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Executive summary  

1. SQW was commissioned to undertake the evaluation of the INTERREG IVC POWER 
programme as it approached the end of a 3-year delivery period.  This period saw seven 
European regions – South East England (UK), Stockholm Region (Sweden), Tallinn 
(Estonia), Malopolska (Poland), Noord-Brabant (Netherlands), Emilia-Romagna (Italy), and 
Andalu� ia (Spain) – come together, collaborate, and support inter-regional working on nine 
sub-projects.  Using a mix of approaches on a range of themes, the partners in these regions 
worked together to explore the best ways of enabling the development of low carbon 
economies.   

2. The evaluation was commissioned by SEEDA, the lead partner in the POWER programme.  It 
is intended to provide an independent assessment of the impact of the programme and to sit 
alongside the final outputs as part of the POWER legacy.  The objectives of the evaluation, 
set out by SEEDA, were as follows:  

·  to evaluate the outputs and results of the nine POWER sub-projects 

·  to determine and assess the contribution that the POWER programme has identifying 
key policy areas that could be rolled out within the regions of, and across, Europe 

·  to evaluate the management of the POWER programme 

·  to provide examples of lessons learnt to inform future low carbon economies 

·  to provide examples of lessons learnt to inform future development of EU inter-
regional programmes. 

3. These objectives required the evaluation to examine the POWER programme from inception 
to completion, covering the programme’s preparation, management, and ultimately its impact.    

4. In order to understand the impact of the programme, the evaluation asked the following key 
questions: 

·  has the POWER programme focused on the right policy areas such that the sub-
projects add value to existing national and regional work? 

·  have the POWER programme processes supported the delivery of the programme 
objectives? 

·  have the sub-projects been effective in impacting on regional policy and practice in 
these areas? 

Evaluation Work Programme 

5. The evaluation drew on a number of inputs to assess the focus, processes and impact of the 
POWER programme.  These included the following:  
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·  a desk review of programme documentation covering the programme’s INTERREG 
IVC application; the POWER handbook; all sub-project applications; the POWER 
programme brochure, website and associated sub-project publications such as videos; 
and programme monitoring information (including six-monthly progress reports to 
the JTS as well as the sub-project and regional reports that feed into the overall 
programme report via the programmes on-line monitoring system (OMS)) 

·  an e-survey of Sub-Project Managers which generated an over 90% response rate 
(x40)  and allowed the evaluation to engage and gather the views of all Sub-Project 
Managers, some of whom were also selected for more in depth consultations   

·  consultations with all the main stakeholders to the programme including the POWER 
programme Secretariat and Regional Correspondents (x 10), the Sub-Project 
Managers including all leads (x 23), and the regions via the International Steering 
Committee, the Regional Experts and Wider Stakeholders (x 22)  

·  focus group with  a sample of stakeholders (x16) to debate and discuss the 
preliminary findings emerging from the evaluation and to contribute to developing 
recommendations 

·  analysis of the consolidated outputs of the POWER Programme including the 
POWER Policy Report and the Regional Road Maps.  

POWER programme 

6. POWER was a €5.5m Programme that ran from September 2008 – March 2012 and was 
funded by INTERREG IVC.  The overall objective of the INTERREG IVC Programme is to 
improve the effectiveness of regional policies and instruments through inter-regional 
cooperation.  The specific objective of POWER was,     

To improve the effectiveness of regional development policies through the 
exchange, sharing and transfer of policy experience, knowledge and good 
practices under five themes...[energy efficiency, renewable energies, eco 
innovation and environmental technologies, sustainable transport, and 
behaviour change]  

7. The regional organisations that made up the POWER partnership were: 

·  South East England Development Agency (SEEDA), which was the lead partner 

·  Stockholm Region EU Office   

·  Tallinn City Government 

·  Marshal’s Office of the Malopolska Region  

·  Province of Noord-Brabant 

·  Environmental Protection Agency of Emilia-Romagna Region (ARPA)  

·  Andalu� ian Energy Agency. 



INTERREG IVC POWER Programme Evaluation 
Final Report 

 iii

8. Each partner contributed co-financing funds to the programme, committing both funding and 
staff resource to support the design of the programme, coordinate the call for and appraisal of 
sub-projects, and encourage on-going inter-regional working between regional partners.  The 
aim was to ensure that the outputs and results of the programme and sub-projects were shared 
across, and embedded within, regional policy structures. 

9. For delivery, the POWER programme was structured around four components as follows:  

·  Component 1 – Management and coordination – accounting for €985,700 (18% of the 
budget) 

·  Component 2 – Communication and dissemination – accounting for €539,700 (10% 
of the budget) 

·  Component 3 – Exchanges of experience dedicated to the identification and analysis 
of good practice – accounting for €729,800 (13% of the budget) 

·  Component 4 – Sub-projects – accounting for €3,245,500 (59% of the budget). 

10. Component 4 was the main mechanism for sharing and transfer of policy experience and good 
practice.  This was delivered through various local and regional organisations in the regions 
coming together to form partnerships around sub-projects of common interest.   Components 
1 and 2 provided the overall delivery and communication structure for the programme and 
sub-projects.  Component 3 focused on the exchange of experience between the regional level 
partner organisations that were jointly managing and sponsoring the programme.   

11. Two calls were made – the first in March 2009 and the second in October 2009 – for sub-
projects.  The sub-projects selected for funding under each theme are set out in Table 1. 

Table 1: POWER themes and sub-projects 

Themes  Sub-projects awarded under the first 
call  

Sub-projects awarded under the 
second call  

Energy Efficiency  GENERATION (Green ENERgy 
AudiTIng for a LOw CarboN Economy) 

SEECA (Strategy for Energy 
Efficiency through Climate 
Agreements) 

Renewable Energies  WICO (Wind of the Coast) TIMBER (Tools for Integrated 
Management of Biomass Energy 
Resources) 

Eco innovation and 
Environmental Technologies  

 SILCS (Strategies for Low Carbon 
Settlements) 

Sustainable Transport  ITACA (Innovative Transport Approach in 
Cities and Metropolitan Areas) 

E-Mob (E-Mobility accelerator) 

TraCit (Transport Carbon 
IntenCities) 

Behaviour change  TrIsCo  (Transition Island Communities: 
Empowering Localities to Act) 

 

Source: SQW 

Evaluation findings 

12. The evaluation findings are reported under the three main headings – focus, processes and 
impact.   
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Focus  

13. In summary, the evidence on the focus of the programme showed, 

·  the five themes – energy efficiency, renewable energy, sustainable transport, eco-
innovation and environmental technologies, and behaviour change – were well 
matched with the priority issues for each of the partner regions and broad enough to 
allow sufficient sub-project applications to come forward.   The downstream 
consequences of such a broad programme were the challenges of getting synergies 
between sub-projects in the regions, securing ownership of the sub-projects by the 
programme’s regional partners, and communicating the results and findings at a 
programme-level 

·  the regional partners – despite operating in different policy environments and having 
different roles and responsibilities – were generally well placed to manage and 
deliver the programme on behalf of their regions.  The regional partner organisations 
brought with them access to sufficient policy expertise to assess where the 
programme and sub-project could add value; and direct links to the policy makers 
who would be responsible for taking the result of the programme forward  

·  exchange between regional partners in Component 3 came under pressure when the 
economic climate and budgetary pressures made securing the wider involvement of 
staff from regional partner organisations much harder.  Even without these additional 
challenges the mechanism for delivering the planned knowledge transfers and good 
practices from this Component was never clear amongst the partnership.  As a result – 
although the role of regional partners in Component 3 was ultimately focused on 
bringing together the thematic results and recommendations of the programme in the 
POWER Policy Report and Regional Road Maps – they did not add significantly to 
them in the way that was envisaged at the start of the programme 

·  knowledge transfer amongst regions occurred in number of different ways but 
generally speaking the programme and each sub-project was based on a partnership 
of equals with each regional partner contributing to the research and delivery effort in 
some way.  This had the advantage of making all partners feel valued but did raise 
challenges as some partners had significantly less regional practice and experience to 
draw on.  The partnerships between ‘more’ and ‘less’ developed regions – in respect 
of their use of renewable technologies and the integration of sustainable development 
principles within their legislative or planning frameworks – were often the ones 
where the most significant transfers of good practice occurred.  Acknowledging this 
explicitly at the programme and sub-project design stage might have been helpful in 
defining a role for the less developed regions and ensuring there were useful policy 
outcomes for the regions, already relatively more developed,  where progress still 
needs to be made 

·  the topics the sub-projects focused on where all considered to cover useful issues for 
the regions – notwithstanding the previous point that some regions were likely to 
benefit more than others from the policy outcomes.  All the sub-projects were very 
different but the majority found it very challenging to deliver their outcomes in the 
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time available.  It takes a long time to research, develop and test findings – usually 
longer if multiple partners are involved – and ideally the timeline should allow for 
dissemination and influencing within the sub-project delivery period.   Those projects 
with a relatively narrow focus and a common and cohesive approach to tackling the 
issue under examination seemed to be the best designed for success in these 
circumstances 

·  inter-regional partnership was considered to be integral to the knowledge transfer 
between regional partners.  The variety of climate conditions, policy approaches and 
economic circumstances provided more opportunities to test a range of scenarios and 
understand what works and what doesn’t in different contexts.  There were also 
attitudinal as well as practical benefits.  The experience of seeing what was being 
achieved in other regions was inspiring and challenged others, not only to think about 
what they could achieve, but how they could achieve it.  There was sufficient variety 
across regional partners involved in the POWER programme and sub-projects to 
realise these benefits from inter-regional working. 

14. The findings that emerged in relation to focus of the programme are set out in Table 2. 

Table 2: Evaluation findings in relation to the focus of the POWER programme 

1. All the themes addressed useful and relevant regional issues.  However the programme may have been too 
broad  

2. The regional partners were generally well positioned to identify the important areas for the programme and sub-
projects to focus on, assess the value of the proposed sub-projects and work with partners to get the sub-
projects’ results embedded in the region 

3. There was no clear plan or focus for regional partners’ exchange activity in Component 3 and it was not clear 
how it would feed into the programme’s final results  

4. Partnerships between regions with ‘better’ developed systems and approaches for delivering low carbon 
economies and regions that were ‘less’ developed should be explicitly acknowledged in the focus and approach 
to sub-projects 

5. Sub-projects and partnerships need to be carefully designed to ensure there are useful policy outcomes for all 
participating regions especially those that are relatively advanced in terms of their progress with policy and 
implementation 

6. Sub-projects need either more time to deliver, or to be much smaller and more narrowly focused, to fully achieve 
their results in the programme timetable 

7. Sub-projects tend to be most effective when they have a particular audience and objective for their final output 
in mind from the outset, either:  

�  they are focused  on raising awareness and building capacity for a wide group of stakeholders  

�  or they are focused on developing specific and practical improvements to policy design or implementation 
for a targeted and technical audience  

8. The broad set of regional partners with different contexts, challenges and expertise exposes partners to new 
and novel issues and approaches 

Source: SQW 

Processes 

15. The evidence on processes involved in managing and delivering the programme included the 
following: 
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·  the set-up of the programme and sub-projects was delivered in a democratic and 
inclusive way that engaged the right low carbon and programme management 
expertise and ensured the sub-project partners were supported in developing their 
project proposals and the bids that came forward were appraised well in terms of their 
contribution to regional policy development.  In hindsight more attention could have 
been given to the review of sub-project management arrangements and moderating 
the scope and ambition of the sub-projects at design stage 

·  the management of the programme was overall considered to be strong, with good 
communication, systems and general project management delivered by SEEDA as 
programme lead.  The wider programme management team – the Secretariat, the 
Regional Correspondents and the Regional Experts – were all rated ‘excellent or 
good’ by a majority of Sub-Project Managers.  There was a steep learning curve for a 
number of people involved in the programme – either in respect of the administration 
of European projects or regional policy expertise in low carbon development.  The 
Regional Correspondents felt well supported in relation to policy around low carbon 
development whereas a number of Sub-Project Managers reported receiving no 
training on the administration of the programme.  In general however the sub-projects 
were supported well.  However two areas were cited for improvement in programme 
management: increasing the opportunities for regional collaboration between sub-
projects, and creating a clearer relationship between sub-projects and the overall 
programme policy outcomes 

·  the management of the sub-projects was also considered strong with sub-project leads 
and engagement by all partners rated ‘excellent or good’ by those Sub-Project 
Managers directly involved.  As mentioned earlier, there were some difficulties when 
there was an imbalance in experience amongst sub-project partners but these were not 
as problematic as partnerships where partners had different objectives and approaches 
to the project.  A shared vision that drives collaboration, a small and focused 
partnership, and a strong sub-project lead with the management and communication 
skills – and time – to engage and utilise the skills of their partners were the factors 
considered critical to support successful sub-project delivery 

·  the administration, monitoring and reporting systems developed and used in the 
POWER programme were highly commended and the online monitoring system 
(OMS) was a model for other European programme management systems.  But 
although the systems worked well, there was acknowledgement that the programme 
reporting was not capturing the most useful insights into the impact of the 
programme.  There was too much emphasis on the quantity of activity than the 
quality of outcomes generated.  And overall – although the systems were good – there 
was too much bureaucracy and too many levels of audit which were wasteful and 
burdensome for sub-project and programme managers 

·  programme tools for communication and dissemination were helpful in modelling 
and promoting tools and techniques that support low carbon, low material use 
approaches to programme delivery.  The programme website had a number of 
interactive and dynamic elements such as web-forums and video as well as the portal 
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to the OMS.  It was well used by those involved in the programme and rated ‘good’ 
by the majority of Sub-Project Managers in respect of most of its functions.  Higher 
ratings were given for one-way information and dissemination functions.  Lower 
ratings were given for two-way networking and discussion forums.  This showed that 
although virtual working and networking via the internet mechanisms were available 
using them effectively was still a challenge within the programme. 

16. The findings that emerged in relation to processes of the programme are set out in Table 3. 

Table 3: Evaluation findings in relation to the processes supporting the POWER programme 

9. The programme was developed in a robust and thoughtful way that engaged regional partners and experts well 

10. The sub-projects were appraised well in terms of their content and regional fit but more attention could have 
been given to ensuring the approaches to delivery and project management were well designed  

11. The programme management by the lead and the regional partner organisations was strong particularly given 
the organisational changes in the South East of England 

12. Where there has been training and support for sub-projects it has been very good but it seems not to have 
reached all the relevant players  

13. A few sub-projects benefitted from collaboration with other sub-projects in the same region and there was 
particularly close collaboration between some regional activities in the same theme  

14. Policy influencing was not integrated throughout the lifecycle of the programme  

�  Most sub-projects addressed policy influencing on completion 

�  At programme level, regional partners only really engaged with the outcomes and implications of 
programme in the final stages   

15. Sub-project partnerships generally worked well and that was especially true where:  

�  the sub-project partnership was smaller and the focus of its activity was clear and there was a shared 
understanding amongst all participants; and  

�  there was strong and experienced project management from the sub-project lead (including sufficient time 
to carry out the role fully) 

16. The on-line monitoring and reporting system (OMS) established by the POWER programme was considered 
exemplary and was well designed to support inter-regional working and reduce the administrative burden where 
possible 

17. The core policy results of the sub-projects were not well captured in  INTERREG IVC reporting which focused 
on the quantity of activity not quality of policy outcomes 
 

18. The programme is administratively burdensome and demanding particularly in respect of audit requirements.  
This was exacerbated by JTS changes in reporting templates and indicator definitions 

19. The programme was successful in modelling the use of new media which has supported engaging 
dissemination of the programme and inspired increased use of new media by some sub-projects 

Source: SQW 

Impact  

17. In summary, the evidence in relation to the impact of the programme was, 

·  all sub-projects had delivered their policy outputs (i.e. handbook, report etc.) but 
most of these were delivered at the culmination of the sub-project.  This back-ended 
delivery may have compromised the ability of the sub-projects to engage their target 
policy audience within the sub-project delivery period.  At the time of the evaluation, 
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the impacts of most sub-projects were not fully known – nor were they likely to be 
fully known by the end of the programme.  That is not to say policy influencing had 
not been delivered but this back-end delivery means that it had only just started and 
was likely to continue long after the end of the programme.  Most sub-project 
partners have on-going responsibilities that will ensure their continued work in the 
relevant theme and it is likely they will make use of their research findings after the 
end of the programme.  On-going processes of policy influencing will be much easier 
and more effective where the final outputs of the sub-project are specifically tailored 
to the needs of their target audience 

·  individual and organisational benefits amongst partners are an important outcome 
for INTERREG IVC programmes as the regional partners are expected to be the chief 
beneficiaries of regional exchange and knowledge transfer.  The strongest theme that 
emerged was in relation to increased capacity for managing EU projects.  This is a 
considerable benefit to those organisations that are only likely to have the opportunity 
to engage in low carbon research and policy development via EU funded 
programmes.  In respect of their knowledge of delivering low carbon economies, 
Regional Experts cited new networks and opportunities for exchange amongst 
thematic specialists which exposed them to new approaches and increased their bank 
of resources for regional policy development 

·  policy impacts from the programme are already being realised, with numerous 
examples of policy impacts already reported.  Some represent the policy impacts that 
were planned (e.g. the decree passed in Andalu� ia for differential planning for small 
and large wind farms as a result of WICO), some help move towards the intended 
policy impacts (e.g.  TIMBER in the UK ensuring the Forestry Commissions grants 
encourage the supply of biomass) and some were unplanned but nonetheless are 
consistent with the development of mechanisms for regions to move towards low 
carbon outcomes (e.g. Malopolska deciding to develop its own Regional Energy 
Plan).  These policy impacts are being delivered in the all regions but the most 
systematic approach to the adoption of POWER’s recommendations appears to be in 
in the regions where EU funding is a core source of funding for research and policy 
development work – Andalu� ia, Malopolska, and Emilia-Romagna  

·  organisational change had a major impact on the South East of England, the 
Stockholm Region and Tallinn.  All three regions experienced major regional 
reorganisation and/or national and local elections which affected the process of policy 
influencing during the course of the programme.  The overwhelming sense amongst 
project partners was that those involved in the programme were highly committed 
and resourceful in securing the continued delivery of the programme, sometimes in 
very difficult circumstances.  Even those organisations not affected by organisational 
changes themselves were seriously affected by changing regional priorities in the 
wake of the economic crisis and that put pressure on budgetary and staff resources 

·  wider benefits reported included the catalytic effect of regional commitment of time, 
energy and expertise to the POWER programme on other regional low carbon 
networks or associated initiatives.  The POWER programme and its sub-projects did 
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not operate in isolation.  There are a number of instances of the POWER programme 
linking with other low carbon delivery projects and centres of expertise adding value 
to those initiatives.  Whether the benefits of what has been developed under the 
POWER programme could be spread to other regions was debated.  One view was 
that although the substance of the sub-projects was appropriate for wider 
transferability that would not happen without further resources.  Another was that it 
was hard to transfer knowledge as an output of someone else’s partnership work, and 
that collaboration is necessary to successfully transfer experience between partners 

·  the chief impact of international partnership working was considered to be the 
strengthening of analytical approaches as sub-projects were exposed to the different 
tests and challenges of multiple regional partners.  This contributed to more rounded 
and considered policy and tool development and the generation of outcomes that 
would have taken longer without international collaboration.  More generally 
international partnership working necessitates a certain level of sustained 
organisational commitment, project management rigour as well as increasing the 
profile and expectations for research.  This is also helpful to policy development. 

