countries in the near future. 

On the following figures the advised and possible type-chains of the typologies can be followed. 
Arrows signify the apparently viable follow-up options for each type in the first column, and thick 
arrows signify the choice(s), that are most likely to produce the best results. The typology summary 
table has been divided into stage-pairs for easier usage, but the successive tables provide full type-
chain suggestions for all anticipated cases. 
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Example:   

A Territorial Focus -type development programme, which uses predefined territorial beneficiary-
groups, and a one-box funding model, works best with a Priority development -type selection 
process, which is a 0-stage centralised selection model, meaning in this case, that the territorial 
association need not go through an application process, but there is rather an iterative 
consultation procedure that ensures the quality and consistency of the territory’s integrated 
strategic project package. (A Decentralised distribution-type selection may also work, however, 
depending on the circumstances). 

It is apparent from the second table, that the implementation model best suited for the Priority 
development selection is the PIT. This means that the beneficiaries of the pre-defined territory 
have to establish a close partnership with a separate project management entity, which shall be 
responsible for the project towards the programme authorities, and which shall channel the funds 
to the appropriate final beneficiaries as necessary. (Depending on the circumstances, the Lead 
Partner or Side Project implementation models could be used as well.) 

The PIT is a process integration model, which manages integration efforts both on project 
component and integrated project levels. This means that there should be enough data available 
for a Two-level , or even a Programme level  evaluation model. 
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3. Conclusions, general guidelines, proposals 
The conclusions of this work can are presented here in the same programme lifecycle structure that 
was used with the tool. 

3.1. Planning and programming 
At this stage the development goal to be achieved via the means of Integrated Projects has to be set. 
Since the preparation of Integrated Projects takes a longer time than that of “general” projects due to 
the participation and the negotiation needs of numerous partners, it is highly advisable to make this 
decision at the earliest possible time, because otherwise both the implementation and later the 
payments can suffer delays. The decision on the funding of integrated projects has to be made on two 
basic levels: 

·  National Development Plan: the possibility to decide upon the utilisation of integrated projects 
concerning more than one programme is at this level. 

·  Operational Programme: in this case IPs are realised within one programme 

It is advisable that these decisions should be adequately prepared, run through all the planning 
forums, while reaching a consensus among the governmental planning organisations having a stake in 
the financing and implementation of the proposed project types. 

3.1.1. Reasons for starting Integrated Projects 
·  A joint implementation of several activities is necessary for significant impact, the achievement 

of a set steering objective. 

·  Local actors know best, what kinds of activities the most need realised. 

·  No single organisation or actor can provide for the implementation of the individual activities, 
several organisations have to cooperate. 

·  Local commitment has to be developed among the different types of partners concerned with 
the development. 

·  This way the funding environment becomes predictable for the actors involved in the project, 
and they can plan and anticipate the individual developments. 

·  A predictable funding environment provides better planning for those enterprises and 
organisations as well, who aim at utilising the positive external effects of the developments. 

The suggestions of this section are based on the typology of the integrated projects. The types given 
there are evaluated here from the aspect of programming environment and feasibility. To decide on 
what type of integrated project to realise, it is necessary to consider the following aspects: 

3.1.2. Possible thematic areas: 
Integrated projects can be prepared in the following thematic areas. If the integrated projects are to be 
realised with EU funding, it is advisable to take into account the eligible activities and goals. (E.g.: in 
the 2007-13 period, the regions belonging to the Competitiveness Objective cannot use EU funding for 
the below areas, with the sole exception of environmental protection) 

The possible integrated projects can be classified according to whether they are prepared for a 
thematic area, or a geographical territory. Naturally the two aspects are always embedded into each 
other, so thematic IPs have territorial restrictions (e.g.: tourism development), and territorial IPs can 
and do have thematic restrictions as well – however one of the aspects is always dominant. Integrated 
projects are often organised in the following areas: 

3.1.2.1. Primarily territorial IPs: 
In rural areas  the improvement of the quality of life can be a valid reason for an IP, in the framework 
of which several very different activity types can be supported: availability of rural services, 
development of settlement infrastructure, preserving of the local heritage and community 
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development. The LEADER programme provides a typical example of the financing of these activities 
– together with the development of rural economy. 

In urban areas on the one hand the renewal of certain settlement areas, their revitalisation from an 
economic point of view can be encouraged through IPs, while on the other hand, it can help prevent 
the further deterioration of already segregated areas, or those that are risking segregation. A wide 
range of activities can be supported in urban development programmes from public place 
development to enterprises, from clean public transport to community and cultural programmes. 

Coordination of local human public services can also be a supported area, in which case a larger 
settlement, or a group of settlements receive funding in order to optimally organise their local public 
services. Thematic areas within these projects can include social services, health care, basic 
education, cultural services and local level administration. 