18. The findings that emerged in relation to focus of the programme are set out in Table 4 

Table 4: Evaluation findings in relation to the impact of the POWER programme 

20. Sub-Project Managers are important champions and ambassadors for the programme results in the future 

21. The sub-projects have all delivered their ambitions but many have not yet embedded and ‘sold’ their 
recommendations to the region 

22. To be effective at supporting policy influencing sub-projects’ final deliverables need to be tailored to the needs of 
their target audience 

23. Sub-Project Managers and regional partners have increased their capacity in terms of participating and leading 
EU programmes  

24. The sub-projects and programme have successfully stimulated cross regional working amongst experts, through 
further projects and improved networks 

25. Particular policy benefits appear to have accrued to regions where the EU is the main source of funding for 
research and innovative policy development work in relation to environmental policy 

26. Most sub-projects are already demonstrating their ability to make positive contributions to the policy landscape 
in their regions  

27. Policy influencing could have been further improved by sub-projects - actively supported by regional partners - 
addressing policy outcomes earlier 

28. The programme has managed to adapt to significant changes in regional structures,  and the effect that has had 
on budgets and resources but this affected the ability to deliver impacts in a systematic way in some regions 

29. The programme had a catalytic effect on the development of networks and the delivery of low carbon initiatives 
in the regions 

30. Wider transferability of the results of POWER is compromised by lack of resources to deliver and the regional 
context in which most outcomes are developed   

31. Inter-regional working provides an opportunity to:  

�  understand the barriers to delivering a low carbon economy in the context of a thorough systems analysis  

�  produce well developed and fully tested policy solutions  
 
Source: SQW 
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Conclusions 

19. The strengths and the weakness of the programme that emerged through the evaluation are 
summarised below.  

Table 5: Overall strengths and weaknesses of the POWER programme 

Strengths  Weaknesses / Areas in which lessons can be learned  

·  focused on issues that were relevant and useful 
for the regions  

·  brought together individuals across regions who 
were motivated and well positioned to move the 
policy agenda forward 

·  delivered sub-projects that added value to other 
initiatives (...for most of the regions involved) 

·  used well designed, efficient and often novel and 
innovative systems and processes  

·  increased the networks and knowledge of 
individuals and organisations  

·  caused some regions to use the results and 
findings of POWER in a systematic way for policy 
development 

·  achieved a number of other individual policy 
impacts 

·  failed to ensure that relatively advanced regions 
always benefitted from collaboration  

·  sub-projects delivered their findings and 
recommendations too late in the programme  

·  reporting and indicators tended to concentrate on 
the quantity not quality of outcomes 

·  programme structures were somewhat “top-
heavy”:  in general, regional partners did not add 
significantly to the policy outcomes generated by 
the sub-projects 

·  themes were not consistently used to bring sub-
projects together or deliver synergies in the 
programme 

·  most final deliverables of the sub-projects were not 
tailored or designed to meet the needs of their 
audiences 

Source: SQW 

20. There have been a number of real successes from the POWER programme.  However, there 
are areas where the programme was less successful.  As the programme is largely expected to 
meet its targets and has delivered all the expected outcomes, these weaknesses largely impact 
on the quality of what has been achieved.  In the main, the quality of the work undertaken 
within the programme was good but it could have been improved further, delivered more 
consistently, and communicated more effectively if the following four points had been 
addressed.  

·  the breadth of the programme: although all the themes covered in the programme 
were relevant and useful to the regions, the range of topics covered was not amenable 
to developing synergies and collaboration between sub-projects in all regions or to 
neat capture and communication at anything but headline terms at programme level.  
This leaves a big gap between the detailed, rich but often very lengthy sub-project 
outputs and the high-level programme outputs 

·  the balance between expenditure between the programme and sub-projects: the 
majority of policy influencing outputs and results were generated by the sub-projects 
with little additional policy influencing coming from regional partners’ programme-
level activity.  A smaller allocation of the programme budget for Component 3 would 
have allowed more funding to be focused on sub-projects 

·  a focus on influencing policy from the outset: a stronger emphasis could have been 
given – in the design of some sub-projects – to the mechanism through which policy 
would be influenced.  A number of sub-projects generated very well designed and 
thoughtfully constructed outputs – but too often the final sub-project output was a 
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report which left the reader to do a lot of work to translate the findings into a 
mechanism to influence policy 

·  genuine inter-regional collaboration: where genuine inter-regional collaboration 
was achieved – in a number of sub-projects – it seems to have been highly valued by 
those involved as it contributed to widening knowledge of practice and providing a 
deeper understanding of issues and barriers to low carbon development.  These 
important benefits of the POWER programme would have been consistently achieved 
by all partners if all sub-projects delivered genuine collaboration and not a series of 
connected but separate contributions to their overall aim.  

Key lessons  

21. The key lessons that emerge for low carbon research from the evaluation are as follows:  

·  in order for all regions to make progress in moving towards becoming low carbon 
regions, sub-projects need to be designed to include tools and policy 
recommendations that are useful for relatively advanced regions as well as less 
developed ones.  (Sub-Project and Programme Managers) 

·  the low carbon agenda is very broad and lots of disparate activity is less likely to have 
a catalytic effect in regions than related and complementary sub-projects.  Use  
themes to encourage collaboration between sub-projects which should avoid 
duplication, create synergies,  and increase impacts in the regions (Programme 
Managers)  

·  there is a lot of activity underway to support low carbon development – to add value, 
Sub-Project Managers and the Regional Experts need to be well connected to the 
regional policy agenda and work together closely (Sub-Project and Programme 
Managers) 

·  for INTERREG IVC to ensure programmes are truly innovative and learning from 
previous programme delivery there should be a mechanism for identifying and 
building on previous regional working which categorises projects not just by theme 
but by the outputs they produce (JTS).  

22. The key lessons that emerge for inter-regional partnership working are as follows:  

·  in the 3-4 years likely to be involved in inter-regional partnership working, staff and 
organisational changes should be anticipated, so it is important that programmes 
engage and involve a wide group of regional experts and senior policy staff within the 
partner organisation (Programme Managers) 

·  the administrative burden of managing an inter-regional programme is considerable, 
one way of reducing the complexity of programme management is to avoid allocating 
any part of the programme budget as shared costs but instead seek to divide the tasks 
that will support programme delivery amongst partners at the start of the programme 
(Programme Managers)  
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·  in many public organisations, project staff work on a number of projects funded by 
different European Funds, a closer alignment of the regulations and rules would 
simplify their jobs and reduce errors in reporting (JTS) 

·  the project management requirements for inter-regional working are heightened as are 
the risks of delay due to the complex nature of partnership working.  This is almost 
inevitable so sub-projects need to be designed to include a series of intermediary 
policy outputs as well as a substantive period for dissemination and influencing (Sub-
Project and Programme Managers) 

·  the final outputs of inter-regional working need to be useful and accessible to the 
participating regions.  Budgets for translation of the final outputs into various 
different formats and languages to suit particular audiences and regions would 
support their wider dissemination and use in the regions (Sub-Project Managers) 

·  attention needs to be given to designing a monitoring and reporting system that can 
support remote teams and reduce time and delay associated with paper based 
reporting.  The OMS system used in POWER is suggested as a useful model for other 
international partnerships to adopt (Programme Managers) 

·  the impact of inter-regional working can be quite significant on those individuals 
involved.  For example the opportunity to work with contemporaries with different 
perspectives and solutions to particular issues can be inspiring and enlightening.  
Where possible, inter-regional working should attempt to engage a wide set of 
stakeholders from the region, with early research work and preliminary findings to 
build the community who engage with and get the benefit from regional exchange 
(Sub-Project and Programme Managers). 
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1: Introduction   

1.1 SQW was commissioned to undertake the evaluation of the INTERREG IVC POWER 
programme as it approached the end of a 3-year delivery period.  This period saw seven 
European regions – South East England (UK), Stockholm Region (Sweden), Tallinn 
(Estonia), Malopolska (Poland), Noord-Brabant (Netherlands), Emilia-Romagna (Italy), and 
Andalu� ia (Spain) – come together, collaborate, and support inter-regional working on nine 
sub-projects.  Using a mix of approaches on a range of themes, the partners in these regions 
worked together to explore the best ways of enabling the development of low carbon 
economies.   

1.2 The evaluation was commissioned by SEEDA, the lead partner in the POWER programme, to 
provide an independent assessment of the impact of the programme and to sit alongside the 
final outputs as part of the programme legacy.  In line with the spirit of INTERREG IVC, the 
evaluation report is intended to provide a mechanism by which others can learn from the 
experience of the POWER programme, so that ideas and approaches can be mainstreamed 
into future programme delivery and ensure better outcomes.   

1.3 The evaluation was required to examine the POWER programme from inception to 
completion, covering the programme’s preparation, management, and ultimately its impact.   
The evaluation was, therefore partly focused on the processes that supported the programme 
and partly on the results it has delivered.  The objectives of the evaluation, set out by SEEDA, 
reflected this and were as follows:  

·  to evaluate the outputs and results of the nine POWER sub-projects 

·  to determine and assess the contribution that the POWER programme has made in 
identifying key policy areas that could be rolled out within the regions of, and across, 
Europe 

·  to evaluate the management of the POWER programme 

·  to provide examples of lessons learnt to inform future initiatives promoting low 
carbon economies 

·  to provide examples of lessons learnt to inform future development of EU inter-
regional programmes. 

1.4 The extent to which the POWER programme can be said to have impacted on a participating 
region will have to be judged against the regional policy context.  Each region has a different 
national policy framework; a different set of regional challenges and opportunities; and a 
different set of regional actors and processes to influence.  The POWER programme adds to a 
number of national and regional mechanisms to support the transition to a low carbon 
economy.    

1.5 In order to understand the impact of the programme, the evaluation asked the following key 
questions: 
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·  has the POWER programme focused on the right policy areas such that the sub-
projects add value to existing national and regional work? 

·  have the POWER programme processes supported the delivery of the programme 
objectives? 

·  have the sub-projects been effective in impacting on regional policy and practice in 
these areas?   

Structure of the report 

1.6 The remainder of the report includes the following sections:  

·  Section 2: Overview of the programme - provides an outline of the partnership, its 
ambitions for the programme and the structures established to deliver it 

·  Section 3: Evaluation approach - sets out our methodological approach to the 
evaluation and the tasks undertaken  

·  Section 4: Focus - outlines the areas the programme and sub-projects addressed, and 
sets out our findings on whether POWER focused on the right areas  

·  Section 5: Processes - outlines the processes and systems employed in delivering the 
programme and our findings on whether they effectively supported the objectives of 
the programme 

·  Section 6: Impact - outlines the results of the programme and sub-projects so far and 
our findings on how effective the programme has been and is likely to be in 
influencing regional policy and practice 

·  Section 7: Conclusions and recommendations - summarises our findings in relation to 
focus, processes and impact, and makes recommendations for future programme and 
Sub-Project Managers as well as the managers of INTERREG IVC funds.  
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2: Overview of the programme  

2.1 This chapter outlines the overall programme and introduces its partners; themes and 
components; and sub-projects. The operation of the programme is discussed later in the 
document. 

Programme 

2.2 POWER was a €5.5m1 Programme that ran from September 2008 – March 2012 and was 
funded by INTERREG IVC.  The overall objective of the INTERREG IVC Programme is to 
improve the effectiveness of regional policies and instruments through inter-regional 
cooperation.  POWER contributed to priority 2 of the INTERREG IVC Operational 
Programme which focuses on the Environment and Risk Prevention.  It specifically 
contributed to the sub-theme on “energy and sustainable transport” which is focused on 
transferring knowledge on approaches for reducing energy demand, stimulating the growth of 
renewable generation, and developing systems that help lower the carbon associated with our 
transport needs. 

2.3 Within INTERREG IVC, POWER is classed as a Regional Initiative, i.e. a project where 
partners work together to exchange policy experiences.  This is in contrast to a Capitalisation 
project where the focus would be taking already identified good practice and transferring it 
into mainstream Structural Funds.     

2.4 POWER, as a mini-programme, represents one of the most involved partnership working 
arrangements available under INTERREG IVC.  Under these programme arrangements, the 
regional partners design a framework for activity that would contribute to delivering low 
carbon regions.  Participating regions then invite bids from inter-regional partnerships for 
sub-projects that fit within that framework.       

2.5 The overall objective of POWER was,     

To improve the effectiveness of regional development policies through the 
exchange, sharing and transfer of policy experience, knowledge and good 
practices under five themes.2   

Partners  

2.6 POWER developed out of a previous INTERREG IIIC programme, GROW, which included 
South East England (UK), Malopolska (Poland), Noord-Brabant (Netherlands); Emilia-
Romagna (Italy) and Andalu� ia (Spain).  GROW focused on examining the inter-relationship 
between People, Planet, and Profit and regions involved wished to continue working together 
on these issues (in GROW 2).  However, INTERREG IVC did not favour the continuation of 
previous activity, so the partners developed a new programme and the Stockholm Region 

                                                      
1 The POWER budget was originally €5.8 but this was reduced to €5.5 later in the programme 
2 POWER Inter-regional Programme Handbook  2008-2012, Version 10 June 2010 
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(Sweden) and Tallinn Region (Estonia) joined to extend the partnership.  The regional 
organisations that made up the POWER partnership were: 

·  South East England Development Agency (SEEDA), which was the lead partner 

·  Stockholm Region EU Office   

·  Tallinn City Government 

·  Marshal’s Office of the Malopolska Region  

·  Province of Noord-Brabant 

·  Environmental Protection Agency of Emilia-Romagna Region (ARPA)  

·  Andalu� ian Energy Agency. 

2.7 Each partner contributed co-financing funds to the programme, committing both funding and 
staff resource to support the design of the programme, coordinate the call for and appraisal of 
sub-projects, and encourage on-going inter-regional working between regional partners.  The 
aim was to ensure that the outputs and results of the programme and sub-projects were shared 
across, and embedded within, regional policy structures.  In particular, the regional partners 
provided director-level representation at the programme’s International Steering Committee 
(ISC); and officers to act as Regional Correspondents and provide the day-to-day 
management of the programme in their region as well as facilitate delivery of the sub-projects 
and relationships with regional stakeholders. 

Themes and components 

2.8 The themes on which the POWER programme focused were set out in the INTERREG IVC 
application.  They were further honed and developed when funding was approved in 
September 2008 and work commenced on the specifications for the first call for sub-projects.   
The themes were:  

·  Energy Efficiency  

·  Renewable Energies  

·  Eco innovation and Environmental Technologies  

·  Sustainable Transport  

·  Behaviour change.  

2.9 The themes provided the structure for the management of the programme as shown in Figure 
2-1. 
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Figure 2-1: POWER programme management structure 

 

Source: POWER Handbook  

2.10 SEEDA had overall responsibility for leadership of the programme but others in the 
partnership led on particular issues.  For each theme a Policy Working Group was established, 
comprising officers from the relevant partner organisations and other experts from 
stakeholder organisations.  The Policy Working Group leads were:  

·  Policy Working Group Energy Efficiency and Renewables – Andalu� ia  

·  Policy Working Group Sustainable Transport – Tallinn 

·  Policy Working Group Eco-Innovation and Environmental Technologies – Noord 
Brabant  

·  Policy Working Group Behaviour Change – Emilia-Romagna  

·  Policy Working Group Mainstreaming EU Funds3 – Malopolska.  

2.11 Events were held in Noord-Brabant and Andalu� ia to promote the programme’s two calls for 
sub-projects under these themes.  The first call was in March 2009 and regions had two 
months to respond, and the second call was in October 2009 and regions were given three  
months to respond.  The deadlines were extended in the second call as a result of feedback 
which showed applicants would have liked more time to assemble their teams and bids.  The 
sub-projects that were selected for funding under each call are set out in Table 2-1.  

 
 

                                                      
3 The intention is that INTERREG IVC is the developing ground for new programmes, specifically EU funded 
programmes 
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Table 2-1: POWER themes and sub-projects  

Themes  Sub-projects awarded under the 
first call  

Sub-projects awarded under the 
second call  

Energy Efficiency  GENERATION (Green ENERgy 
AudiTIng for a LOw CarboN 
Economy) 

SEECA (Strategy for Energy Efficiency 
through Climate Agreements) 

Renewable Energies  WICO (Wind of the Coast) TIMBER (Tools for Integrated 
Management of Biomass Energy 
Resources) 

Eco innovation and 
Environmental Technologies  

 SILCS (Strategies for Low Carbon 
Settlements) 

Sustainable Transport  ITACA (Innovative Transport 
Approach in Cities and Metropolitan 
Areas) 

E-Mob (E-Mobility accelerator) 

TraCit (Transport Carbon IntenCities) 

Behaviour change  TrIsCo  (Transition Island 
Communities: Empowering 
Localities to Act) 

 

Source: SQW 

2.12 In addition to the themes and sub-projects, the programme was divided into various levels of 
activity.  These were termed programme components and were an important element of the 
POWER programme structure.  The components were part of the original POWER 
application and formed the basis for monitoring and reporting for the Programme.   The 
POWER programme has four components as follows:  

·  Component 1 – Management and coordination - undertaken by SEEDA – accounting 
for €985,700 (18% of the budget) 

·  Component 2 – Communication and dissemination – originally undertaken by 
Stockholm until the member of the Stockholm Region European Office team with 
particular marketing expertise left in 2010, at which point responsibility passed to 
SEEDA – accounting for €539,700 (10% of the budget) 

·  Component 3 – Exchanges of experience dedicated to the identification and analysis 
of good practice – undertaken by the five regional partners with Policy Working 
Group responsibilities (outlined above) – accounting for €729,800 (13% of the 
budget) 

·  Component 4 – Sub-projects – overall responsibility was with SEEDA but this 
component was delivered by the sub-project partnerships – accounting for €3,245,500 
(59% of the budget). 

2.13 The monitoring and reporting for the programme was split by these four components.  
Although all the reporting was produced bottom-up by sub-project and region, the six-
monthly reports to the Joint Technical Secretariat (JTS), the managing authority for 
INTERREG IVC, were summarised by component.  This structure focused reporting on the 
activity of regional partners at programme level.  All the activity and results of the nine sub-
projects (which accounted for the majority of funding) were summarised within Component 
4.  
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3: Evaluation approach  

3.1 This chapter sets out the research challenge and the approach that was adopted, including a 
summary of the research methods and tools used by the evaluation team. 