3.1.2.2. Primarily thematic IPs 
Economic development, development of the production  sector , the best example of which is the 
support of local and competitiveness clusters. This can include a wide range of activities, like training, 
R+D activity, technological modernisation, plant development, to name a few. 

Tourism,  where the simultaneous and joint presentation of numerous attractions can provide the 
necessary synergistic effect. Beside the coordination of service development measures training and 
marketing activities can also appear in this project. 

Other Integrated Projects can include the complex handling of separate thematic areas, naturally 
coupled with an appropriate territorial distinction as well (NUTS III, possibly NUTS II level), which 
assume several types of both investment and human components. Such thematic areas can be for 
example 

·  Health care 

·  Social inclusion 

·  Education 

·  Culture 

·  Environmental protection 

A special kind of IP is the case when the project is used for experience exchange or 
methodological development . Within a member state such IPs generally appear in human service 
areas (although applicable for most others as well), while cross-border and international IPs often 
have experience exchange and methodology as their primary aim. The experience with the sub-
projects realised within the framework of GRIP-IT suggests that it is usually not advisable to support 
cross-border investment-type IPs, and it is better to focus on the soft aims. This obviously does not 
mean that countries should not cooperate in the development of the infrastructural networks in their 
countries, but that again is a different scale of intervention from the ones detailed here. 

3.1.3. Possible beneficiaries 
The scope of beneficiaries has to be determined in accordance with the activities to be realised in the 
IP framework and with the competence of the organisations to carry out those activities. Thus there is 
little point it providing a specific list, since that derives from the situation, but it can be safely stated 
that governmental organisations, NGOs enterprises and other institutions can be IP beneficiaries 

At the same time a distinction can be made whether IP memberships are open or closed. 

·  Closed IP: membership and the range of future beneficiaries is formed during project planning 

·  Open IP: new members can join the IP during implementation, and be its beneficiaries. The 
LEADER programme works on a similar basis. 

Closed memberships IPs are advisable if the supported activities of the IP are identified at the earliest 
stage. 

Open membership IPs are advisable if the implementation of the project goes on for several years, 
while it provides the opportunity for ever newer actors to join, so that they can also contribute their 
activities to the achievement of IP goals. This version assumes a larger freedom, more possibilities. 
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3.1.4. Territorial definition 
Depending on the scope of the IP, the beneficiaries can be encouraged to organise on a pre-defined 
territory, or they can freely decide whom they allow to join. In connection with this the following can be 
said: 

Predefined territory: 

·  It is advisable to use if the objective is the development of tightly defined territories and no 
overlaps are to be allowed among them. 

·  Another possible use is if the IP is intended to forward the development possibilities into all 
parts of a certain larger territory or region. 

Free association: 

·  Generally used in thematic projects. 

·  In this case the local, joint interests of the partners can receive a stronger emphasis, and 
given the time and the means, it can provide for optimal cooperation. 

·  Territorial overlaps can be ruled out in this case as well. 

 

Integrated projects can be prepared at the following territorial levels: 

·  Regional (NUTS II.) , when the intervention area of the projects covers the whole region. 

·  Sub-regional level , (e.g.: small-region) when the intervention area cover a part of the region. 
In this case the projects can both follow administrative boundaries or provide for free 
association. This is the most widespread manifestation of IPs. 

·  Settlement level , which is naturally a sub-regional level as well, but which, due to its special 
role is advised to list separately. This is used in urban development, when even within a city 
one or more target areas are identified for the projects. 

·  Interregional , when an integrated project covers one or more smaller territories in two or 
more regions. This can take place either within a country or across borders. 

·  Cross-border , when a project covers one or more parts of two (or in special cases more) 
sides of a border region. 

Cross-border and interregional initiatives have their unique sets of regulations, like for example in the 
funding system of Interreg in the past and the European Territorial Cooperation in the present, which 
we do not aim to cover in these guidelines. 

3.1.5. Financing 
Integrated Projects can be financed from several sources in several ways. Since financing is tightly 
related to management rules, this decision has to be made the most carefully. For each funding 
source there may be a different management regulation to be applied, which can make the 
implementation of integrated projects very difficult, since all members have to familiarise with and to 
reconciliate several rule sets. 

The following main financing types can be distinguished: 

·  Multi-programme financing , in which case it can be assumed that integrated projects are 
realised from several different sources (like e.g.: ERDF, ESF, EAFRD and purely national co-
financing). 