The research challenge 

3.2 At a general level, the research challenge was to capture: 

·  the impact of the POWER programme and its sub-projects  

·  process lessons that could be used in other programmes and sub-projects.  

3.3 The impact was to be assessed with reference to the outputs and results reported so far and 
stakeholders’ views of the benefit of the programme so far and any benefits expected to be 
accrued in the future.  The process lessons were to be drawn from all stages of development: 
from inception to completion of the nine-sub-projects – including preparation, management, 
delivery and impact. 

3.4 The research took place alongside programme and project delivery.  This approach had 
strengths and weaknesses.  It provided researchers with the opportunity to observe and 
analyse data in ‘real time’. However, the timing of the evaluation also meant that the sub-
projects’ achievements were not always fully realised. Thus, participants and researchers had 
to devise methods to estimate or forecast projects’ likely long-term achievements. 
Furthermore, given the real time nature of the research, the overall research programme had 
to be designed in a way that allowed participants time to reflect on what they were doing: 
what they had learned; what they would do differently; what they had achieved; and what 
remained for them to do.  

3.5 The evaluation team could not have carried out its work effectively without the cooperation 
and support of participants who generously gave their time for consultations, workshops and 
fieldwork. The research team are grateful to all those involved. 

3.6 On a specific point, in addition to capturing the lessons and impact of specific sub-projects, 
the research had to capture the programme’s and sub-projects’ impacts on local policy and 
strategy issues and their potential for transferability to other regions in the EU.  The many 
different factors affecting the identification of policy issues, the development of public policy 
and instruments to address those issues, the understanding of the role of EU programmes and 
the learning from them in informing policy made this part of the research particularly 
challenging.   

The approach 

3.7 The research approach was developed to address the research objectives and challenges 
outlined above, bearing in mind guidance and advice from SEEDA and the European 
Commission.  
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The research questions 

3.8 The research was broken down into three core elements – focus, process and impact (Table 3-
1). 

Table 3-1: Research questions 

Overarching research question  Subordinate research questions  

Has the POWER programme focused on the right policy 
areas such that the sub-projects add value to existing 
national and regional work? 

Is the sub-project addressing key regional challenges?  

Does the sub-project complement and add value to other 
regional activity? 

Have the POWER programme’s processes supported 
the delivery of the programme’s objectives? 

How well did the partnerships, networks, and various 
forums operate?  

How appropriate and effective were the monitoring 
arrangements? 

Have the sub-projects been effective in impacting on 
regional policy and practice in these areas? 

How successful were the projects in achieving their 
goals? 

Which regional policies have been influenced by the sub-
projects so far (or will be in the future)? 

How did the international nature of partnership contribute 
to these achievements? 

Source: SQW 

Sources of evidence 

3.9 In order to answer the research questions, the evaluation team identified a number of different 
sources of evidence.  This included a review of programme and project-level documentation.  
It also relied on consultations with the Secretariat, individual sub-projects leads and partners, 
the stakeholders in the regions involved via the ISC, Regional Experts, Regional 
Correspondents and Wider Stakeholders.  A list of consultees is provided in Annex E. 

3.10 The full questionnaire framework is set out in Annex D.  The questionnaire framework was 
designed after the inception meeting and a series of scoping interviews with the Secretariat.  
The scoping interviews helped frame the questionnaire framework but the consultations were 
full and comprehensive allowing the findings to emerge bottom up.  As the consultations were 
taking place in ‘real-time’, they focused on understanding how things were working or not 
working in relation to final outputs that were known or anticipated but not yet fully delivered 
at the time of our discussions. 

3.11 The consultees for the programme were largely ‘internal’ to the programme i.e. they had 
responsibility for managing or delivering it.  This meant there were certain inherent biases.  In 
particular there was likely to be a tendency to overestimate the impact of the sub-projects and 
the programme with respect to policy influencing.  “Optimism bias” had to be taken into 
account in analysing the consultation responses.  Nevertheless consultees were generally 
found to be willing to contribute to the evaluation in a spirit of continuous improvement and 
their inputs were frank, considered and reflective.  

Evaluation framework 

3.12 The evaluation used a ‘theory of change’ approach linking activities, based on inputs, such as 
finance, skills and knowledge; to outcomes, e.g. changing individuals’ and organisations’ 
behaviours and influencing public policy; and the context/s in which the POWER programme 
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operated.  This approach reflects the POWER programme’s focus on developing tools, 
techniques and understanding so that future interventions and investment can be better 
targeted on the main barriers to achieving a low carbon economy.  

3.13 The development of a theory of change (at programme or sub-project level) requires 
evaluators to understand implicit as well as explicit assumptions about how a particular 
intervention will bring about change; and to develop indicators of short-, medium- and long-
term progress. The evaluation approach, therefore, requires measurement of activities and the 
progress made towards achieving policy goals; while also keeping an eye on the context 
within which the interventions occur (enabling an understanding of what works in a particular 
context).  

3.14 The evaluation was carried out at the level of the programme – rather than individual sub-
projects – but in order to understand the overall impact of the programme the evaluation team 
sought to understand how the nine sub-projects aimed to contribute to the overall objectives 
of the programme. In other words, the evaluation team sought to understand how effectively 
the logic of the programme was translated to the individual sub-projects (and how effectively 
sub-project-based learning informed the development of the programme and future 
programmes). 

3.15 The POWER programme involved a number of different sub-projects, covering very different 
issues, starting at different times with different activities, outcomes and contexts.  In such 
circumstances, the evaluation challenge was to identify common lessons and to identify 
context specific lessons, which may not apply in all places at all times.  

3.16 The team also had to deal with specific challenges to do with the definitions and 
categorisation of activities, outputs and outcomes – this resulted in a reporting framework that 
from the point of view of some sub-projects may have ‘re-categorised’ their outputs as 
activities, e.g. from an evaluation perspective, brochures and events are “activities” that 
should produce an “outcome”, such as a change of behaviour that contributes to achieving a 
low carbon economy.  Although the majority of POWER outputs and results indicators are 
devoted to measuring programme management performance through activity such as 
meetings, brochures and newsletters, the evaluation has sought to report on achievements and 
results that are of interest to a wider audience and minimise the time and space taken up with 
definitions and categorisation. 

Understanding and assessing strategic impact 

3.17 Given the POWER programme’s aim to influence and change behaviour and public policies, 
the evaluation deployed a framework for understanding the programme’s strategic impact. It 
did this in terms of whether the programme or individual sub-projects: 

·  acted as a catalyst for action at the local, regional or trans-regional level, for example, 
by encouraging partners and stakeholders to adopt more effective policies to help 
deliver a low carbon economy  

·  contributed to the delivery of policy by undertaking or stimulating activity which 
enables more effective implementation by the different actors involved in delivering a 
low carbon economy 
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·  developed effective trans-regional partnerships that addressed particular common 
problems and issues and the effective transfer of information and know-how across 
national and regional boundaries. 

3.18 The evaluation team sought to understand how effective the strategic impact had been by 
developing its understanding of whether the programme and/or sub-projects had: 

·  provided strategic leadership of regional partners and stakeholders 

·  exerted a strategic influence over key partners and stakeholders 

·  developed synergy with other related activities, e.g. new national polices or regional 
guidance 

·  stimulated a scaling-up of activity over and above the impact of the sub-projects, e.g. 
through spin-off activity or by engaging other regions or partners 

·  stimulated further partnership working amongst leading experts in the field. 

Work Programme  

3.19 The evaluation drew on a number of inputs to assess the focus, processes and impact of the 
POWER programme.  These included the following:  

·  a desk review of programme documentation covering the programme’s INTERREG 
IVC application; the POWER handbook: all sub-project applications: the POWER 
programme brochure, website and associated sub-project publications such as  videos: 
and programme monitoring information (including six-monthly progress reports to 
the JTS as well as the sub-project and regional reports that feed into the overall 
programme report via the programmes on-line monitoring system (OMS)) 

·  an e-survey of all Sub-Project Managers which generated an over 90% response rate 
(x 40) and allowed the evaluation to engage and gather the views of all Sub-Project 
Managers – some of whom were also selected for more in depth consultations 

·  consultations with all the main stakeholders to the programme including the POWER 
programme Secretariat and Regional Correspondents (x 10), the Sub-Project 
Managers including all leads (x 23), and the regions via the International Steering 
Committee, the Regional Experts and Wider Stakeholders (x 22).   As far as possible 
the consultations were designed to enable a 360 º assessment of the views of those 
who were managing the programme, delivering the sub-projects, or, in the regions, 
were destined to be the ultimate users and beneficiaries of the programme.  Their 
views were drawn out separately where they highlighted differing perspectives on the 
performance of the programme 

·  focus groups  with a sample of stakeholders (x16) to debate and discuss the 
preliminary findings emerging from the evaluation and to contribute to developing 
recommendations 
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·  analysis of the consolidated outputs of the POWER Programme including the 
POWER Policy Report and the Regional Road Maps – all launched on the legacy 
website for the programme on 21st September 2011 at the Final Event.  

3.20 The evaluation fieldwork took place in May-July 2011 and September 2011.  SQW, as lead 
evaluator, was responsible for the core evaluation design and analytical tasks across the whole 
programme and the fieldwork in the South East of England but worked with a team of 
regional associates to deliver the fieldwork in the other partner regions.  This ensured the 
evaluation could be delivered efficiently with a minimum level of travel; allowed the 
consultations to be conducted in the local language of the consultee, where that was 
appropriate; and also, importantly for the evaluation, gave the project team a strong 
appreciation and understanding of the regional context into which the programme was 
delivered. 

3.21 In the first research phase, May – July 2011, we undertook all the desk review work and 
consulted with those very closely involved in the programme i.e. the Secretariat, the Regional 
Correspondents and the Sub-Project Managers.  In the second phase, September 2011, we 
consulted with those likely to be the ultimate beneficiaries and users of the outputs and results 
generated i.e. the ISC, the Regional Experts, and Wider Stakeholders.   This approach was 
designed to fit with the timetable of the POWER programme.    Sub-project activity came to 
an end in September 2011, with the period leading up to this point being a particularly 
intensive phase of bringing together and disseminating findings.  The second phase of 
consultations – as they were primarily aimed at capturing the impact of the programme – took 
place as late as possible.   

3.22 The sub-projects ended in September 2011 and the programme ends in March 2012. To fit 
within the POWER programme timetable, this evaluation was contracted to report in October 
2011.  Its findings draw on the latest available monitoring information which was reported to 
the JTS in October 2011 and relates to the period up to June 2011; which means the 
quantitative picture is partial.  However, as previously stated, consultations were conducted 
with a view to capturing expected delivery by completion to further the evaluation team’s 
understanding of the likely final outputs and results. 
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4: Focus  

4.1 This chapter outlines the focus of the POWER programme and sub-project and sets out the 
evaluation’s findings in relation to the themes, the regional partners, their role in the 
programme and the sub-projects. 

4.2 In examining the focus of the programme, the evaluation team reviewed the specifications of 
the POWER programme, and the topics addressed by the sub-projects.  It also consulted with 
all stakeholders on how and why the decisions about the focus of the programme and sub-
projects were made and whether those decisions were the right ones for the regions.   

4.3 The questions addressed in this part of the evaluation were intended to test the extent to which 
the POWER programme and its sub-projects addressed key regional challenges and, 
acknowledging that there is a lot of other national, regional and local activity similarly 
directed at addressing barriers to a low carbon economy, whether the POWER programme 
and its sub-projects added value.   

4.4 In the context of an INTERREG IVC programme, it was also important to understand why an 
international partnership approach was considered a relevant way of addressing the issues 
identified, and why these particular partners were useful to work with.        

Background 

Composition of the partnership  

4.5 As previously outlined, the POWER partnership developed out of a previous INTERREG 
IIIC project partnership, GROW, although there were some changes to the composition of the 
partnership in the course of developing the POWER programme partnership.  In Emilia-
Romagna the former partner, the Region of Emila-Romagna (RER), was replaced by ARPA 
(the Environment Agency).  In Andalu� ia, the former Social Department partner was replaced 
by the Energy Department.  Stockholm, which had been an observer in GROW, became a full 
partner in POWER.  And finally, Tallinn joined the partnership in response to a request from 
the managing authority to include a further new Member State. 

4.6 In the main, therefore, the organisations and regions knew each other prior to the programme, 
and indeed many of the same individuals were involved.  This gave the programme a head 
start in building effective working relationships.  This did not seem to significantly reduce the 
amount of time spent on start-up activity but it seems to have contributed to a very thorough, 
inclusive and well developed programme which engaged a wide set of regional experts at the 
out-set.   

4.7 All regions were committed to combating climate change within the framework of the Europe 
Commission’s 2020 targets4 which commit to: 

                                                      
4 Europe 2020, A strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, June 2010 
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·  reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 20% compared to 1990 levels 

·  increase the share of renewable energy in final energy consumption to 20% 

·  achieve a 20% increase in energy efficiency by 2020.   

4.8 Although some were further progressed than others, none of the regions had a formal role in 
‘leading’ or ‘teaching’ the other partners.   

Focus of the programme  

4.9 The focus of the programme was quite broad, with the themes – energy efficiency, renewable 
energies, eco innovation and environmental technologies, sustainable transport, and behaviour 
change – under which the calls for projects were made, allowing for a wide range of activity 
that could contribute to driving low carbon regions.   

4.10 The subsequent focus of the programme was dictated by the sub-projects that applied and 
were approved, for funding.  This gave more emphasis to sustainable transport, a theme that 
three out of nine sub-projects addressed.  Energy efficiency and renewables each provided the 
focus for two sub-projects.  There was one sub-project in each of the themes of eco-
innovation and environmental technologies and behaviour change.   

4.11 The sub-projects themselves all had different partnership characteristics and show how 
different regional and local organisations engaged in the programme.  The matrix of sub-
projects and regional partners in Figure 4-1 shows a reasonably even spread of activity across 
all regions – with each engaging in four–six sub-projects as either partner or lead.  Andalu� ia 
and the South East of England stand out as having the most partners engaged in the various 
sub-projects with nine and eight regional organisations involved in specific sub-projects 
respectively.  Tallinn and Malopolska, although involved in a number of sub-projects, did not 
lead any projects: building the capacity amongst regional partners to lead European projects 
in those regions may be a useful benefit of the programme.  

4.12 According to INTERREG IVC requirements, each sub-project must have a minimum of three 
partners from at least three countries of which two must EU Member States, but some of the 
partnerships are much wider.  Within the POWER programme, the most significant resource 
and largest partnerships were associated with TIMBER, E-Mob and ITACA.  At the other end 
of the scale, the sub-projects with the smaller of budgets and partnerships were SEECA and 
WICO.   
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Figure 4-1: POWER sub-projects and partners 

 
Source: SQW.  Key: dark green = sub-project lead, light green = sub-project partner 
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(Estonia)
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(Italy)
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Focus of the POWER sub-projects  

4.13 The focus of each of the sub-projects was reviewed with reference to:  

·  the partnership involved in delivery 

·  the overall aim of the sub-project and the problem it was addressing  

·  the approach taken and activity involved  

·  the policy influencing planned at the outset.  

4.14 A one-page summary of each sub-project covering each of these elements is provided in 
Annex A but in short:   

·  SEECA – Strategy for Energy Efficiency through Climate Agreements – aimed to 
provide manuals and guidelines for public authorities, businesses, and the third sector 
to enable them to develop voluntary climate agreements to meet regional energy 
efficiency goals.  It did this by reviewing existing climate agreements and 
synthesising lessons and approaches which were then tested and applied in the partner 
regions  

·  GENERATION – Green ENERgy AudiTIng for a LOw CarboN Economy – aimed to 
develop a Simplified Energy Audit (SEA) for buildings that provides an initial 
analysis of a building’s energy performance that owners and managers could 
undertake themselves.  It did this by developing and trialling the SEA across 40 
public buildings in the partners’ regions 

·  WICO – Wind of the Coast – aimed to exchange regional experience in relation to the 
installation of small wind systems in coastal areas in order to provide guidelines to 
provide solutions to some of the planning barriers faced 

·  TIMBER – Tools for Integrated Management of Biomass Energy Resources – aimed 
to design a standard model for the regional development of biomass to overcome 
particular barriers around local biomass supply chains.  It did this by undertaking a 
series of thematic studies into biomass production which were brought together to 
provide the standard regional model 

·  SILCS – Strategies for Innovative Low Carbon Settlements – researched the factors 
that lead to the effective delivery of low carbon building projects – with reference to 
four pilot projects – to define best practice with stakeholders involved at all stages of 
the process and capture the results to inform future developments  

·  E-Mob – E-Mobility accelerator – aimed to develop a common strategy and policy 
recommendations that would accelerate the market implementation of electric 
vehicles through five business cases demonstrating their commercial viability and a 
series of promotional mechanisms to sell the environmental benefits 

·  ITACA – Innovative Transport Approach in Cities and Metropolitan Areas – aimed 
to identify and share good practice in low carbon urban transport design and set out 
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the economic and environmental benefits along with the details of how various 
transport systems are implemented, operated and maintained in order to provide a 
resource for participating regions to access 

·  TraCit – Transport Carbon IntenCities – aimed to identify and share best practice 
between the partner regions on approaches to reduce the carbon intensity of travel by 
providing a common approach to measurement and audit that supports more 
sustainable choices 

·  TrIsCo – Transition Island Communities: Empowering Localities to Act – aimed to 
produce tools and guidance for all stakeholders implementing activity which 
stimulates carbon reduction and energy efficiency in the home.   It drew on regional 
partners’ studies and practice in relation to a large number of community level 
interventions and developed a handbook and a series of tools, including a Simple 
Energy Assessment tool to assess a household’s carbon footprint.  

4.15 In the course of delivery, many of the sub-projects worked alongside ‘delivery’ interventions 
in their regions or supported awareness raising, strategy development, and delivery in order to 
provide material and inputs for their research.  But in all cases the ultimate purpose of the 
sub-projects was for knowledge exchange amongst partners.  This led to the development of 
certain ‘types’ of output which can be broken-down as follows: 

·  manuals, guidelines or handbooks (SEECA, WICO, and TrIsCo)  

·  specific tools for delivery (GENERATION)  

·  common strategies or standard models along with the associated business cases, 
regional plans, and materials for promotion of particular technologies  (TIMBER and 
E-Mob)  

·  the provision of research and information to help better understand and share success 
factors (ITACA, SILCS, TraCit).  

4.16 We comment later on which approaches seem to have been most successful and in what 
circumstances.      

Findings in relation to the focus of the POWER Programme 

4.17 The findings emerged from a bottom up assessment of the evaluation evidence and can be 
grouped under six headings.  They are, 

·  Thematic focus – whether the programme addressed the right themes  

·  Regional partners –  discusses whether the right regional partners were involved   

·  Exchange between regional partners – the extent of exchange between regional 
partners 

·  Knowledge transfer amongst regions – discusses the way knowledge transfer 
happened between regions  
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·  Focus of the sub-projects – what the sub-projects intended to do and how they 
approached it  

·  Inter-regional partnership – whether inter-regional partnership was a helpful way of 
addressing the issues in the programme.  

Thematic focus  

4.18 There was strong agreement amongst all consultees that the five themes – energy efficiency, 
renewable energy, sustainable transport, eco-innovation and environmental technologies, and 
behaviour change – were the right ones for the POWER programme to focus on.   The themes 
cover most activity which could contribute to moving towards low carbon region.  However 
some consultees commented on potential additional themes: resource efficiency in waste and 
water management, industrial production, and food production and consumption.   On 
reflection however, most considered them to have been less ‘core’ to the objectives of 
POWER and not appropriate to include.   

4.19 The suggestion that the POWER programme was already too broad was rejected by the focus 
group which considered that the objectives of the programme were easy to communicate to 
stakeholders.   In the course of consultations others also commented that the programme 
succeeded in attracting a number of sub-project proposals which might not have happened 
with a narrower programme.  However some consultees noted some negative downstream 
consequences of having a relatively broad programme: the programme was less likely to 
benefit from synergies between sub-projects in the regions; it was harder to ensure that sub-
projects addressed policies that were in the remit of the regional partners; and it was more 
challenging to communicate the results and findings at a programme-level.  (This is a point 
we return to in the impact section when discussing the challenges of disseminating the outputs 
and results of the programme.)   

4.20 In relation to the structure and relationships between the themes there was reportedly a lot of 
debate in the course of establishing the programme about whether ‘behaviour change’ should 
be a cross-cutting theme.  The regional partners jointly decided on having it as a stand-alone 
theme but, in retrospect, a number (particularly Regional Correspondents) considered it would 
have worked better as an element of energy efficiency and sustainable transport.   Most of 
these views were motivated by the belief that behaviour change was a critically important 
issue for the implementation of any low carbon intervention and that  should be considered as 
part of all activity.   In the end the thematic distinctions between the sub-projects did not seem 
to be a barrier to addressing the issues in a way that was appropriate to those working on 
them.     

Findings  

1. All the themes addressed useful and relevant regional issues.  However the programme 
may have been too broad.   
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Regional partners  

4.21 All consultees who could comment on the partnership at programme level – the Secretariat, 
the Regional Correspondents, the International Steering Committee and the Regional Experts 
– considered it worked very well.  Each region has a different regional structure, set of 
responsibilities, and remit in relation to delivering the low carbon economy.  However, the 
regional partners largely had a shared interest in the themes addressed and were all well 
positioned to work with the outputs and results of the sub-projects and ensure they were taken 
forward.  Each region has a mix of policy mechanisms – organisational policy, regional 
strategies, legislation, and regulation – and the approach to influencing policy was different in 
each region as one consultee put it,  

Each region has a different regional framework.  For example, in Italy  
policies and strategies are laws, in Andalu� ia there are decrees, and in the 
South East of England there are regional economic strategies and 
regional spatial strategies that are only reviewed every 3-5 years ....and in 
the course of POWER they were abolished... so there have to be different 
approaches to influencing policy dependent on regional circumstances.     

4.22 Those consultees involved in the management and initial set-up of the programme 
acknowledged that some themes and sub-projects were more important than others to their 
particular organisation, but accepted they represented the right balance across all the regions.  
So, for example, in the South East of England, the Regional Office of the Environment 
Agency was initially involved in the design of the POWER programme, provided Regional 
Experts and hoped ultimately to be involved in taking forward the outcomes of the 
programme.  However, the Environment Agency only had a direct interest in some aspects of 
the eco-innovation and environmental technologies particularly those related to industrial 
processes.  Ultimately none of the sub-projects that came forward focused on issues within 
the Environment Agency’s remit.  Similarly, the Province of Noord Brabant is responsible for 
spatial development, accessibility and mobility, regional economic policy and culture and 
regional identity but its remit does not directly cover ‘behaviour change’ activity.  As a result, 
the Province of Noord Brabant engaged the regional branch of the relevant national 
organisation to make the appropriate links with TrIsCo.     

4.23 It would have been very difficult, if not impossible, to ensure the programme’s regional 
partnership was composed of organisations exactly matched in their responsibility and remit.  
The important factor in making the partnership work was that the regional partners had good 
links with other Regional Experts and other stakeholders so that they were well positioned to 
identify where the programme and sub-projects could add value to other activity nationally, 
regionally or locally and engage those that the sub-projects were seeking to influence.  The 
only organisation that struggled with its role was the Stockholm Regional Office (the 
European Policy arm of the Stockholm Region) based in Brussels rather than Stockholm, 
which made some of the regional partner functions – described here and in Section 2.6-2.7 – 
harder to deliver as the Regional Correspondent and ISC member for Stockholm were remote 
from sub-project delivery and the Stockholm region policy makers the programme wanted to 
engage. 
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Findings  

2. The regional partners were generally well positioned to identify the important areas for 
the programme and sub-projects to focus on, assess the value of the proposed sub-
projects and work with partners to get the sub-projects results embedded in the region. 

Exchange between regional partners 

4.24 In its original application and in the structure that was set up for the delivery of the 
programme there was an ambition that the regional partners would have a major role in 
interacting with the sub-projects but also working together in the thematic groups on 
additional issues which would generate outputs and results for the programme.    This was the 
basis for Component 3 (Exchange of experience dedicated to the identification and analysis of 
good practices).   The activity set out in this part of the programme was expected to include a 
number of inter-regional events and staff secondments, to identify its own set of good 
practices – distinct from those emerging from the sub-projects – and ensure they were 
successfully transferred within the regions.  This was associated with €730k of the 
programme budget.     

4.25 Component 3 set out quite an ambitious agenda for the regional partners and regional experts, 
above and beyond the work necessary to set up the programme and manage and support 
dissemination for the sub-projects.  Consultees reported that this activity came under pressure 
when the economic climate and the budgetary pressures on many of the regional partners, 
particularly South East of England and Andalu� ia, meant accessing and securing the 
involvement of wider staff in the programme became much harder.  Ultimately the inter-
regional events and staff secondments were delivered in different ways which were less 
resource intensive.  At the time of the consultations, the majority of consultees – apart from 
those in the Secretariat – were not clear on how the outputs and results from Component 3 
were going to be delivered.  Neither was it clear to the vast majority of consultees how the 
sub-projects would contribute to the programme’s final outputs which included the regional 
good practices and the regional road maps which are part of Component 3.  And although the 
POWER programme handbook mentions Component 3 it also does not set out how it was to 
be delivered.     

4.26 The process and the role for all regional partners in relation to this part of the programme 
became clearer over the course of the evaluation.  The thematic policy outcomes summarised 
in the POWER Policy Report and the Regional Road Maps were the focus of the activity in 
the months leading up to the programme’s final event.  However, it is probably fair to say that 
regional partners, whose role was clear and defined in the set-up of the programme and, 
ultimately, intensively involved in pulling together the results in the end of the programme, 
were not well focused in the middle of the programme.  As a result the majority of thematic 
policy findings for the programme have emerged from the sub-projects.  The programme 
drew them together but did not add to them in the way that seemed to have been envisaged at 
the start.  This implies that the programme-level policy activities themselves added limited 
value.        
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4.27 The consultations did not draw out any explicit criticism of Component 3 as a concept.  
However they did highlight the lack of clarity around it and the difficultly in delivering it 
which seemed to be associated with a lack of focus for this part of the programme.  Even 
without the staff pressures affecting some regional partners it is reasonable to question 
whether Component 3, as conceived, could have reasonably been expected to be delivered 
since it lacked any substantive content or structure for generating any exchanges or good 
practices.  Perhaps regional partners’ activity would have been better structured if the Policy 
Working Groups  had been entirely focused on supporting the sub-projects, for example, by 
drawing out preliminary results and providing direction best way to communicate key 
messages within each region – thereby acting as the client for the sub-projects final outputs – 
and facilitating regional take up of their policy recommendations.    

Findings  

3. There was no clear plan or focus for regional partners’ exchange activity in 
Component 3 and it was not clear how this component would feed into the programme’s 
final results.  

Knowledge transfer amongst regions  

4.28 The regional partners all brought their own individual expertise and knowledge and 
assembled a set of regional experts who all contributed to the delivery of the programme.  
And each sub-project network similarly put together teams of experts in their field.  This is to 
be expected in a partnership of equals, but it is clear that the regions were at different stages 
of development with respect to the use of renewable technologies and the integration of 
sustainable development principles within their legislative or planning frameworks.   There 
was wide agreement this has been particularly important for the Eastern European partners in 
Malopolska and Tallinn who have – through exposure to the systems and policy approaches 
in Stockholm and Noord Brabant – taken ‘giant steps’ in their approach to move towards a 
low carbon economy.    

4.29 Generally speaking, each sub-project tried to carve out a useful role for each of its local 
partners, to engender a feeling of equality.  This inclusive approach was reported by Sub-
Project Managers to have had the advantage of making all the partners feel valued, which 
motivated them and kept them engaged.  At an individual level that is probably the 
appropriate approach – but might more have been gained if the programme and each lead 
partner had taken a more directive role in ensuring the transfer of knowledge from ‘better’ 
developed regions to ‘less’ developed regions?  One member of the Secretariat certainly 
reported ‘hoping’ these types of relationships would form within the sub-projects but it does 
not appeared to have been an explicit part of the programme or sub-project design.   

4.30 On the other side of the equation, regions that are leading in respect of certain issues found it 
harder to make an impact with the results of their sub-project.  For example, the simplified 
energy assessment tool developed in GENERATION was found to be useful in Andalu� ia and 
Emilia Romagna but not in the South East of England (where there is already a profusion of 
diagnostic tools for assessing the energy efficiency of buildings) or Malopolska (where 
legislation requires a full energy audit).     
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Findings  

4. Partnerships between regions with ‘better’ developed systems and approaches for 
delivering low carbon economies and regions that were ‘less’ developed should be 
explicitly acknowledged in the focus and approach to sub-projects. 

5. Sub-projects and partnerships need to be carefully designed to ensure there are useful 
policy outcomes for all participating regions especially those that are relatively 
advanced in terms of their progress with policy and implementation.  

Focus of the sub-projects 

4.31 All of the sub-projects were considered by consultees to be focusing on useful issues for the 
regions – notwithstanding the point above that some regions were likely to benefit from the 
collaboration more than others in policy terms.  Consultees cited sub-projects’ success in 
engaging regional stakeholders leading on activity in the area, successfully linking up and 
adding value to similar and related initiatives in the regions, and sub-project partners 
continuing work on activity started within the POWER programme as evidence of addressing 
the right issues for the region.  In terms of their content, the best assessment of whether the 
focus of the sub-projects was right can been seen by the extent to which they are taken up by 
experts working in the field.   

4.32 However, in relation to focus there was also a question about the approach that was taken to 
addressing the issue in the sub-project, which is more a question of simple project design.  On 
this point a number of consultees, including the sub-projects themselves, commented that it 
was very challenging to deliver their outcomes in the project time available, which after 
taking account of selection and contracting time was around 18 months for the first call sub-
projects and 12 months for those in the second call.   The point made strongly by consultees 
from all parts of the programme was that insufficient time was allowed to engage in the type 
of policy or instrument research and development expected.  This was particularly true of 
work involving multiple partners.  More generally consultees commented that it takes a long 
time to research, develop and test findings.  Ideally, in inter-regional exchange projects, initial 
joint work should be followed by a period of dissemination and influencing in respect of the 
final results.   

4.33 Achieving all that was only possible for one project, WICO, and that was relatively small 
project that was approved in the first call.  WICO focused on providing guidelines for 
regional planners in respect of small coastal wind installations.  All partners contributed their 
experience of the planning process to develop the results.  It, uniquely, amongst the sub-
projects, produced its guidelines well before the end of the sub-project and was able to 
communicate its results and embed them in the regions.  There were a number of factors that 
contributed to that achievement but it seems likely that the narrow focus of the sub-project at 
the outset meant it was very well designed for success. 

4.34 Another factor at play and that emerged from the consultations and focus group relates to the 
cohesiveness of the sub-project activities.  There was no consistent message that emerged 
with respect to the sub-projects from the consultations but some did comment that a key 
factor in their success was the clarity of the sub-project partners’ understanding about what 
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they were trying to achieve and their focus in all working towards that goal.    It is difficult to 
pick on particular examples because different projects required different approaches but those 
sub-projects that had a very defined goal – in the case of E-Mob the development of business 
cases and the production of a handbook to guide the commercial development of electric 
vehicles – were considered successful as all sub-project partners were able to contribute to 
that goal.   

4.35 In analysing the documentation in relation to POWER there seemed to be two main categories 
of sub-project approach:  

·  those focused on raising awareness and building capacity amongst a large group 
of stakeholders to implement the use of particular approaches or technologies.  
These sub-projects used approaches that involved broad awareness raising and 
building knowledge and capacity amongst communities or industry.  This broadly 
categorises the approach of SEECA, E-Mob, and TrIsCo  

·  those focused on developing specific and practical tools or techniques to aid 
policy design or implementation.  These sub-projects used approaches that engaged 
a relatively small set of stakeholders who will ultimate use the tools or guidance 
developed.  Their outputs are more detailed and technical as appropriate for their 
audience.  In this category we would put GENERATION, WICO, TIMBER, SILCS 
and ITACA.    

4.36 There were aspects of both in a number of sub-projects but TraCit, particularly seemed to 
suffer from combining the two approaches.  TraCit looked at sustainable transport via 
modelling data, tram and bike events, and stakeholder discussion events. These approaches 
might have been valid and useful in their own right but seemed to provide a less cohesive set 
of inputs as a basis for regional exchange and the production of the final sub-project output.       
In marketing terms, the approach would be classed as producer- rather than consumer-led. 

Findings  

6. Sub-projects need either more time to deliver, or to be much smaller and more 
narrowly focused, to fully achieve their results in the programme timetable. 

7. Sub-projects tend to be most effective when they have a particular audience and objective 
for their final output in mind from the outset, either:  

·  they are focused on raising awareness and building capacity for a wide group of 
stakeholders  

·  or they are focused on developing specific and practical improvements to policy 
design or implementation for a targeted and technical audience.  

 

Inter-regional partnership 

4.37 An important question in an evaluation of a trans-European programme is whether the same 
results and benefits could be obtained without the inter-regional partnership.  Why is the 
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INTERREG IVC (inter-regional partnership) approach appropriate and what are its 
advantages and disadvantages?  

4.38 At the highest level, a common theme emerging from this and other European programmes is 
the potential to be derived from linking ‘old’ Member States (in this case the Netherlands, 
Spain, UK, Italy) with new or recent member states (in this case Poland and Estonia).  It is not 
necessarily the case that the old states are always more experienced than the new, but the 
findings from POWER indicate that Poland in particular gained significantly from the 
experience of partners in the ‘old’ States.  This was consistently reported by the Secretariat 
and consultees from Malopolska themselves. 

4.39 As with the previous INTERREG IVC programme, INTERREG IVC required partnerships to 
include partners with different backgrounds and profiles but complementary expertise and/or 
needs.  A good practice survey5 conducted in relation to INTERREG IIIC highlighted that 
such diversity is important because it increases the innovation potential of the partnerships 
and the potential benefits.  However, building partnerships is a balancing act: too much 
diversity increases risks and may threaten stability, which is also an important factor for the 
successful implementation of operations.  Our view is that, overall, the POWER programme 
and sub-projects achieved a successful balance.  

4.40 The various partners in the POWER programme faced different issues at regional level, but 
all share the broad challenge of climate change.  The variety of their experience – in terms of 
climate conditions, policy approaches and economic circumstances – provides more 
opportunities to learn and exchange practices.  The benefit of the INTERREG IVC approach, 
in the words of one consultee, was that “international partnerships allow you to test a range 
of scenarios. There are opportunities to understand and benefit from shared learning – what 
works and what doesn’t work, meeting other colleagues and hearing about their policy 
approaches, and taking that back into your own organisation”.  

4.41 Sometimes the benefits were unexpected, and could be attitudinal as much as practical.  For 
example, the UK partner noted that its local steering group for the TIMBER project – 
comprising local authorities and land/forest managers – was initially sceptical about the 
INTERREG IVC approach 

The group was very cynical at first about the effectiveness of an inter-
regional project. On two occasions, however, members of the steering 
group attended inter-regional events and became enthused and 
reinvigorated by what they saw other people doing in the different regions 
– and these were senior people who had been working in the area for 
many years. A representative from one UK local authority saw what 
Stockholm was doing with district heating and felt inspired by the level of 
commitment there; and two UK local authority representatives who went 
on a study visit to Cadiz were especially interested in how renewables are 
financed in Spain. These events inspired these people to continue their 
biomass work in the UK.  

4.42 Each partner region had its own experience to contribute, and this was seen as a key benefit of 
the programme, as one consultee said “the INTERREG IVC approach means that each region 

                                                      
5 INTERREG IIIC Good Practice Survey – May 2007 - 
http://www.interreg3c.net/sixcms/media.php/5/good_practice.pdf  
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can present its strong points so that they can be pooled and shared with other regions”.  The 
Dutch partners, for example, were seen as being particularly helpful on issues of urban 
development and transportation, as they were particularly advanced in this area.  The UK 
partners’ experience of conducting public consultations and engaging local partners proved 
very useful to the Polish partners, who were less experienced at this. The Spanish partners had 
much experience to offer in the field of solar energy.  Poland also benefited from the Swedish 
experience of preparing a regional energy plan: the structure of the Malopolska energy plan 
was based on advice from Sweden, and indeed it was only as a result of the POWER 
programme that Malopolska developed an energy plan at all (they had not set out to do this at 
the start of the project, and it was only as a result of working with partners in other regions 
that they decided to do this).  

4.43 The key benefit of a trans-national programme such as POWER is in giving partners the 
chance to think differently and realise that the prevailing practice in one’s own region or 
country is not necessarily the best or only way to do things.  In the words of one partner,  

Albert Einstein’s famous quote, “You cannot solve a problem from the 
same consciousness that created it. You must learn to see the world anew” 
is sufficient to explain why we should share our ideas and solutions with 
others in similar circumstances if we want to solve this problem [of 
climate change]. International exchanges provide the right ingredients to 
see the world anew. 

Findings   

8. The broad set of regional partners with different contexts, challenges and expertise 
exposes partners to new and novel issues and approaches. 
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5: Processes 

5.1 In this chapter the processes, systems and management structures that supported the delivery 
of the POWER programme are examined.  The subsequent sections examine the expertise and 
capacity of those involved in delivering the programme, how various roles supported 
programme management and sub-project delivery, and the effectiveness of various processes 
from establishing the programme to completing the monitoring and claim forms.    