This solution is only advised to use if the entities responsible for the implementation of the 
separate programmes (e.g.: Management Authorities) succeeded at an almost complete 
harmonisation of implementation regulations, and at agreeing on a unified rule set to be 
followed. This is especially important in the planning and selection phases of the IP life-cycle, 
but it can also significantly ease the tasks of IP-level management, if reporting and payment 
procedures were similar for all programmes. 
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Setting up a joint project selection board is advised to decide on IPs, while obviously the 
activities funded from different sources have to respect the aims of their respective sources, 
programmes, and their special regulations as well. 

·  Single-programme financing. Since the IPs are implemented within a single programme 
management framework, it can be assumed that no significant procedural differences are to 
be anticipated, but still, the different activities financed within an IP may have different 
requirements. 

Within the framework of a programme it may also be a viable alternative that a given IP is 
financed by only a distinct part of the programme. This part may be a  

·  Priority, like in the case of the LEADER programme, or  

·  Measure/intervention, like for example in most cases of social urban development 
programmes 

In the above cases the sources and respective regulations of IP implementation are 
completely unambiguous, and so that needs the least coordination at programme level 
management. 

It is essential that the total budget to be spent on the funding of IPs be determined before the calls are 
put out. This way it is conceivable that similar activities can be supported both via IPs and through 
individual projects. 

In order to rule out project-level activity overlaps, it would be advisable to use only one type of 
execution procedure. For if an organisation is allowed to apply for the realisation of the same activity in 
several procedures, special care needs to be given to the filtering of overlaps, that is it needs to be 
assured that no activities are to be funded double. Controlling measures built into the decision-making 
process can be applied here. 

It is advisable to define a preliminary budget for the financing of the integrated project, which then 
could be modified within the programme cycle based on demand and achievements. Beside the 
definition of the total budget, it is advisable to set the maximum and minimum funding of integrated 
projects as well. 

3.1.6. Duration of implementation 
The funding duration of the separate integrated programmes needs to be decided on during the 
programming stage. This may range from a single occasion to the full length of the planning cycle, at 
the extreme or even cross-cycle financing. A one-time support can be applicable in the case of ad-hoc 
cooperation, while stable, legally set co-operations may be funded through a series of years. On the 
duration of implementation it may be said that integrated projects are generally advised to pick a 
longer implementation period, since their core task is to achieve their goals with the joint realisation of 
several activities, which naturally takes longer. There are two main factors that affect the duration of 
the achievement of IP goals: 

·  The scale  of the integrated project – i.e. its territorial size, or the size of its target group 

·  The scope  of the integrated project – i.e. the number of the included activities, their size, 
management capacity and the availability of co-financing. 

3.2. Project selection 
There can be several methods for the selection of the activities making up an integrated project. The 
chosen selection method is primarily determined by the kinds of decision-making competences to be 
transferred to the management organisation or cooperation founded for the implementation of the 
given IP. 

A fundamental element of Integrated Projects is that they require clear synergies to be realised among 
the projects to be funded, and that each and every activity shall contribute as much as possible for the 
set steering objective  („forza idea”).  

Therefore the evaluation of the set steering objective and the implementation mechanisms providing 
for its achievement is absolutely necessary. By the latter the following are meant: 
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·  Intensity and efficiency of cooperation among actors who have the highest stakes at the 
achievement of the objective, and 

·  Planned operating mechanisms of the management organisation responsible for the 
realisation of activities 

In the framework of the LEADER programme central level decisions of supporting a given action group 
are made basically on the previous premises. 

In connection with the steering objective  the following are evaluated: 

·  Reasonability of the set objective and its sub-objectives, 

·  Feasibility of the achievement of goals as compared to the planned financing resources, 

·  Causal relation between the steering objective and the tools designed to reach is (specific 
activities or funding constructions (global grant)) 

·  Local acceptance of the set objectives and the measures to be taken to reach them. 

The above criteria basically comprise the content requirements of a programme, the compulsory 
elements of which are the following: 

·  Set objective(s) 

·  Tools: activities and funding constructions to provide for the achievement of the set objective 

·  Execution system responsible for the achievement of objectives through the implementation of 
tools, 

·  Financing resources, the regulated and efficient utilisation of which is the means to reach the 
set objectives. 

In accordance with the above it can be stated that when preparing an integrated project, the possible 
beneficiaries practically need to execute a programming exercise. During this process they need to 
aim at reaching a consensus among the actors having an interest in the realisation of the programme, 
and ultimately at the acceptance of the programme. This acceptance plays an extraordinary role in the 
preparation of IPs, since one of their fundamental elements is efficiently providing the acceptance of 
the given objective and tools by the local actors. 

Another characteristic of integrated projects is the project itself, namely the batch of activities, which 
provide the fundamental elements of the integrated project. The financing decision on these activities 
can be made on two levels: 

·  At the level of organisations providing the financing (national or regional level depending on 
the nature of the programme) 

·  At the level of beneficiaries, cooperating groups, like in the case of the LEADER programme. 