Background 

5.2 Although POWER was a three year programme, the main phases of the programme – 
development, sub-project application, and delivery – took place more quickly as shown in 
Figure 5-1.  The claims and reporting process runs over the life of the programme.   

Development of the programme  

5.3 The overall shape of the POWER programme had already been established in the INTERREG 
IVC application but on approval of their application there was an intensive period of work for 
the regional partner organisations to develop the detailed specifications for the sub-project 
calls.   This period involved all regional partner organisations and their nominated regional 
experts in both meetings and conference calls.  In parallel the programme documentation and 
systems were set up by the Secretariat in order to manage and administer the programme.  
These consisted of the programme handbook, the on-line monitoring system (OMS), and 
guidance for the OMS, etc.  These were largely based on the structures that had been 
previously used by the partnership in GROW but were adapted to POWER and improved 
based on previous programme experience.   

5.4 The first call was launched in March 2009 with various regional information days and other 
promotional activity.  The regional correspondents were the primary coordinators of the 
application process not only supporting the development of applications but also working 
across regions to identify potential sub-project partners over the two months up to the 
submission deadline.   The first appraisal process included all regions and regional experts 
and their recommendations were taken to the International Steering Committee for final 
approval.   A similar process followed the second call in October 2009 but a slightly longer 
three month period was allowed for sub-projects to develop their proposals and partnerships 
and the appraisal process was streamlined. 

5.5 The POWER programme originally envisaged a maximum of 12 sub-projects and as a result 
of both calls ultimately approved 9 sub-projects.  In selecting the sub-projects for approval the 
programme had to achieve a balance of partner involvement and financial commitment that 
reflected the funding contributions of each region.  
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Figure 5-1: POWER programme timeline (September 2008 – November 2011) 

 
Source: SQW   

Note: The five Policy Working Groups comprised 1) June 2010 Preparation of Pathways to Road Maps, Southampton, UK,  2)  October 2010 Road to Electric Mobility, Oxford UK,  3) November 2010 Delivering Low 
Carbon Behaviours, Emilia Romagna, Italy 4) Feb 2011 European Strategy 2020:  A regional approach to resource and energy efficiency, Almeria, Spain, 5)  March/April 2011 Inspiration for the future of Eco 
Innovation, Noord Brabant, Netherlands and the final Policy Working Group meeting was July 2011 Finalising Regional Road Maps, Prague, Czech Republic 
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Management of the programme 

5.6 Once the sub-projects had been approved the main processes of the programme revolved 
around the delivery of regional partner organisation collaboration and support for the delivery 
and administration process associated with the sub-projects.   

5.7 In relation to these roles the Secretariat responsibilities included day-to-day coordination and 
support of the International Steering Committee, Policy Working Groups, preparing all 
documents and auditing reports for the JTS etc.  The regional correspondents also had day-to-
day management responsibilities in relation to local monitoring as well as developing and 
maintaining good working relationships with internal and external partners, auditors, Sub -
Project Managers, Secretariat and the European Commission, essentially providing a conduit 
between the sub-projects with everything they needed to deliver their objectives and correctly 
report them. 

5.8 There have been a number of changes within the Secretariat and Regional Correspondent 
team over the programme period.  Only the RCs for Andalu� ia, Malopolska and Tallinn have 
been the same throughout the life of the programme.  Most of the vacancies that have arisen, 
for RCs or other roles in the Secretariat, have been filled with staff that were involved in the 
programme in some way and either changed roles or took on more responsibilities. 

5.9 There have also been changes of personnel amongst the Regional Experts and members of the 
Policy Working Groups.  They were originally intended to be drawn primarily from the staff 
of the regional partner organisations but the impact of the recession and reductions in 
organisational budgets, which affected most regional organisations, made it harder to access 
this staff resource.  As a result greater call was made on consultants, and sometimes sub-
projects’ partners to provide inputs into the Policy Working Groups.  

5.10 In addition to the programme structures already outlined there were some additional regional 
structures established by some of the regional partners.   In Malopolska this consisted of a 
regional management board which had presentations from POWER sub-projects, and was 
relatively engaged with delivery.  Andalu� ia also had an internal regional group constructed 
on the same lines which included two regional ministries.  In Emilia-Romagna and Tallinn 
there were regional network groups for POWER.  Similarly Noord-Brabant organised its 
thematic experts into a regional group in the early stages of the programme but they did not 
have a clear role until much later.  In the South East of England and in Stockholm there were 
no wider groups within the regions.  In the South East of England this was because the 
regional structures were abolished while in Stockholm Region it was because it was hard to 
establish such a regional group from Brussels.  

Claims and reporting 

5.11 The programme reporting system operates on a six-monthly cycle with sub-projects reporting 
activity, outputs and results, and expenditure for the period January – June in August and for 
the period July – December in February.  These reports are followed by regional reports 
submitted by the Regional Correspondents in September and March and finally a by 
programme-level report to the JTS is submitted by the Secretariat, after internal checks and 
external audits in April and October.   
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5.12 The activity, outputs and results, and claims are reported via the integrated OMS system.  The 
system is a shared live resource and designed so that Sub-Project Managers can review the 
reporting of all their partners, Regional Correspondents can review all inputs by any regional 
partners, and the Secretariat can review all inputs.  The system is structured around the 
Progress Reports required by the JTS and evidence can be uploaded and reports can be 
produced without the necessity for printing hardcopies and mailing them between partners.  
Each regional organisation also has its own administrative processes with which regional 
partners comply but they are not the subject of this evaluation. 

Delivery 

5.13 The period for sub-project delivery was reduced at the start by the initial set-up of the 
programme, and at the end, by the need to complete all activity and submit all claims before 
the financial end of the programme.  As shown in Figure 5-1 the core period for delivery for 
sub-projects in the first call was around two years, while for the second call it was around 18 
months.  In both cases the actual delivery period was shorter because of the time taken to 
issue contracts etc.   

5.14 The Secretariat additionally requested that the majority of substantive outputs and results and 
the sub-project final outputs (i.e. the tool or handbook that had been developed), should be 
delivered by June 2011.  This was so it would be possible to capture the claims and results 
reported by the programme final event, the policy findings and recommendations could be 
included within the collated POWER programme Policy Report and Road Map, and the final 
period would be associated with winding up the sub-project and disseminating the results.  In 
the end this was only possible for one sub-project, WICO.  For the remainder of the sub-
projects, substantive results were delivered in the period, June – September 2011. 

5.15 During their delivery period the sub-projects were supported administratively by the Regional 
Correspondents and could call on the Regional Experts with respect to any thematic issues.  

5.16 There were a series of Policy Working Group meetings, one joint meeting in 2010, one 
further meeting for each Policy Working Groups over 2010-11, and a final joint meeting in 
July 2011 to develop the programme-level policy outputs.   

5.17 The final joint meeting in July 2011 was important in terms of distilling the learning and 
legacy of the programme.  Each of the sub-projects provided some policy inputs – based on 
their findings and recommendations at that time – to inform the joint Policy Working Group’s 
discussions.  Policy consultants were engaged to support and facilitate the July meeting, also 
reviewed the best practices and other outputs and results from the sub-projects.   As a result of 
the July workshop, the consultants, working with the regional partners, produced the final 
Policy Report and seven Regional Road maps and re-designing the POWER website as a 
legacy site for the programme.   

5.18 The findings and results of the sub-projects were synthesised into high-level 
recommendations set out by theme, along with selected examples of policy results already 
achieved.   For each region a road map was developed and constructed using ‘prezi’ software 
which allows for a dynamic and engaging presentation of each region’s route to a low carbon 
economy.   This approach responded to feedback that regional authorities and institutions did 
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not always have time to digest lengthy reports and policy recommendations should be 
constructed around bite-sized headlines to influence this audience.  

5.19  Figure 5-2 gives an overview of the structure of the road maps. For each region there are 
thematic summaries, referencing the sub-projects delivered in that region, that set out the 
challenge, policy influenced, agencies and institutions involved in delivery, the stakeholders 
they worked with, the policy instruments developed, links to the evidence and cross cutting 
benefits that were highlighted in other themes.  

Figure 5-2:  Structure of the regional road maps 

 
Source POWER programme policy report  

Findings in relation to the processes of the POWER programme 

5.20 The findings emerged from a bottom up assessment of the evaluation evidence and can be 
grouped under five headings.  They are: 

·  Set up of the programme and sub-projects – how well the process supported 
establishment of the programme  

·  Management of the programme –  how effectively the management supported 
delivery   

·  Management of the sub-projects – how the sub-project partnerships worked together 

·  Administration, monitoring and reporting – how the programme was administered 
and its results captured 
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·  Programme tools for communication and dissemination – how the programme used 
IT and new media to support the programme.  

Set up of the programme and sub-projects  

5.21 The initial set-up of the programme, despite being a particularly intense period of activity, 
bringing together a large number of regional partners (including via a much cited 49 person 
conference call in December 2008), was widely considered to have been delivered well.  
Regional Correspondents were consistently positive about the democratic, inclusive way the 
programme was established and considered the balance of meetings and conference calls to 
have successfully engaged regional partners and their Regional Experts.   

5.22 This inclusive approach positioned the Regional Correspondents very well to help develop 
sub-project proposals and identify potential partners as they felt there was a well-developed 
and shared vision for the Programme they were all working towards.  In addition there were 
good working relationships between the regional partners and an understanding of each 
other’s remit and responsibilities that resulted from the previous partnership in GROW.  The 
Regional Correspondents were considered to be proactive in developing the partnerships.  For 
example one sub-project partner cited its experience of being successfully partnered with 
another region after initially making a proposal addressing a similar topic.   

5.23 This positive report of the programme set up is supported by the e-survey results which score 
the project documentation, advice and appraisal process as good as shown in Figure 5-3.   All 
the information and support provided during the development and application process were 
rated as good or excellent by between 70-80% of respondents (Total = 34-37 responses). 

Figure 5-3: Assessment of developing the sub-project and application process 

 

Source: SQW e-survey of sub-project partners 

5.24 The Secretariat view was consistent with this but they additionally noted that although the 
appraisal process was robust in relation to the topics the sub-projects were addressing, with 
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hindsight, more attention could have been given to the sub-projects’ management 
arrangements.  Examples given of project management issues that arose – some of which 
might have been addressed at appraisal stage – were:  

·  budgets being structured with insufficient time for project management for the project 
lead, a problem that particularly affected ITACA  

·  a number of sub-projects doing too many and too many different things in the time 
available  

·  sub-projects doing something too ambitious in the period available (GENERATION’s 
simplified energy assessment tool was cited as an example of something very 
challenging to develop, test and deliver within the time available especially 
considering the inherent need for on-going IT support to iron out glitches and help 
regional roll out in these type of projects) and  

·  teams being constructed without appropriate finance expertise, a problem that 
particularly affected SILCS in its first two claims.  

Findings   

9. The programme was developed in a robust and thoughtful way that engaged regional 
partners and experts well. 
 

10. The sub-projects were appraised well in terms of their content and regional fit but more 
attention could have been given to ensuring the approaches to delivery and project 
management were well designed.  

Management of the programme  

5.25 The programme management role undertaken by SEEDA was acknowledged as a critical 
factor in the successful delivery of the programme and the Secretariat team was universally 
considered to have managed the programme and coordinated partners very well.   Those 
closest to the management of the programme noted how important regular interaction 
amongst programme partners was, and the additional challenge of working in a virtual team 
across national boundaries, heightened the requirement for good project management 
discipline.  Daily communication and provision of full and regular action and meeting notes 
was a necessity for effective partnership working.  Some consultees suggested that the overall 
systems and structures for the programme were complex and could have been simplified.  For 
example, stakeholders from Tallinn, as a new member of the partnership, struggled and found 
project communication difficult.  This was not only because of language issues but also 
because they were less familiar with the programme terminology.  Despite this most 
consultees considered POWER to have been a very effectively managed programme. 

5.26 This is consistent with the result of the e-survey shown in Figure 5-4.  Overall the results are 
very positive and especially so for the Regional Experts who will have had most subject-
specific contact with the sub-projects.  



INTERREG IVC POWER Programme Evaluation 
Final Report 

 32 

Figure 5-4: Assessment of programme management performance 

 
Source: SQW e-survey of sub-project partners 

5.27 Table 5-1 sets out some of the associated comments made by sub-project partners in respect 
of different aspects of programme management.  The overall assessment of all these roles was 
excellent/good.  This was reflected by comments made on the strengths of each group being 
reported more strongly and consistently than the weaknesses.   

Table 5-1: E-survey comments in respect of the programme management 

 Secretariat  Regional Correspondents  Regional Experts  

Average 
rating 

excellent/good 

(total = 38 responses) 

excellent/good 

(total = 39 responses) 

excellent/good 

(total = 26 responses) 

Strengths “Good coordinators, qualified, 
pleasant, always available, 
quick, helpful, professional, 
supportive, and intelligent” 

“Helpful, supportive, good 
communicators, accessible, 
fast, and professional” 

“Excellent technical 
knowledge, available face to 
face, and professional” 

Weaknesses  “Short deadlines, clarifications 
and instructions delivered late,  
organisational changes and 
focused on mechanical 
outputs rather than content” 

“Organisational change, low 
level of programme knowledge 
and focused on ticking boxes” 

“Sometimes not supportive” 

Source: SQW Sub-Project Managers E-survey 

5.28 The Regional Correspondents themselves noted the mix of skills they needed to support the 
programme – both in relation to the administration of European projects and regional policy 
expertise in relation to low carbon development.   Most Regional Correspondents reported a 
steep learning curve on the policy agenda but were supported by their own organisations or 
the Regional Experts in getting the knowledge and information they needed.   

5.29 This was in contrast to the experience of Sub-Project Managers reported in the e-survey.   
Their particular training and support needs were mostly around using the OMS, project 
finance and project management.  Those that did receive training in these areas received it 
from the POWER programme team or their own organisations and rated the support as good 
or excellent.  However the largest number of respondents reported they did not receive any 
training.  This seems to have been the result of personnel changes amongst the project teams 



INTERREG IVC POWER Programme Evaluation 
Final Report 

 33 

or senior sub-project leads being trained rather than team members ultimately responsible for 
administration and claims.  This may be a factor in the issues reported about the time spent on 
the administration of the programme (see section 5.42). 

5.30 The management of the programme was largely structured around the sub-projects but there 
were some instances where Regional Correspondents brought together all sub-project partners 
in their region for joint workshop sessions.  These largely were administrative meetings but 
there were also some examples of regional collaborations and joint working on policy issues 
of common interest: 

·  in Malopolska, E-Mob and TraCit worked closely together as did GENERATION  
and TIMBER  

·  in Andalu� ia, E-Mob and ITACA  exchanged information and participated in each 
other’s activities  

·  in the South East of England, SILCS and TraCit  delivered a joint stakeholder 
workshop  

·  in Stockholm, there was some exchange of information between ITACA  and SEECA 
but it was considered hard to maintain on top of normal sub-project delivery 

·  in Tallinn, there was some cooperation between TrIsCo and SEECA. 

5.31 However, these examples were the exception and of the 23 sub-projects asked about regional 
collaboration, 16 reported no instances of joint working.  Of those a number commented they 
would have liked more collaboration with other regional sub-project partners but 
acknowledged it was difficult because of the different specialisms.  It certainly seems to be 
the case that the strongest sub-project collaboration occurred in Malopolska and Andalu� ia 
between projects in the same theme – both sustainable transport and renewable energy and 
energy efficiency.  Some members of the Policy Working Group on sustainable transport also 
mentioned that more collaboration between the three sustainable transport sub-projects would 
have been beneficial, particularly the sharing of intermediary results in relation to the theme. 

5.32 The only significant weakness in the programme management appears to have arisen in 
relation to managing the relationship between the sub-projects and the overall programme 
policy outcomes such as the regional good practices and the regional road maps.  The 
Secretariat themselves noted that because the task of bringing together the main thematic and 
regional findings for the programme all happened in the final phase of the programme, from 
June – September 2011, at which time most sub-projects were still pulling together their own 
final outputs, the results of the sub-projects did not flow naturally into the overall programme 
policy work.  A number of Regional Correspondents and Regional Experts considered there 
to be a missing connection between the results of the sub-projects and the programme and 
reported that the role of sub-project partners in contributing to the policy agenda did not get 
raised or resolved until very late in the programme.    

5.33 This is consistent with the findings of our consultations with sub-projects in May-June 2011 
when only 3 out of 23 consultees knew of the regional good practices or the regional 
roadmaps.  We understand all sub-projects latterly made submissions to the Policy Working 
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Group meeting in July 2011 that fed into the final POWER programme policy report and 
seven regional road maps.  The overall picture that emerges is that the programme focused all 
its energy and resource on recruiting and supporting the sub-projects and – during the middle 
period of the programme – paid very little attention to how they would draw out the thematic 
messages and policy implications from the whole programme.  Given that most of the sub-
projects delivered their key findings as their final output it is hard to see how it could have 
been done differently.  However the intensity and parallel delivery of the final stages of the 
sub-projects and the programme compromised the ability to fully use the sub-project and 
programme level networks that had been carefully developed at the start of the programme.   

 
 

Findings   

11. The programme management by the lead and the regional partner organisations was 
strong particularly given the organisational changes in the South East of England. 
 

12. Where there has been training and support for sub-projects it has been very good but 
it seems not to have reached all the relevant players.  
 

13. A few sub-projects benefitted from collaboration with other sub-projects in the same 
region and there was particularly close collaboration between some regional activities 
in the same theme.  
   

14. Policy influencing was not integrated throughout the lifecycle of the programme 
 
·  most sub-projects addressed policy influencing on completion 

·  at programme level, regional partners only really engaged with the outcomes and 
implications of programme in the final stages.  

Management of the sub-projects 

5.34 In relation to the management of sub-projects, there were a number of examples given of 
particularly good project management, as well as examples where things worked less well.  
However, in general all the sub-project partnerships worked reasonably well.   
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Figure 5-5: Assessment of sub-project leads and partner engagement 

 
Source: SQW e-survey of sub-project partners 

5.35 Figure 5-5 shows the majority of the Sub-Project Managers rated their sub-project lead as 
excellent or good and regarded engagement in their sub-project by all partners  as good (Total 
= 32 – 38 responses).   

5.36 The Regional Correspondents and Regional Experts were also of the view was that most of 
the sub-projects worked well and that there was a good deal of energy and enthusiasm 
amongst the members of the sub-project partnerships.  Some commented that small and 
focused sub-projects found it easier to work together effectively and meet their objectives and 
WICO and TIMBER were particularly cited as examples.  The Regional Correspondents and 
Regional Experts also noted that some partnerships experienced difficulties if there was an 
imbalance in experience amongst the sub-project partners.   Polish consultees similarly 
reported that in relation to some themes – particularly sustainable transport – the Polish sub-
project partners were recipients (rather than contributors) of expertise at the start.  Although 
this delivered major benefits to the Polish partners involved, it made assigning tasks and roles 
difficult.   

5.37 Consultees with long experience of INTERREG working commented that the biggest 
difficulties occurred when sub-project partners had different objectives and approaches to the 
project.  As with all projects, a clear shared idea of how the project will be delivered and a 
shared vision of the ultimate aims were the most important factors in motivating good 
working relationships and effective collaboration. 

5.38 Every sub-project partner had a different perspective on how the partnership operated.  The 
following points were made by the sub-project partners themselves and other stakeholders:  

·  GENERATION was managed well in general but was affected by a change in project 
manager mid-way through delivery which impacted on communication to other 
partners.  There were some delays in delivery and some technical difficulties with the 
tool development.  However, these were all addressed by the partnership 
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·  ITACA was considered a good partnership but it suffered some delays at the start. 
Some stakeholders noted that with such a wide partnership, a more structured and 
scientific approach to the research would have helped give a clear direction to all 
partners.  The lead partner was hampered in delivering this as its budget did not allow 
sufficient time to play the very active coordinating and supporting role required 

·  E-Mob was considered by those in the sub-project to work very well.  The strong 
project management by the Noord-Brabant lead partner was credited by some for 
high levels of engagement and management of the different levels of knowledge and 
progress amongst the regions on electric vehicles 

·  SILCS reported some issues in the aims of various partners which affected the focus 
of activities undertaken by each partner.  The central issue was that some partners 
were more academic and research orientated and others more interested in the 
practical opportunities for knowledge transfer at local level 

·  WICO was considered by the sub-project partnership and a number of other 
stakeholders to have worked very well.  This was reportedly down to the good 
coordination and communication by the lead partner in Emila-Romagna as well as the 
commitment and integrated working by all partners.  It was considered that a small 
number of partners – three in this case – favoured the strict and effective cooperation 
achieved in this project  

·  SEECA was generally considered to function as an effective partnership.  All partners 
were engaged and eager to contribute but some consultees reported language issues 
that led to misunderstandings between partners  

·  TIMBER had a strong lead partner and good working relationships generally but 
some sub-project partners contributed more than others.  Some partners reported the 
need for more information to make effective inputs 

·  TraCit engagement and coordination was good with early face to face meetings being 
reported as a factor in establishing roles and working relationships.  Although 
responsibilities were shared, sub-project partners agreed the sub-project lead role was 
the most important and a more active role by the lead would have been considered 
helpful by some  

·  TrIsCo partnership was described rather differently from other sub-projects.  It was 
constructed around individual regions working in their communities, drawing out 
lessons and only coming together at intervals to collaborate.  This was generally 
considered to have worked well with frequent communication required by the project 
lead to ensure the various partners knew their roles and how they would contribute to 
the final deliverables.  

5.39 The messages that emerge relate to the importance of the sub-project lead and their project 
management and communication skills which either enable or preclude the effective 
engagement of other regions.  Smaller and more focused partnerships seemed to find it easier 
to achieve this than larger ones, although that factor alone did not guarantee effective 
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partnerships.  And, as reported at programme level, there were always issues with language 
and different levels of expertise and experience amongst partners which was inevitable and 
had to be managed to ensure all partners could contribute fully.  The only intractable problem 
seemed to be where partners had fundamentally different objectives and approaches and those 
are not reconciled. 

Findings   

15. Sub-project partnerships generally worked well and that was especially true where:  

·  the sub-project partnership was smaller and the focus of its activity was clear and 
there was a shared understanding amongst all participants; and  

·  there was strong and experienced project management from the sub-project lead 
(including sufficient time to carry out the role fully).  

 

Administration, monitoring and reporting 

5.40 The programme documentation and OMS were both highly commended by all the Regional 
Correspondents.  Many of these people were experienced European project officers and had 
worked with many other systems.   The OMS particularly was considered to be very well 
designed to support the programme management.  As the system was on-line and live, it was 
very helpful in the joint administration of programmes by sub-project and regions.   The 
strongest evidence of how well the OMS was considered to work was the fact that a number 
of regions, particularly Andalu� ia, were hoping to introduce a similar system in their own 
organisation.  

5.41 There were some changes in the programme handbook and programme reporting that 
happened in the middle of programme delivery and caused some disruption.  Changes to the 
handbook were made between the first and second call in response to feedback and this was 
considered to a positive improvement in the programme systems which, amongst other things, 
enabled the projects outputs and results in the second call to better match the reporting 
categories required by the JTS.   There were also some changes made by the JTS in the 
templates for reporting good practices which meant final versions were not available until 
after several sub-projects has already developed their own reporting templates which then had 
to be changed.   Those involved in the management of the programme would have been 
helped in their administration of the programme if the JTS had made all templates available at 
the start of the programme and avoided redefining indicators and templates mid-way through 
programme delivery.  

5.42 More generally in relation to monitoring and reporting, although the systems were widely 
considered to work well, there were a number of consultees who thought the monitoring 
systems were not capturing the right things.   It is very difficult to design an indicator 
framework before the programmes and sub-projects are known.  The INTERREG IVC 
framework must fit a whole range of inter-regional partnership activity but the general view 
was there was too much emphasis on meetings, and the quantity of activity, not the quality of 
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the outcomes they generated.  A number of Regional Correspondents commented that it 
would have been better to have more detail on the outcomes in terms of policy influencing or 
the degree to which policy recommendations had been adopted in the regions.  

5.43 These views are consistent with the issues highlighted in the mid-term evaluation of 
INTERREG IIIC and the ex-ante evaluation of INTERREG IVC.  Experience from previous 
programmes shows that a quantification of programme objectives is much more difficult to 
achieve under co-operation programmes than for any other category of Structural Funds 
programmes. The ex-ante evaluation of INTERREG IVC cited the following difficulties : 

·  there are certain programme objectives and actions which are intangible (e.g. ‘to 
promote inter-regional co-operation’, ‘disseminating experience regionally’) 

·  many of the effects (results/impacts) are of indirect nature and can only be seen in the 
medium to long term (e.g. ‘to create co-operation networks’, ‘changes in political and 
institutional structures’) 

·  given the emphasis on building on previous experience (e.g. from Objective 1 and 2, 
INTERREG, etc) it is difficult to distinguish the effects of INTERREG from effects 
caused by other programmes 

·  the heterogeneity of regions and proposed actions and the dispersal of projects makes 
it more difficult to aggregate outputs / results / impacts through the use of a small 
number of quantitative indicators. 

5.44 Designing a monitoring framework for INTERREG is certainly a challenge but one that needs 
to be addressed in order for future programmes to better capture and report their key policy 
outcomes.   

5.45 And finally, in relation to the management of the programme there was considered to be too 
much bureaucracy and too many levels of audit.  Intelligent Energy Europe and Framework 7 
were cited as examples of European programmes with simpler administrative requirements 
and as a result were considered to be becoming more popular routes for innovative research 
activity than INTERREG IVC.   A certain amount of rigour was expected (to demonstrate that 
funding had been used as planned) but the number of repetitive audits of expenditure at 
subproject, regional and programme level was considered to be wasteful and burdensome for 
sub-project and programme managers. 

5.46 One factor that is particularly considered to have increased the complexity of programme 
administration was shared costs.  Shared costs for website activities or programme event 
management are allowed.  INTERREG IVC guidance advises programme managers that only 
a small proportion of overall programme costs should be allocated in this way.  However the 
experience of administering these shared costs in the POWER programme led to the very 
strong recommendation by programme managers to avoid any shared costs and instead split 
shared activity so partners can each take a separate element on behalf of the programme.   
This is because all shared costs – even if they represent a small proportion of the programme 
– require partners to invoice each other and any changes or modifications necessitate a 
lengthy process of  revising the partnership agreement.       
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5.47 Administration of the programme takes time and energy away from the management of the 
content of the project.  The specific concern for INTERREG IVC raised by consultees was 
that the administrative burden of the programme requires the skills and talents of European 
Programme Managers and the requirement displaces the skills and talents of those focused on 
delivering low carbon economies from the perspective of technology, policy and regional 
influencing.   

Findings   

16. The on-line monitoring and reporting system (OMS) established by the POWER 
programme was considered exemplary and was well designed to support inter-regional 
working and reduce the administrative burden where possible. 

17. The core policy results of the sub-projects were not well captured in INTERREG IVC 
reporting which focused on the quantity of activity not quality of policy outcomes. 
 

18. The programme is administratively burdensome and demanding particularly in respect 
of audit requirements.  This was exacerbated by JTS changes in reporting templates and 
indicator definitions.  

 
 

Programme tools for communication and dissemination   

5.48 The POWER programme has modelled use of new media communications on its website by 
the use of web-forums, film, and dynamic content for sub project and programme 
dissemination. The website has been a key part of ensuring the successful delivery of inter-
regional working because it has optimised communications for the European partners 
involved.  Usage has been high with the vast majority of sub-project partners (34 out of 38 
surveyed) reporting that they had made use of the POWER programme website tools. These 
features have introduced and promoted use of new media communications amongst partners.  
These techniques have the potential to support low-carbon, low material use programme 
delivery in the future and were seen as highly transferable by the regional correspondents and 
some sub-project partners.  The website is the entry portal to the OMS system and the 
location for all programme documentation for partners as well as providing information about 
the programme to non-partners.  OMS is the most frequently used element of the 
programme’s web tools because it was compulsory.  However use of the other web tools 
amongst sub-project partners appears to be high with 92% of Sub-Project Managers reporting 
use of the website and forums (Total = 37 respondents). 

5.49 In the e-survey sub-project partners rated the effectiveness of the POWER website against 
five potential applications: engaging with partners, prompting discussion, networking and 
sharing good practice, dissemination and information (see Figure 5-6 below). The majority 
rated each of these functionalities as either ‘good’ or ‘fair’ indicating that there was a 
reasonably high level of satisfaction with the website amongst sub-project partners (Total = 
32-34 responses).  

5.50 From the consultations satisfaction levels were higher amongst the Regional Correspondents 
and lower amongst sub-project partners particularly in relation to using the website for 
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‘networking and sharing good practice’ and ‘prompting discussion’.  Some sub-partners 
commented that even though the policy forums were a good idea in theory, they were not very 
effective in practice because there was a poor response from policy experts.  It was suggested 
that engaging these people through the forums has been a challenge because there is a lack of 
experience in such virtual working practices and it is difficult to change behaviour through 
one programme.  The policy forum was introduced and demonstrated to the Policy Working 
Group and Regional Correspondents in June 2010 but there was criticism of programme 
managers for failing to set out from the beginning the purpose and goals associated with the 
forums, particularly given the lack of expertise in using new technologies amongst the 
Regional Correspondents and partners.  So although guidance was provided it may have been 
overly ambitious to expect Regional Correspondents to lead on new media as their knowledge 
and skills in using social media was very limited. 

Figure 5-6: Assessment of web tools effectiveness  

 

Source: SQW e-survey of sub-project partners 

 
5.51 Many of the sub-project partners made use of new media, such as online videos (e.g. ITACA 

made use of web video clips as did SEECA through YouTube). Some harnessed new 
technologies to reach the wider public and industry including through the use of social 
networking sites such Facebook and YouTube. New media has been very important in 
explaining a complex European programme to the general public, particularly in explaining 
theory heavy and research based projects and activities. For example one sub-project made a 
cartoon which became very popular in Estonia due to a link being pasted on an interactive 
website; the cartoon was used to engage young people.   

5.52 The mechanisms for disseminating programme information and findings will vary by target 
audience, although generally web based dissemination tends to be more interactive than 
newsletters which are fairly passive and not seen as being particularly effective. 
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Findings   

19. The programme was successful in modelling the use of new media which has supported 
engaging dissemination of the programme and inspired increased use of new media by 
some sub-projects. 
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6: Impact  

6.1 This chapter outlines the outputs and results of the programme and sub-projects so far and 
attempts to assess how effective they have been at influencing policy and practice so far, as 
well as capturing some of the wider benefits to the partners and regions that have emerged. 

6.2 In examining the impact of the programme and sub-projects, the evaluation reviewed the 
outputs and results reported to date and the evidence submitted to support those figures, and 
consulted with stakeholders.  The consultations focused on the quality of the outputs and 
results delivered.  They also considered which regional organisations had benefitted from the 
outputs of the sub-projects and programme to date and which might be expected to benefit in 
the future.  In addition, because the programme and sub-projects were delivered over a 
number of years it was necessary to understand whether the agenda or context for the 
programme or sub-project had changed and what affect, if any, that had on the original 
objectives and how easy or hard they were to achieve. 

Background 

6.3 The main impacts were expected to result from Component 3 and Component 4 of the 
programme.  Neither component had completed delivery by June 2011. The level of 
expenditure on all components is shown by Progress Report 6 (PR6), the latest monitoring 
and claim information is set out in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1: POWER programme spend by component 

  

Budget          
(€) 

Expenditure 
by PR6          

(€) 

Expenditure 
by PR6            

(%) 

CP1  Management and Coordination     985,700  

(18%)  

       745,200  76 

CP2  Communication and dissemination     539,700  

(10%) 

       306,000  57 

CP3  Exchange of experiences dedicated to the 
identification and analysis of good practices 

    729,800  

(13%)  

       445,100 61 

CP4  Sub projects   3,245,500  

(59%)  

    2,190,300 67 

 Total   5,515,500  

(100%)  

    3,701,500 67 

Source: POWER Programme PR6 (monitoring and claims up to June 2011). Figures may not sum due to rounding and €15k 
expenditure on preparation activities not included within these components.  The POWER budget was originally €5.8 but this 
was reduced to €5.5 later in the programme.   
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6.4 The component split shows that although a significant proportion of spend was allocated 
directly to sub-projects, around 40% of the programme budget was allocated to the 
management, coordination of the programme, communication and dissemination and the 
exchange of experience and partnership work amongst regional partner organisations at 
programme level.  There is no specific recommendation for the financial size of each 
Component but INTERREG IVC guidance6 suggest Component 1 should not exceed 20% of 
total costs and although Component 2 and 3 are core Components their size will depend on 
the approach proposed by each project.  Overall the programme is two-thirds spent and the 
expectation is it will be fully spent by the end of the programme. 

6.5 The outputs and results reported from Component 3 and Component 4 are reported in Table 
6-2 and Table 6-3 respectively. 

Table 6-2: Component 3 Outputs and Results reported 

 
Target 

Total 
reported 

by PR6 

Output  indicators    

Number of interregional events organised by the project to exchange experience  6 7 

Number of participants in these interregional events 120 132 

Number of good practices identified  20 5 

Number of regional/local policies and instruments addressed in the field tackled by the 
project  7 

not 
applicable 

Result indicators    

Number of Policy Staff Secondments 7 5 

Regional Road Maps implementing policy targets  7 0 

Number of staff members with increased capacity resulting from the exchange of 
experience at interregional events  80 74 

Number of good practices successfully transferred  18 0 

Number of regional/local policies and instruments improved in the field tackled by the 
project  5 5 

Number of new projects/activities/approaches resulting from the exchange/dissemination 
of experience at interregional events  

not 
applicable  7 

Source: POWER programme PR6 

6.6 The regional partnership element of the programme has exceeded some of its targets (‘number 
of inter-regional events to exchange experience’ and ‘participants at those events’ as well as 
‘staff with increased capacity as a result of interregional events’.  Performance against other 
programme targets is less positive or at least hard to interpret.  Number of good practices 
identified was a quarter of the way towards its target (5/20 delivered to date) and none had so 
far been transferred (0/18 delivered to date).  ‘Policy instruments addressed’ was not reported 
but ‘policy instruments tackled’ was on target (5/5 delivered to date).  From the associated 
evidence submitted, all the policy results relate to sub-project activity rather than anything 
delivered at programme-level.   

                                                      
6 INTERREG IVC, Programme Manual, updated October 2010 
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6.7 As is shown in Table 6-3, in relation to policy outputs and results the opposite is true for sub-
projects. A number of policies addressed are reported (27/101 delivered to date) but there is 
no reporting against policies improved/adopted although all the sub-projects from the first call 
have set targets against this indicator.   This rather mixed up reporting of the outputs and 
results of Component 3 and Component 4 underlines the lack of clarity around what 
Component 3 comprised and how it would be delivered.  There is no suggestion of double-
counting – and the ‘policy improved’ results are just reported under CP3 rather than CP4 – 
but it is a rather confusing.     

6.8 The good practices identified, the good practices successfully transferred and the regional 
road maps implementing policy targets were originally due to be delivered by the regional 
partners themselves and coordinated by the Regional Correspondents.  The first two good 
practices developed related to the Hammarby model low carbon community in Sweden and 
the PS Solar Platform in Seville were delivered in this way.  However these good practices 
were shared but not transferred within the partnership – and it would be particularly 
expensive to do so.  In the end, a policy consultancy was commissioned to support regional 
partners to bring together the programme’s final outputs over June – September 2011 with a 
significant focus around the joint thematic Policy Working Group in July 2011.  As reported 
in the commentary supporting the latest progress report (PR6), it is this work that is now 
expected to deliver against the good practice targets and regional road map objective for the 
programme.       

Table 6-3: Selected outputs and results by sub-project reported under Component 4 

  

Number of 
citizens, 

industrials and 
public 

authorities with 
increased 

capacity and 
awareness in 

reducing carbon 
footprint 

Good 
Practices 
Identified 

Good 
Practices 

Transferred 

No 
Regional/ 

Local 
Policies 

addressed 

No 
Regional/ 

Local 
Policies 

Improved/ 
Adopted 

Policy 
Recommen

-dations 
aiming at 

the 
reduction 

of regions 
ecological 

footprint 

  F A F A F A F A F A F A 

SEECA 
25,500 0 8 0 8 0 7 1 0 -  15 0 

GENERATION 
400 927 8 8 8 2 32 1 4 -  0 0 

WICO 
12,000 18,970 21 13 21 0 1 6 9 -  0 0 

TIMBER 
100 0 13 13 8 0 17 2 0 -  5 0 

SILCS 
300 0 16 8 12 0 8 1 0 -  8 0 

E-Mob 
1,250 0 21 8 6 0 6 0 0 -  4 0 

ITACA 
3,520 1,557 15 4 6 0 6 1 7 -  0 2 

TraCit 
1,200 0 5 6 3 0 12 0 0 -  6 0 

TrIsCo 
3,050 7,827 34 22 0 0 12 15 25 -  0 5 

Total  
47,320 29,281 141 82 72 2 101 27 45 -  38 7 

Source: Sub programme contracts and POWER programme PR6. Key: F =Forecast (as set out in sub-project applications and 
contracts), A = Actual (reported up to and including PR6 i.e. June 2011).   Note: Forecasts are for the whole projects and 
actuals reported up to June 2011 
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6.9 The outputs and results for the sub-projects include more indicators than reported here; we 
have concentrated on those that come closest to a real measure of impact.  Performance is 
hard to interpret with some indicators being massively over achieved and others – so far – a 
long way below target.  This points to either, difficulty in estimating the likely outputs that 
would result from sub-projects at application stage, or a very back-ended delivery profile 
which will see more of these targets achieved in the final claim period.  