The first solution can be dubbed Centralised project selection, while the second a Decentralised one. 
However a combination of the two decision-making levels can also appear for the implementation of a 
particular IP. The utilisation of the different decision-making procedures anticipates the characteristics 
of the implementation of integrated projects. 

The characteristics of centralised project financing decision-making are the following: 

·  The legal adequacy of the funded activities are monitored at the level of the programme and 
built into the process. 

·  The scheduling of the implementation is directed and controlled centrally, which is especially 
important to minimise the risk of failing to obtain the funds in time. 

·  Places practically the same administrative burden on the programming level as the project 
was funded on a sectoral basis. 

·  At the level of the beneficiary there appears no regular project selection task, only the tasks of 
project preparation and implementation. Obviously beside all this the chances of any particular 
sub-projects being accepted can be influenced at the level of the cooperation as well. 

The characteristics of decentralised project financing decision-making are the following: 



 24 

·  Beyond the objectives, the funding mechanism of the different activities (co-financing rate, 
project selection criteria) are approved as well at the programming level. 

·  The decision on the financing of specific activities is delegated to the group representing the 
cooperation. 

·  At programme level only an ex-post evaluation of the implementation of the integrated project 
takes place. 

·  Significant management capacity is necessary on a beneficiary level for the funding and the 
implementation of activities.  

One of the features of the decentralised project selection method is the use of global grant, in which 
case the beneficiary assumes an obligation to achieve certain objectives off a set budget, with strict 
adherence to certain preset project selection criteria. If there is not one specific activity to be financed 
via the integrated project, but rather a larger range of them, global grant may be the most efficient 
funding method. 

The utilisation of the different decision-making methods is also defined by the fact whether the funding 
is one-time, or aimed at a temporary, ad-hoc partnership, or on the other hand at a stable, legally 
institutionalised cooperation with a possibly existing separate management organisation. In the former 
case generally centralised project selection is used, while in the latter case the utilisation of 
decentralised decision-making may prove more efficient. 

 

The system of project selection can be summarised as following: 

·  First step: strategic decision-making, including the approval of the steering objective, the 
strategy to be implemented to achieve it, the management system and the budget of the IP. 
This approved content defines the IP selection criteria. 

·  Second step: approval of the projects funded within the IP, which can take place at two levels 

o Centralised, at a programme level, and  

o Decentralised, at the level of the cooperation. 

A mixed solution is possible as well, when centralised and decentralised selection is 
simultaneously applied to certain parts of the sam IP. In urban development projects for 
example large infrastructural projects are approved at the level of the financing entity, 
while entrepreneurial subsidies are provided through global grants.  

In the case of programme-level selection there is a possibility to perform the two steps simultaneously. 
This can help speed up the implementation of the IP. However the selection of the specific activities 
can also take place in two steps: 

·  First the approval of “project concepts” for the activities, 

·  And then the approval of feasible, implement able and detailed projects (activities) 
afterwards). 

This project selection method is usually advised to be used in the case of funding larger budget 
projects requiring a significant amount of project preparation. 

The following factors have to be taken into consideration when preparing the project selection system: 

Programme level: 

·  If an IP is financed from multiple sources, the aspects of the respective source host entities 
shall appear among the selection criteria, and their representatives shall be present in the 
body selecting the IPs to be funded. This is an exceptionally demanding task in the case of 
programmes involving multiple countries, in which case several administrative procedures 
need to be harmonised as well. 

·  In the course of decision-making special attention has to be paid to the synergies among the 
planned activities and tools, their relevance in achieving the steering objectives of the IP. In 
the case of cross-border projects this basically covers the joint projects. 
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·  When simultaneously processing the strategic and the operative levels, beside the evaluation 
of synergistic effects obviously the adherence to the professional aspects of the individual 
activities cannot be omitted either. 

·  In the manuals containing the request for IP preparation – the unified call for proposal – have 
to include all information relevant to the IP implementation and the possibly diverse financing 
requirements. 

Beneficiary, IP management level: 

·  In order to define the common goal and the toolset to reach it, basically a mini-programme has 
to be prepared in a partnership setup with the inclusion of the key actors most interested in the 
achievement of the common goal. The methodology of partnership-based programming 
however is not the topic of the present study. 

·  The financing criteria to serve as a basis for later project selection shall be set at IP level. 

·  A decentralised decision-making process is advised in cases where enterprises or   
NGOs competing on the same market are the targets of funding. In this case this may 
provide the competition most suitable for the local aspects. 

·  Based on the principle of numbers and the existence of local decision-making capacity 
it is also advisable to apply the decentralised decision-making process for small 
infrastructural projects of small settlements (e.g.: LEADER) as well. 

·  In the case of decentralised decision-making the management has to be prepared for the 
execution of a tendering process which requires very different knowledge and experience than 
the implementation of a single project. Therefore the evaluation of the management skills of 
the IPs is required at IP selection as well. The selection of single activities has to focus on two 
aspects: 

·  Adherence to IP objectives, which manifests in the professional project selection 
criteria, and  

·  Adherence to the regulations of the financing body, which means the evaluation of 
funding eligibility of the activities. 

·  If a centralised decision-making process is applied, the beneficiary groups have to present 
specific activities and a final list of potential beneficiaries as a result of IP planning. The 
beneficiary group has to pick a guiding principle along which the most suitable activities are 
proposed for funding (e.g.: Projects in a city district, which contribute to the invigorating of 
local economy). In cases where potential beneficiaries compete on the market influenced by 
the financing (e.g.: local enterprises, or local cultural NGOs), an open, transparent project 
selection process based on unambiguous rules is highly advisable at local level as well. 

The project selection logic applied practically foreshadows the procedures and organisational 
competences to be used at implementation. 

3.3. Project Implementation 
The preparation of the implementation processes of Integrated Projects has to be given significant 
care. It is too easy to overcomplicate implementation, which will result in the IP losing all advantages 
of guaranteeing synergic effects. 

This chapter only deals with solutions where the integrated logic is present in the process of 
implementation as well. Therefore here the cases, where in order to reach a given objective, unrelated 
projects are funded in an individual tendering framework are not considered. An example of this can 
be a global grant, which can be considered a decentralised version of fund distribution. 

Pieces of advice for implementation are proposed in the following thematic areas. 

·  Tasks of the key organisations of implementation 

·  Contracting 

·  Payment and financial flows 

·  Monitoring 
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3.3.1. Key organisations of implementation 
The requirements the process of implementation poses for the financing organisation and 
organisations fundamental for IP implementation are summarised below. The chapter starts with a 
general presentation of the bodies, which is followed by detailed tasks depending on whether the 
individual funded activities of the IPs are selected centrally or in a decentralised process. 

3.3.1.1. Financing, implementing organisation 
The financing implementing organisation is a fundamental organisation, which can operate on 
regional, national, or cross-border and trans-national competences as well. Financing organisation can 
be either a Managing Authority or an Intermediary Body; its identity in this aspect has no effect on the 
suggestions. This is due to the fact that the Managing Authority delegates some of its competences to 
the Intermediary Bodies, but the exact extent of this can vary fro member state to member state. 
Anyhow, it is the responsibility of the implementing organisation to select the Integrated Projects, but it 
can include a Committee in this decision-making process. If there are multiple implementing 
organisations responsible for different funded activities within an IP (e.g.: the institution handling 
domestic funds, and the institution forwarding the SF fund), then it is advisable to unify the procedures 
of implementation, or at least iterate them as best as possible. If there are multiple financing sources, 
from the viewpoint of the financing implementing organisation there are two basic types of solutions: 

·  The implementing organisations responsible for given activities within an IP take individual 
responsibility for their respective activities. This in practice requires the IP to sign separate 
subsidy contracts for each implementing organisation (e.g.: ERDF and ESF). 

·  One implementing organisation delegates its competences to another one, which of 
course is only possible with the approval of the superior body. Generally this solution has 
the smaller probability, although in the case of bilateral territorial co-operations the EU has 
prescribed regulations to this effect with the establishment of the single Management 
Authority and the single Joint Technical Secretariat. 

3.3.1.2. IP management 
The possible organisational setups for the management of an IP are summarised below. The 
management system is defined by several factors, like whether: 

·  Open or closed IPs are being funded; 

·  Permanent or ad-hoc co-operations are being funded; 

·  The activities are selected at programme level and most likely in one step, together with 
the IP strategy, or in two separate steps, and most likely in a decentralised process. 

·  The management of an IP generally has two levels: 

·  Decision-making level, where the entities having stakes in the realisation of the IP are 
represented – this organisation can or cannot have a distinct legal status. 

·  Implementing level, which is usually an organisation with legal status, being either one of 
the members of the group (e.g.: Lead Partner municipality), or an organisation operating 
on a contractual basis. 

This can result in the following IP management setups: 

Association without legal status and a management organisation with a legal status 

There are more open co-operations operating the selection of decentralised activities, in which 
case it is generally the members most intensively representing the given topic who found a 
group (e.g.: LEADER Action Group), and they establish or nominate a management 
organisation. 