6.10 The figures by sub-project are reported against each individual sub-project targets set in their 
individual contracts.  But the programme reporting for Component 4 is combined and 
reported against lower targets set in the original project application.  Table 6-4 presents the 
programme outputs and results as they have been reported to the INTERREG IVC JTS.  
Whereas the POWER programme planned to identify 20 good practices as a result of activity 
under Component 4, the total of all good practices contracted with sub-projects is 141.  So the 
Programme is overachieving with respect to the programme target and underachieving with 
respect to the individual sub-project targets.  This gives quite a confusing picture and tells us 
very little about the quality of the good practices identified.   The only indication so far to 
their usefulness is the fact that only two had been successfully transferred between regions.  

Table 6-4: Sub-project outputs and results profile  

 

CP4 
Target 

CP4 Reported  to date  

Jul-Dec 
2009 

PR3 

Jan-Jun 
2010 

PR4 

Jul- Dec    
2010  

PR5 

Jan-Jun 
2011 

PR6 
Total 

Outputs              

Number of good practices identified 20 0 23 38 21 82 

Number of local policies and instruments 
addressed by sub-projects 5 0 9 5 13 27 

Policy recommendations aiming at the 
reduction of regions' ecological footprint 12 0 0 1 6 7 

Numbers of interregional events 
(Seminars. Workshops, Study Visits etc.) 
organised by the sub-projects to 
exchange on experience 30 4 30 15 24 73 

Results              

Number of citizens, industrials and public 
authorities with increased capacity and 
awareness in reducing carbon footprint. 15,000 1,409 6,278 14,502 7,092 29,281 

Number of good practices successfully 
transferred 16 0 2 0 0 2 

Number of Regional/Local Policies 
Improved/Adopted -  -  -  -  -  -  

Source: POWER programme PR6 

Findings in relation to the impact of the POWER programme 

6.11 The findings emerged from a bottom up assessment of the evaluation evidence and can be 
grouped under five headings.  They are: 
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·  Sub-project impacts – the final outcomes and progress toward impacts of the sub-
projects so far 

·  Individual and organisational benefits amongst partners –  benefits for those directly 
involved in POWER   

·  Policy impacts – the policy impact of the programme and legacy in the regions 

·  Organisational change – the impact of organisational change 

·  Wider benefits – benefits for those indirectly associated with POWER and 
transferability of outcomes 

·  Impact of international partnership – effects of collaborative working.  

Sub-project impacts 

6.12 A full analysis of the outputs and results of the sub-projects relied on a review of the 
monitoring data and evidence to date but also drew on the consultations and e-survey inputs 
of sub-project partners to understand their expectations of impact.  The reviews of each sub-
project were completed to a standard template which covered:  

·  the final deliverable of the sub-project i.e. how it collated and synthesised the 
findings from the work of all its regional partners 

·  a summary of the outcomes and achievements of the sub-project 

·  examples of the quantitative outputs and results reported 

·  the impact on the partner regions involved  

·  and the sub-projects’ assessments of the transferability of their findings and 
deliverables.  

6.13 The table below summarises deliverables and achievements by sub-project.   

Table 6-5: Summary of key deliverables and achievements by sub-project 

SEECA The main final outputs for the sub-project are: 
 
·  climate agreements established in regions 

·  climate strategies transferable to local areas and regions  

·  research and guidance for baseline measurement for eco driving heavy machinery. 

A climate agreement website has been developed for companies to pledge a 
commitment to the environment and work towards achieving an environmental quality 
standard. 

GENERATION Among the sub-project’s final outputs are: 
 
·  the online SEA tool and a user manual 

·  a series of suggested improvements to increase the energy efficiency of a building 
generated by a full report with information on energy demand, energy consumption 
and CO2 emissions. 

Two of the project partners, IAT (Andalu� ia) and the Province of Modena (Emilia 
Romagna) have submitted a proposal called BUILDING2ZEROto the IEE Programme, 
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based on the results of the GENERATION project.  

WICO The core outputs have been the production of policy guidelines for small wind systems 
for planners and administrators.  In the course of delivery this has led to: 
  
·  transfer of successful incentive schemes for small wind such as the feed-in-tariff 

scheme in the Municipality of Huelva 

·  in Andalu� ia, WICO has led to the creation of local bylaws and small wind pilot 
installations 

·  and, once legislation has been influenced as a result of the project, the Diputacion 
de Huelva is progressing with plans to install some small wind turbines in public 
buildings and connect them to the national grid. 

WICO produced its policy guidelines in April 2011 allowing it to be one of the few sub-
projects to crystallise its policy impacts in the course of project delivery.  

TIMBER The outputs of the subproject included: 

·  a standard biomass model to support regional development 

·  regional biomass plans in each of the partner regions.   

This has led to: 

·  an integrated landscape management and biomass flows policy in Noord-Brabant 
and increased role for biomass in the Noord-Brabant Renewable Energy Plans. 

Work is underway to apply the results in an IEE bid including Stockholm and another 
German partner. 

SILCS The main outputs of the projects were:  
 
·  the bringing together of a wide range of stakeholders involved in the creation of low 

carbon settlements to debate and discuss barriers to delivery and success factors 

·  a research report highlighted how innovative methods of organisation, participation, 
finance and technology can be implemented in the housing sector. 

E-Mob  Overall, the following outputs have been delivered: 
 
·  five business cases (one for each region involved) 

·  promotional videos and interactive e-brochures of the business cases, 
recommendations and E-Mob as a whole set out in the 10 Commandments of E-
Mob Policy and Strategy 

·  workshops in all partner regions to help with the development of the business 
cases and build capacity in supporting the commercial development of electric 
vehicles. 

Alongside the electric vehicle business cases, are the policy and strategy 
recommendations to regional, national, EU stakeholders and decision makers. 

ITACA ITACA provides information to promote a wide-ranging, integrated approach to achieving 
low-carbon transport models in urban areas.  The ultimate aim was to influence 
sustainable transport policies in the future, through:  
 
·  use of the handbook and database tool which builds the case for 

o energy-efficient land use in the future rather than seeing innovative 
technologies as a panacea 

o simple, cheap technologies such as bicycles together with behaviour change 
providing the most sustainable and cost effective solutions for mobility 
management 

·  a handbook/ final report which includes a set of policy recommendations for ITACA 
partners to influence sustainable transport strategies going forward. 

Policy outcomes are not expected during the sub-project’s lifetime; rather the shaping of 
future transport policies through use of the handbook and tool will be the legacy of the 
sub-project.  

TraCit  The main output of TraCit was:  
 
·  a common methodology for measuring the carbon intensity of travel  

In the course of delivering this TraCit partners undertook a range of activity on 
sustainable transport, some looking at the implementation tools and some raising 
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awareness.  They also lead to 

·  improved design and delivery of existing regional low carbon transport pilots  

·  increased knowledge and capacity amongst partners about sustainable transport, 
particularly in the Tallinn region where TraCit has already helped make the case for 
funding a better connection of the cycle routes between Tallinn and Viimsi 

·  increased the profile of sustainable transport’s contribution to reducing carbon 
emissions in Malopolska and Poland via presentations to the National Advisory 
Committee on CO2 emissions 

TrIsCo The core outputs are the catalogue for community engagement and SEA tool.  In the 
course of identifying and developing the good practices that are the collated in the 
catalogue TrIsCo has activity has worked alongside other low carbon community 
projects:  

·  to deliver education programmes including a tiered programme for primary schools 
to colleges developed and delivered by the Noord-Brabant partner 

·  to build community capacity via training programmes including work in the South 
East to link energy advisors with those affected by fuel poverty 

·  to increase community engagement via eco days, street parties and, for example a 
solar and biomass heating fair in Gotland   

·  additional outputs were also developed, for example Stockholm region produced 
behaviour change calendars for all households to encourage more sustainable 
lifestyles. 

The outcomes expected are: 

·  local authorities informed about behaviour change as a strategy for climate change 
mitigation and incorporate that knowledge into policy and planning as well as 
mainstreaming it into public services. Stakeholders have already expressed an 
interest in the catalogue and tool (including local authorities and third sector 
organisations) 

·  increased awareness among citizens about energy efficiency and subsequent 
behaviour change 

Source: SQW 

6.14 As well as delivering their final outputs many of the subprojects delivered, or supported the 
delivery of, low carbon projects.   As well as delivering direct benefits to the region and an 
immediate contribution to moving towards a low carbon region this type of activity also 
demonstrates the benefits of the tool or approach that has been developed in the sub-project.  
There are numerous examples but the 40 building energy efficiency audits carried out in 
GENERATION and the plans to install wind turbines by the Ravenna Hotel Association in 
Rimini, Italy, as a result of WICO are good illustrations of the direct benefits POWER has 
delivered. 

“As a result of the WICO project, three wind turbines will be installed on 
the roofs of local hotels. This is due to happen next year.  The benefits of 
wind turbines to hotels are twofold: reduction in energy use (hotels use a 
lot of energy – heating, laundry, etc.); and reduction in energy costs.” 

Riccardo Santoni (Ravenna Hotel Association, Italy) 

  

6.15 All the sub-projects delivered their final outputs i.e. handbook, report etc. and most were 
delivered in September 2011, as was contracted, rather than June 2011, the earlier date that 
was subsequently requested by POWER programme managers.  In the end a preliminary 
output was delivered by each sub-project and fed into the July 2011 Policy Working Group 
meeting.  However in general this back-ended delivery is likely to have compromised the 
ability of the sub-projects to engage their target policy audience within the sub-project 
delivery period.  It is however noted that most sub-project partners have on-going 
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responsibilities that will ensure their continued work in the relevant theme and as a result of 
the sub-project they have increased their networks and capacity.  It is therefore likely sub-
project partners will make use of their research findings and work as the basis of policy 
recommendations with or without continued project funding.  The main consequence of back-
end delivery of the main sub-project outputs is that: 

·  programme monitoring will not capture all the results of Sub-Project Managers policy 
influencing activity because it will fall after their last reporting and claim period 
(although some of this activity will be captured by regional correspondents in their 
final reports because of their continuing relationship with and overview of the work 
of sub-projects)    

·  the regional partners lose the ability to co-ordinate and support this policy influencing 
activity during the period they have been resourced to do so.   

6.16 The impacts associated with most of the final outputs from the sub-projects are not yet 
known.  A number have secured some policy impacts on the way which signals that they have 
contributed something useful to their regions.  The final outputs of the sub-projects will be 
marketing tools to support the on-going work to influence policy.  And specifically in 
reference to the final deliverable of the sub-project the following observations are made:   

·  handbooks and policy guidelines are more likely to make an impact if they are 
directed at a target audience; they address a sufficiently narrow topic to add value to 
be useful to an advanced or technical reader; and they go some way to addressing 
policy and implementation questions as opposed to just presenting research findings.  
Good examples include WICO and TIMBER which are aimed at technical policy 
audiences and TrIsCo which was aimed at communities, SMEs, and schools 

·  thought needs to be given to whether the final policy messages or instruments are 
generic or need to be tailored to each region to be most useful to those the sub-project 
is trying to influence.  Both approaches can work.  A good example of a generic 
output is given by E-Mob where the final outputs are well designed and presented in 
an engaging and accessible way that any region could pick up and use.  Conversely 
tailored regional plans were used in TIMBER and this is likely to fit with the needs of 
policy makers developing regional biomass strategies. 

Findings   

20. Sub-Project Managers are important champions and ambassadors for the programme 
results in the future.  
 

21. The sub-projects have all delivered their ambitions but many have not yet embedded 
and ‘sold’ their recommendations to the region. 
 

22. To be effective at supporting policy influencing sub-projects, final deliverables need to 
be tailored to the needs of their target audience. 
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Individual and organisational benefits amongst partners 

6.17 INTERREG IVC programmes are different from standard programmes in many ways.  First, 
their impacts are not end results, like reductions in carbon, typically examined in evaluations; 
instead they are focused on developing the tools and techniques of delivery.  Second, the 
beneficiaries of INTERREG IVC programmes differ from those examined in a typical 
evaluation.  Since the aim of INTERREG IVC is inter-regional cooperation, the chief 
beneficiaries are those engaging in the delivery of the programme i.e. the regional partners 
and those involved in delivering the sub-projects.   

6.18 In relation to the personal benefits they had received a strong theme that emerged from 
consultees was their increased capacity in developing and managing EU projects.  Although it 
was a steep learning curve, experience of running EU projects was a particularly valuable 
outcome for smaller organisations that are only likely to have the opportunity to engage low 
carbon research and policy development via EU funded programmes.  These individuals and 
organisations reported being much better equipped to engage in inter-regional activity as a 
result of their experience in POWER.  

6.19 The majority of consultees from Malopolska cited the Marshal’s Office as the major 
beneficiary of the POWER programme.  As the Marshal’s Office was a partner to the 
programme with responsibility for regional policy, it saw the POWER programme as a central 
mechanism for designing regional low carbon policies and influencing the design of structural 
funds for the region for the 2014 – 2020 spending period.   Similarly Andalu� ian consultees 
drew a very direct line between the thematic outcomes of the POWER programme and the 
development of the next Regional Energy Plan for the period 2014 – 2020 for which the 
Andalu� ian Energy Agency is responsible.  In the South East and Noord-Brabant although 
there are also policy impacts at various levels, consultees reported that the findings and 
recommendations from POWER are harder to use for policy influencing as EU programmes, 
and international collaboration, are not seen or promoted as learning experiences and are not 
central to policy development.   

I am very pleased that this creative exchange of ideas, joint work and 
sharing of experience between our regions have been carried out right 
now. This gives us a real chance to use this knowledge in the preparation 
of our operational programmes for 2014-2020 period. We already know 
that in the next programming period the emphasis on support of the 
rational energy management will be quite intense. That is why I am 
pleased with the results of the POWER programme. 

Marshal Marek Sowa, Marshal of the Malopolska Region, POWER 
Final Event 

 

6.20 Those acting as Regional Experts, most of whom were members of the Policy Working 
Groups, reported a number of individual and professional benefits from working on the 
POWER programme.  Most frequently cited were the new networks and opportunities for 
exchange amongst thematic specialists and these relationships, once developed, were 
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considered likely to be sustained.  The benefits that had already arisen and were expected to 
continue included:  

·  use of the good practices from ITACA and business cases from E-Mob as part of 
other sustainable transport initiatives 

·  increased knowledge around technological and practical solutions to sustainable 
transport  

·  a regional transition from thinking about sustainable transport to whole mobility 
models  

·  understanding of other regions’ green roofs policies which could be used to inspire 
and promote similar initiatives elsewhere 

·  use of road maps to structure strategy and policy in Noord-Brabant.    

6.21 Some of these benefits are directly related to the intended programme areas within POWER.  
However a number of stakeholders cited ‘happy accidents’ and ‘serendipitous’ connections, 
outcomes and policy and project ideas that developed as a result of bringing thematic experts 
and sub-project partners together in POWER.  At a sub-project level some of these ‘happy 
accidents’ took partners in a slightly different direction than planned.  Specifically at sub-
project level some consultees considered it necessary to have ‘room for innovation’ within the 
sub-project design to allow findings and opportunities to emerge in this type of research 
activity.  There is a tension between this perspective and the view that a clear focus at the 
outset of a sub-project is necessary for effective partnership working.   

6.22 A good balance is perhaps illustrated by SEECA.  In the course of delivery this sub-project 
additionally identified and developed a focus on eco-driving for heavy vehicles when it 
emerged as a significant opportunity to secure results via the climate change agreement 
approach.  This was not known or planned at the start but it was entirely consistent with the 
overall aim of the sub-project and responded to a particular opportunity to deliver climate 
change agreements in a sector where they were likely to be particularly effective.   

6.23 Planned or unplanned, there was benefit reported by Sub-Project Managers, Regional Experts 
and Wider Stakeholders from sustained partnership working and ad-hoc meetings.  These 
increased the opportunities for interaction with contemporaries in other EU regions and 
exposed them to an increased bank of knowledge on various approaches to delivering low 
carbon economies. 

Findings   

23. Sub-Project Managers and regional partners have increased their capacity in terms of 
participating and leading EU programmes  
 

24. The sub-projects and programme have successfully stimulated cross regional working 
amongst experts through further projects and improved networks 
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Policy impacts  

6.24 The policy impacts and instruments developed are detailed in a set of regional summaries in 
Annex C.   These summaries set out:  

·  the policy context in which the POWER programme was delivered 

·  the impact of each of the sub-projects  

·  and the legacy of the programme in the region 

·  summarised the legacy of the POWER programme in each of the participating 
regions. 

6.25 The legacy from the POWER programme set out in the regional summaries is also set out in 
Table 6-6. 

Table 6-6: Legacy of the POWER programme 

Regions  Legacy of the POWER programme  

Stockholm Region, 
Sweden 

Many of the tools and policies developed under the sub-projects will continue to be used and 
taken up where possible.  

·  the TIMBER project will help inform the delivery of Stockholm’s energy plan and climate 
change targets. Specifically, the development of good practices in handling biomass 
waste will become more useful 

·  the TrIsCo project will shape Gotland’s climate/eco policy, which will inform and be 
partly implemented through the behavioural change information work being completed 
as part of this sub project 

·  the SEECA project will provide Uppsala with guidance for baseline measurement in 
heavy machinery best practice eco driving. Local Climate Agreements will be long 
lasting and increasing in scale by being easily transferable.   

However, there is as yet no cohesive legacy plan in place for the Stockholm region.  One of 
the issues is around the tight timescales for the POWER programme, where delays left 
partners with little time to complete tasks, where there was little thought or resources directed 
to looking at legacy issues. This is more of a design and project planning issue at the EU 
level rather than local competence issue.  

Many of the partners working on the sub-projects will go back to their fulltime jobs as the 
funding ceases, leaving little time available or impetus to take the policies, good practices and 
tools forward at pace. Some areas also face overarching financial issues that threaten the 
continuity of policies and schemes already in place after the projects end.  

Every partner in the Stockholm region has expressed a desire to continue working on their 
sub-project or taking it forward under a new project (nationally or at EU level) but commitment 
and support needs to come from decision makers at a higher level, including the Stockholm 
Region office in Brussels and the County Council of Stockholm.  

Stockholm is looking at taking forward the TIMBER project by applying to another project in 
the IEE with a German partner taking the lead. This will start in 2012 and run to 2015. This 
project will look at how individuals and societies can make best use of biomass as an 
alternative fuel. 