An organisation with a legal status, which comprises several actors, and the management 
organisation nominated by it 

The funding of an institutionalised cooperation implicitly provides the beneficiary organisation 
(e.g.: Small-regional Association, Tourism Destination Management Organisation), and its 
nominated management organisation (Municipality office in the case of urban development, 
PITs in Basilicata). These are generally stable organisations embedded in he institutional 
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structure of administration, which can be counted on in the longer term, even across 
programming cycles when funding IPs. 

Partnership cooperation with a Lead Partner 

Closed and one-time IPs use partnerships, consortium co-operations, where a Lead Partner is 
chosen to shoulder the management of the IP. This latter can take place either within an 
existing organisation, or through the inclusion of a contractual partner. 

IP management has to operate efficiently, has to be familiar with the conditions of financing, the rules 
of eligibility, the relevant public procurement regulations and all knowledge necessary for the 
implementation of all activities. If there are very different implementation rules pertaining to the 
different activities, the IP management is required to have so much more diverse knowledge, which 
poses a greater risk for the implementation. Only the financing organisations can reduce this risk 
through the harmonisation of their regulations. 

It is prudent to summarise the tasks of the organisations bearing an active role in implementation 
according to the decision level of the activities within the IP. In the table below only the major fields of 
activities are shown which clearly show the different tasks of both the financing implementing 
organisation and the IP management organisation resulting from the application of a centralised or 
decentralised project selection process.  

3.3.2. Centralised decision-making and activity sel ection 
 

Financing, implementing organisation IP management 

Subsidy contracting 

Activity scheduling, monitoring 

Subsidy contracting with IPs 

·  The entity representing the IPs, or 

·  Separately with the organisations 
implementing activities in the IPs 

Public procurement for the funded activities 

Tracking the implementation of projects Contracting with suppliers 

Monitoring the performance of projects approval 
of funding eligibility 

Acceptance of project performance 

Payment transfer Handing in payment requests 

Ex-post monitoring of funded projects Payment of suppliers 

 Handing in closing report, financial report 

3.3.2.1. The following suggestions can be made concerning IP management: 
It is important to coordinate implementation centrally on the IP level, for otherwise some activities may 
not get realised, decreasing IP efficiency. 

A harmonised implementation of the following areas is advised to receive emphasis at the IP 
management level: 

·  Responsibility of project progress. 

·  Execution of public procurement processes It has to be noted that it its possible to group 
public procurements either by final beneficiary, or by the types of activities, but this grouping 
must never hinder the implementation of the projects. 

·  Contact with the implementation organisation. 

·  Preparation of reports for the implementation organisation on the results and progress of the 
projects, on payment requests. 

·  Management of subsidies, payments. This can take one of two forms in accordance with the 
contracting method chosen, which shall be discussed in detail in that section. 
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An appropriate number of staff with adequate experience has to be provided at the IP management 
level for the execution of the tasks. According to the cost efficiency of task performance, management 
tasks can be executed by a permanent organisation, and some specific areas can be performed on a 
contractual basis (e.g.: accounting, public procurement) 

The tasks and responsibilities of the IP management organisation and the beneficiaries of the 
separated activities shall be also identified while preparing the project management system. 

3.3.2.2. Subsidy contracting 
The following setups are possible: 

1. Signing a contract only with the IP management, who takes responsibility for the realisation of 
the IP. This naturally assumes the signature of further agreements or partnerships between 
the IP management and its partners. In the future this setup is proposed to be used in cross-
border projects funded by the Territorial Cooperation. 

 

·  This solution forces the most centralised IP management operation. 

·  The significant administrative burden and subcontracting tasks on the Lead Partner, IP 
management can present difficulties. 

Integrated Project 

Partner I. Partner II. Partner n… 

IP management – Lead Partner 

Financing implementing organisation 

Partnership agreement 
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2. All partners implementing activities within the IP sign the subsidy contract 

 

·  The responsibility of the realisation of the different tasks is separated at IP level, while the 
possibility to set IP-level objectives and tasks remains. 

·  One contract can provide for all aspects of the legal framework of implementation. 

·  In this case the subsidy contract has to include exact details of all individual activities, 
beneficiaries, and the conditions and amount of funding. 

3. A separate subsidy contract is signed with each activity’s beneficiaries within the IP.  

 

·  IP can fall apart at the implementation level; there is no guarantee for the realisation of all 
planned activities. 

·  It provides the largest degree of independence at the level of activity management, which 
at the same time cannot lead to the establishment of an efficient project management 
organisation. 

Integrated Project 

Partner I. Partner II. Partner n… 

IP management – Lead Partner 

Financing implementing organisation 

Integrated Project 

Partner I. Partner II. Partner n… 

IP management – Lead Partner 

Financing implementing organisation 
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3.3.2.3. Payments 
The method of subsidy contracting practically anticipates the different types and possibilities of 
payments. 

·  In the first case it is natural, while in the second it is possible that subsidy payments to the 
IP member partners flow through IP management. This places the largest responsibility on 
IP management. In order that later this shall not cause significant issues for IP 
management, it is highly advisable to model and set all payment steps, accounting tasks, 
and all contractual relationships necessary for financing and activating before setting up 
the construction. 

·  In the two latter cases it may occur that subsidies are directly paid to the IP partners for 
the realisation of activities to be implemented by them. In this case the responsibilities of 
implementing activities and receiving funds in connection with them are separated by 
partner within the IP. 

When transferring funds, the last instalment (5-10%) is generally transferred only after the transferring 
agency having made sure the activity had been realised in accordance with the regulations, and in a 
way to contribute to the original objectives. This has a special bearing on IPs , since the main aim here 
is the encouragement of the realisation of all planned activities. This can result in a setup when 5% of 
the total co-financing budget for all activities is held back until the last activity to be implemented is 
realised as well. This provides a strait for the projects implemented first, who may have to wait 
extremely long for the last instalment of funds. It therefore is a strong enough motivation to implement 
all activities in a strong management structure coordinated at IP level. 

However as far as encouraging the achievement of IP objectives goes, it seems a better solution to 
force a strong IP management structure from the financing organisation through the first contracting 
method, and the last subsidy instalment (which at an IP level would obviously amount to less than 5%) 
would be paid after the realisation of the last project to be finished. 

3.3.2.4. Monitoring 
Monitoring tasks have to be delegated to the responsibilities of funds distribution. If IP management 
shoulders task of funds distribution, then it has to have the responsibility for monitoring the activities 
implemented within the IP framework as well, otherwise the task is performed by the financing 
implementing organisation in accordance with its own risk analysis. 

3.3.3. Decentralised decision-making and activity s election 
 

Financing implementing organisation IP management 

Subsidy contracting with IPs Subsidy contracting 

Tracking the implementation of projects Monitoring of IP implementation, the subsidy 
systems within the IP, and regular reports on IP-
level progress.  

Acceptance of IP requests for payment 
depending on the progress of IP implementation 

Preparation of call to finance activities 
contributing to the objectives of the IP. 

Transfer based on the accepted payment 
requests 

Acceptance of calls, contracting with 
beneficiaries for the implementation of their 
activities. 

Sample-based monitoring of IP-financed 
activities, built into the structure. 

Tracking the implementation of projects. 

Evaluation and approval of final IP reports 
transfer of final payment. 

Monitoring the progress of projects, approval of 
funding eligibility 

Ex-post monitoring of funded IPs and the Payment transfer to beneficiaries 
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activities financed by them. 
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 Submitting payment requests to the 
implementation organisation depending on the 
progress of IP progress 

 Ex-post monitoring of funded activities 

 Aggregating funds, preparation of final report on 
IP implementation 

3.3.3.1. The following suggestions can be made concerning IP management: 
IP management bears total responsibility in the usage of funds provided for the IP, while it has to 
manage multiple financing constructions or project-funding procedures simultaneously. This makes 
the establishment of a strong coordination, programme-level monitoring and evaluation system at IP 
level necessary. 

This setup assumes a very well-prepared management team, with appropriate experience not only in 
activity implementation, but in subsidy distribution as well. 

Project management has to pay special attention to the absorption of funds and to helping the group 
of final beneficiaries in the implementation of their activities. 

This setup is usually advisable in the case of partnership co-operations with stable, institutionalised 
project management organisation. 

3.3.3.2. Subsidy contracting 
The signing of the subsidy contract in this setup can only be viable in the first of the above listed 
contracting versions. This means contracting the IP management, who in turn takes responsibility for 
the realisation of the IP. The IP management (Lead Partner) then signs subsidy contracts with the 
beneficiaries of the separate activities. 

 
This structure resembles the global grant procedure, the only difference is that it is assumed that IP 
management does not merely implement a global grant, but can finance multiple activity types in 
multiple tendering structures. This procedure is prevalent at the financing of LEADER Action Groups. 

3.3.3.3. Payments 
From the logic of contracting it follows that all funds have to go through the Lead Partner, therefore 
after the approval of the separate activities, it is this organisation that submits the payment request to 
the implementing organisation. In this case it is unavoidable to provide advance payment for the IP. 
Within the IP it is the responsibility of the Lead Partner to select the individual activities, the approval 
of their performance, and the transfer of funds to the projects’ beneficiaries. 

Integrated Project 

Partner I. Partner II. Partner n… 

IP management – Lead Partner 

Financing implementing organisation 
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3.3.3.4. Monitoring 
It is necessary for the IP management to perform monitoring tasks in order to force its partners to 
implement their projects in accordance with the regulations. Beyond this the financing implementation 
organisation monitors the implementation of both the IP and the activities it includes as well. 

3.3.4. Mixed procedure 
There may be some Integrated Projects, which simultaneously apply a centralised and a decentralised 
project selection mechanism. In that case the first contracting procedure version containing the total 
implementation responsibility of the IP management is advised to be applied. An example of this 
mixed structure is the implementation of urban development programmes, which may simultaneously 
contain large infrastructural projects needing the approval of the financing organisation, and smaller 
subsidies for enterprises or NGOs provided in a tendering format. 

3.4. Evaluation 
Since it is necessary to evaluate the funding programmes, it is obviously compulsory to evaluate the 
IPs based on a unified data-collection structure. The evaluation of programmes is built up from the 
unified core indicators of all the funded projects, and thus IPs as well. 

In the case of IPs however a special evaluation, namely the evaluation of synergy is also warranted, 
an elaboration of how much each of the activities contributed to the achievement of the steering 
objective(s) of the IP. In the course of IP evaluation the change in the status of the larger target group 
defined by the IP or the IP’s results or impacts can be measured and considered. 

On the other hand the individual activities within an IP solve a specific problem, and aim to enhance 
the status of a smaller target group, target area. It has to be born in mind however that beside the 
specific IP-level indicators, aggregated results from the core indicators of the single activities can also 
be used to measure IP performance. 

It is important that the basis of evaluation has to be unanimously interpreted, logically constructed 
indicator system. 

 
 

Activity output 

Activity result 

IP level result 

IP level 
impacts 

Implementation, financing 
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According to the figure above it is very important that in order to be able to measure and evaluate 
aggregate results, unified indicators have to be construed on the levels of the programme, the IP and 
the activities as well, with their measurement at the beginning and end of the projects being 
compulsory for the respective organisations. 

In connection with IPs, beside the results and impacts the operation efficiency of the IP management 
systems should also be evaluated, namely how they helped or hindered the successful 
implementation of the IP. 

3.5. Observations 
This section is practically something of an appendix to the conclusion chapter. Some seemingly 
random remarks are gathered here, which did not find a place in the previous structure, but which 
proved significant and valuable lessons in the course of the GRIP-IT project. 

·  For programme owners 
·  In the programme, use an explicit, solid working definition  of what that particular 

programme and intervention means by integration, and what level of cooperation and 
synergy is expected of the project owners. 

·  Inter-OP preference forwarding  techniques need to be developed in each country. 
Either by extra points or by pre-selection, but a means has to be worked out to enable 
integrated projects not to lose a critical component if others were previously approved. 

·  In the case of cross-border and interregional projects, partnership building  shall be 
taken up as a responsibility by the programme owner if possible, through events and a 
comprehensive partner database. 

·  For project owners 
·  In such coordination-intensive tasks, communication is paramount. In a cross-border or 

interregional project environment serious emphasis shall be placed on verifying that there 
is a common language  that all partners command equally well, and a reliable means of 
communication. This includes means of both written and voice communication, but also 
common development protocols and interfaces if necessary. Without these the project is 
likely to fail, or at least significantly underperformed. 

·  During the project preparation phase, in the case of integrated projects, it is even more 
important to have a clearly defined objective-responsibility-task structure than in the case 
of common projects. The “3 magic questions”  have to be properly answered: WHAT, 
WHO, HOW. 

·  An open and trusting atmosphere  among the partners greatly eases coordination. If, 
however the basic motivations, interests and goals of each partner are not communicated 
adequately at the very beginning, misunderstandings, internal struggle, and from a project 
perspective, severely decreased performance would result. 

·  Staff turnover  is a fact of organisational life. Therefore it is advisable to keep the 
knowledge restricted to only one key person to a minimum to minimise the cost and time 
of training for any newcomers. 

·  Beneficiary support  is much more important in the case of integrated projects than in 
other cases. The programme owner needs to employ dedicated and up-to-date 
consultants for every project – there are much more questions than normally. 

·  Increased coordination means increased administration – which in turn leads to increased 
bureaucratic burdens  that add up, and may in time hinder the flexibility of the project, 
hurting its coordination capabilities. Continuous iterative communication is necessary 
between the programme and project owners to suppress this burden. 
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Annex: Photos from the interregional meetings 
 

 
 

Final Subprojects Conference in Matera 26th June 2007 
 

 
 

 

Study Visit 8th – 14th July 2007 

 

 

 

Final GRIP-IT Conference held in Hradec Kralove 25th October 2007 

 