Tallinn Region, 
Harju County, 
Estonia 

A key legacy of the POWER programme is that it precipitated the introduction of an action 
plan for low carbon economy in Tallinn ‘Sustainable Energy Action Plan 2010-2020’.  

All organisations reported that they are interested to continue working on projects initiated 
through POWER although it is unclear how these activities would be financed, There was 
satisfaction with the positive results overall.  All partners have valued the programme 
because it gave them the opportunities to learn from other partners, avoiding common 
mistakes and the tendency to ’reinvent’ the wheel.   

The SEECA sub-project does not require large investments to implement the 
recommendations, so its continuation is more realistic. However, these type of ‘soft activities’ 
probably need a new EU level programme to be initiated.  

The next steps for the TraCit sub-project do however require significant investments into 
infrastructure. Political agreements also need to take place between the Viimsi Rural 
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Municipality and Tallinn city to ensure that joint solutions for public transportation are planned 
for. However, these two actions are difficult to achieve due to conflict of interests.  

The Tallinn region has benefited from POWER in that several initiatives have been introduced 
based on examples of good practice from Sweden, UK and Poland. 

Malopolska, Poland The Regional Energy Plan (REP) is the vehicle for delivering the energy element of the 
Malopolska Regional Development Strategy.  The plan is not mandatory, instead the 
Marshals Office identified a need for the creation of an energy plan after visiting partner 
regions, they particularly took inspiration from their Swedish and Dutch partners. The 
Marshals Office invited a Swedish expert to consult on the structure and content of the energy 
plan. The energy plan uses knowledge gathered in two sub-projects, TIMBER and E-Mob. 
Issues arising from these sub-projects and the entire POWER programme were 
mainstreamed into this piece of regional policy which covered the use of renewables, 
sustainable transport and behaviour change. There are plans to use the outcomes to inform 
the regional operational programme for 2014-2020. 

Noord-Brabant, The 
Netherlands 

As a result of POWER the link between local business and region governance in relation with 
sustainability policy making is stronger. Such cooperation is expected to continue between 
the partners in business development and innovation level. The method is summarised as 
economy through ecology, and is also adopted by new project partners. It may be necessary 
to develop a second project with the same partners to set the next step in motion and build on 
the results. Working together, the partners are starting to see more opportunities and 
understand the value of such relationships.  

Biomass production flows are now the driving force for future regional policy. The 
development of a regional energy business plan makes clear the relationship between cost 
and profits and sustainable objectives. The most significant benefit to date is the internal 
communication between people from different departments in governmental organisations so 
they adopt a more integrated point of view. There have been discussions between the region 
and central government about the possibilities of national sustainable projects; POWER was 
an essential part in this process. For E-mob, the results offer strong formulated conclusions 
and recommendations for different policies. The process of POWER and generating these 
outcomes has helped to make good practices happen and working in partnership with other 
regions and countries. 

South East England All organisations in the South East said that they were going to continue using the outputs of 
the sub-project in the region. For some partners, there is a general feeling that the POWER 
programme helped to establish the importance of a theme in an local area, and has led to 
further activities, particular examples being: 

·  electric vehicles in Oxfordshire (e.g. the creation of the Oxford Electric Vehicle 
Consortium was partly due to E-Mob) 

·  local biomass supply chains in Buckinghamshire (TIMBER has helped to maintain 
Buckinghamshire local authorities’ enthusiasm for local biomass and has created links 
between suppliers and the local authority buyers). 

Other project partners have left engaging with decision makers until the end of the 
programme once their outputs have been finalised. At this point, it may be too late to create a 
lasting legacy because engagement often works better if decision-makers feel part of the 
process. As the regional partner, SEEDA lost its ability to influence policy after the general 
election. The POWER programme’s ability to affect policy in the South East may have 
therefore been more effective if other policy makers were engaged earlier, for example, by 
having a wider steering group to include local authorities and encouraging their involvement 
in producing the regional roadmaps. 

The South East is a large, densely populated region and there are already a myriad of 
different initiatives happening which are responding to the issues that POWER is addressing. 
This means that while there may be pockets of influence and certain areas where momentum 
has built up around a particular theme as a result of the POWER programme, it is unlikely 
that these impacts can spread across the whole region, with other areas of the region being 
influenced by other separate initiatives. 

Emilia-Romagna, 
Italy 

Changing behaviour in order to attain a low carbon economy was the most challenging task of 
the POWER Programme, where success stories were shared by participating regions building 
sustainable networks for exchanging experiences in different communities. 

POWER represents for Emilia Romagna an "umbrella" to steer the change, on all sides, at 
political, administrative, consumer’ and energy supplier levels. The sub projects have proved 
that dialogue and synergy are possible: among different level local governments and between 
public and private actors. 

All best practices and policy recommendations defined in the sub projects’ final reports (e.g. 
WICO guidelines, ITACA handbook, etc.) are important tools to strengthen the alliance 
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among all different stakeholders to pave the way toward a low carbon economy. 

In the course of delivery the POWER programme linked into Ecomondo, Italy’s premier 
industry fair for material and energy recovery and sustainable development, and that 
mechanism will continue to be used to engage industrial stakeholders in collaborating to 
develop a systematic and integrated approach to a regional low carbon strategy. 

Emilia Romagna Region and ARPA, as a result of POWER, are bringing  together their 
respective network consortium ‘Education for Sustainable Energy’  and scientific training 
centres and environmental education centres in a collaboration that aims to support the 
delivery of the new Regional Energy Action  Plan 2011-2013.  

Andalu� ia, Spain 

 

The legacy of the programme may be summed up in two types of results: 

First, the evidence, consisting of all the documents developed for each sub-project: good 
practices, handbook, guidelines, computer tool, recommendations and final reports. 

Second, the instruments which are all the policies, Low Carbon Strategies, legislation and 
plans which lay the foundations of the future energy policies in Andalu� ia. These instruments 
study the conclusions of each sub-project in order to take them into account.  They range 
from the National Renewable Energy Action Plan to Local Urban Sustainable Mobility Plans7 

The contacts made by organisations involved in POWER will be useful for maintaining the line 
of collaboration: 

·  IAT has submitted a proposal called BUILDING2ZERO (IEE Programme) based on the 
GENERATION results with one of our partners, PoM. The BUILDING2ZERO project 
aims to answer the interest expressed by EU about main actions addressed to 
preparation and implementation of measures and instruments, including those of a 
financial or regulatory nature for increasing the proportion of the existing building stock 
converted into nearly zero-energy building (NZEB). For this purpose, the requirements 
for nearly zero-energy buildings will be identified in each partner region in order to 
select, under a commitment criteria, reference buildings which will be audited by using 
the Simplified Energy Tool developed under the GENERATION project 

·  the Andalucían partner of WICO sub-project will continue the project activity started with 
this sub-project in our region at the end of the POWER Programme and 
recommendations extracted from e-Guidelines will be applied. Otherwise it will continue 
with the aim of promoting the implementation of small wind power on our shores, 
making wind studies and installing small wind facilities in public buildings in next years 

·  the partnership of TIMBER sub-project has worked in the development of a new project 
(REPCO), which uses TIMBER project structures and results to continue on the 
development of biomass and transfer of knowledge between the participating regions. 
This project has been submitted to the Intelligent Energy Europe Program Call 2011 

·  in E-Mob sub-project common working lines and links have been established between 
the Universities of Malaga and Oxford Brookes, cooperation in future projects that could 
produce good results for both regions (Andalu� ia and South East England) 

·  the partnership of TrIsCo sub-project is planning to continue working with partners, on 
the renewable energy strategies for Estonia, the CO2 assessment for the housing 
projects in Reggio Emilia Italy and Southampton, UK. 

The conclusions of the seven sub-projects will be studied and may influence the next 
Andalucían Energy Plan, 2014-2020, so the likelihood of the results being taken forward is 
really high. The results achieved have been very positive especially technological information, 
exchange of experiences, simplified energy auditing, micro wind and biomass information, 
soft measures for innovation and CO2 behaviour change. 

Source: SQW  

6.26 The themes that emerge from reviewing the programme from a regional perspective and from 
consultees looking across the programme are that regions that were relatively less advanced in 
terms of their approach to low carbon policy have seen the greatest benefits as a result of 
POWER. Although these regions often do not have the organisational infrastructure or 
existing policy framework to take forward the results of the Programme the value-added by 
POWER is greater.  This is particularly true for Malopolska and Tallinn but consultees also 
reported significant benefits for Lidingo in the Stockholm region in relation to sustainable 
transport.   
                                                      
7 A full list of relevant plans are listed in regional summary in Annex C 
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6.27 It is hard to say at this stage whether the policy impacts of the programme are good or not, 
given we only have results up to June 2011.  The view of the majority of Regional 
Correspondents, and also of members of the International Steering Committee who could 
comment, was that all regions and sub-projects were broadly on track to deliver the output 
and results planned.   

6.28 Whatever the final performance against the quantitative targets, a significant number of 
consultees reported that they “could have been better”.  The chief issue cited, and already 
mentioned, is the timeline of the programme and that it did not allow sufficient time for the 
innovative sub-projects to develop, disseminate and deliver the policy outcomes.  The 
Secretariat also acknowledged that despite policy impacts being a clear objective of the 
programme in all the documentation, a number of sub-projects did not really understand their 
responsibility in relation to policy influencing.   As well as developing their final outputs (i.e. 
handbook, policy guidelines etc.), sub-projects should have rolled out the results and sought 
to influence regional stakeholders.   The fact that so many sub-projects delivered their final 
outputs as the culmination of their delivery – leaving little or no time for dissemination and 
influencing – points to a systematic failure to communicate, or for the sub-projects to act on, 
this requirement for policy influencing. 

6.29 However, despite not having as much focus as might have been intended, there are a number 
of successes already reported.   Some of the examples highlighted by the POWER programme 
are set out in Table 6 -7. 

Table 6 -7: Examples of policy influencing success achieved by the POWER programme and sub-
projects 

·  as a result of amendments presented by Diputación de Huelva through WICO Project, in July 2011 a new 
regulation (regional decree) was approved in Andalucía governing the grid connection of on shore wind energy. 
An independent power quota of 30MW was granted - enough to implement many small wind installations in the 
region for plants between 100 kW-2MW and installations up to 200KW each 

·  the TIMBER project results influenced the decision of the UK Forestry Commission on the formulation of their 
Woodland Improvement Grant which can be used for Biodiversity Action Plans and will help to provide a local 
resource of biomass fuel 

·  the Province of Ravenna contributed to the drafting of the new resolution of Emilia-Romagna Regional 
Committee aimed at giving a clear framework for the authorisation of new renewable power installations. The 
simplified procedure is improving compliance 

·  as a result of the POWER project, Malopolska Region is now in the process of developing its own Regional 
Energy Plan and monitors baseline carbon data to track changes over time 

·  as a result of the POWER programme, the Province of Noord-Brabant launched the ‘Energieagenda Brabant 
2010-2020’ in October 2010 as part of the regional strategy to create a low carbon economy. The ‘Solliance’ 
cluster is expected to generate €1.500.000.000 return on investment and 10.000 future proof employment 

·  as a result of TIMBER Buckingham County Council agreed that all new build across their entire estate must now 
meet BREEAM Standards www.breeam.org 

·  ACER (Azienda Casa Emilia-Romagna, a partner in TrIsCo) provided innovative energy performance solutions 
which resulted in changes being adopted in the Emilia-Romagna regional resolution, providing challenging 
targets for energy efficient buildings 

·  the Province of Noord-Brabant continues to pursue the ambitions of the POWER programme, through a €600 
million business plan ‘Bio based Economy South West Netherlands 2020’ to create the low carbon employment 
of the future 

·  the ITACA handbook is informing the updating of Emilia-Romagna regional plan (PRIT 2010-2020) 

·  carbon transport audit findings from the TraCit Project were submitted to the Estonian Prime Minister’s office 
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and three points - energy/CO2 labelling of cars (green-yellow-red), better integration of land use and transport 
planning to reduce dependence on private cars, and including green energy certificate demand in the electric 
car support scheme - are now included in the governmental action plan 

·  after the E-Mob project, the Province of Noord-Brabant continues to invest €2.8 million in 2011 in SMEs to work 
on 200.000 electric vehicles used in the region by 2020. This sustainable strategy uses the natural strengths of 
the existing automotive cluster for a sustainable recovery from the credit crunch 

·  Tallinn is exploring the potential to introduce a requirement into its procurement processes that any company 
applying for contracts has to make sure that all its drivers have undertaken a certified eco-driving course 

·  the TIMBER project has influenced the Regional Action Programme for Energy and Climate of Stockholm 
County Council 

·  ITACA’s case study of San Giovanni in Marignano is fully integrated in the energy plan of the Province of Rimini 
as a best practice for mobility management in environmental equipped industrial areas. 

Source: POWER programme legacy website 

6.30 There are a range of policy impacts here:  

·  some planned – such as the decree passed in Andalu� ia which exactly meets the 
objectives of WICO  

·  some that help move towards the intended policy impacts – such as the TIMBER 
project ensuring funding will be available in the UK for projects which will increase 
the supply of biomass 

·  some seemly unplanned – such as Malopolska deciding to develop its own Regional 
Energy Plan which was not the objective of any of the sub-projects but nonetheless 
beneficial a significant additional benefit that happened in the ‘wake’ of the sub-
project activity and regional partnership.   

6.31 And the policy impacts are likely to increase.  The fact the regional partners sponsored the 
programme and continue to work closely with the local authorities, universities and research 
institutes that delivered the sub-projects should help policy influencing continue.  Regional 
Correspondents in Andalu� ia and Noord-Brabant both reported greater networking amongst 
regional partners and stakeholders being empowered to influence policy as a result of their 
work in the sub-project.    

“By starting with very small scale projects you can generate interest 
through word of mouth. It’s very important to have interest and buy-in at 
local level: for example, if you invite an individual farmer to attend a 
meeting, he is likely to mention the project to other farmers, and so the 
word spreads. This has been our experience of working on TIMBER in 
Boxtel.” 

Peter van de Wiel (Alderman, Municipality of Boxtel, Netherlands) 

 

6.32 Andalu� ia, Malopolska and Emilia-Romagna, were most frequently cited as the regions that 
had secured the most significant policy impacts.  Timing was mentioned by a few consultees 
as particularly helpful to all these regions: each had a forthcoming Regional Energy Plan or 
Strategy into which the evidence and recommendations from the POWER programme could 
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flow.  These regions also benefited from being directly involved in the POWER programme 
as partners and having the responsibilities and remit which enabled them to use the policy 
recommendations directly.   It was also noted that all these regions established some regional 
management group that engaged with and oversaw POWER from a regional perspective 
giving the programme deeper links than could be achieved by the Regional Correspondent 
and International Steering Committee member alone.  It is however hard to say whether this 
was the cause of greater policy influencing or just an effect of those regions already being 
pre-disposed to using EU programmes as a central policy development tool. 

6.33 In the sub-projects managers’ own assessment, the vast majority of sub-projects had made 
already some progress in policy influencing at local, regional or national level, where that was 
their objective.  As shown in Figure 6-1 sub-projects were most positive, and reported more 
significant levels of policy influence, at local level.  Over 20% of respondents considered they 
had already had a significant or a good level of influence on local policies.  The picture 
reported is pretty consistently positive in relation to policy at all levels with around 50% of 
project managers reporting they had made progress at all levels and were already have some 
success in influencing policy (Total no. of responses = local – 35, regional – 30 and national – 
22).  

Figure 6-1: Assessment of sub-project policy influence 

 

Source: SQW e-survey of sub-project partners 

6.34 As shown in Figure 6-2 the results of the e-survey with respect to policy influencing rated the 
effect of the sub-projects on the partner organisations as good.     
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Figure 6-2: Assessment of prospects for wider policy influence  

 

Source: SQW e-survey of sub-project partners 

6.35 Around 90% either had already had significant impact on the partner organisations, or 
expected to have a good level of impact in the future.  Their impact was considered to still be 
very strong in respect of the wider region (around 70% reporting already significant impacts 
or the expectation of a good level of impact in the future).  The sub-projects considered they 
had less ability to influence other EU regions where, on average, the sub-projects reported 
they had so far or anticipated only “little/a good level of influence” (Total = 35-36 responses).  
So the more distance the intended policy target is from the POWER programme the more 
challenging to secure policy influence.     

Findings   

25. Particular policy benefits  appear to have accrued to regions where the EU is the main 
source of funding for research and innovative policy development work in relation to 
environmental policy.  
  

26. Most sub-projects are already demonstrating their ability to make positive 
contributions to the policy landscape in their regions.  
 

27. Policy influencing could have been further improved by sub-projects - actively 
supported by regional partners – addressing policy outcomes earlier.  

 
 

Organisational change 

6.36 The South East of England, the Stockholm Region and Tallinn all experienced various 
organisational changes which meant that, although they had policy responsibilities in the 
areas POWER was addressing, policy influencing became much harder.  All of the consultees 
commenting on the South East cited the abolition of regional development agencies, regional 
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government offices, regional assemblies and all regional economic and spatial planning 
documents as a major blow to the opportunities of POWER to influence policy.   When 
challenged to identify other bodies to which the policy outcomes could have been directed 
there was a genuine lack of options. Climate Change Partnerships and Local Economic 
Partnerships do not having responsibilities or remits that would allow them to take on the 
policy legacy of POWER and the Environment Agency had also undergone a major 
restructure and refocusing which removed its policy influencing role.  The only credible 
organisations suggested to take on the legacy of POWER in the South East of England were 
local authorities and the Institute for Sustainability.  It is understood that attempts are being 
made to work with the South East Seven (a partnership of seven council in the South East of 
England) and with the Institute for Sustainability as well as Kent County Council and 
Hampshire County Council – both acknowledged to be notionally leading on sustainable 
development agenda amongst neighbouring authorities – but that this is challenging in an 
environment of local authority budget cuts.   

POWER addresses the tools and techniques but also the softer issues 
which are sometimes more important – in the South East the legacy of the 
programme is important and we are working with vehicles like IfS 
(Institute for Sustainability) who can take this on 

Keith Riley, Deputy Chair SEEDA, POWER Final Event 

 

6.37 Similarly, the Stockholm Region underwent a major reorganisation and many of the county 
councils which make up the wider region – Uppsala and Gotland – experienced significant 
public sector cuts.  Policy influencing in the Tallinn Region was affected by two elections to 
the State Parliament and local municipal elections.  These political changes were considered 
to make it hard to engage senior politicians and where they are engaged there is a danger of 
undermining long term programme and sub-project objectives with the latest political 
imperatives. 

We are pleased that the benefits of the POWER programme are taken 
forward by Stockholm County Council – and I am glad to see that the 
Commissioner of Environment at the Stockholm County Council is already 
engaged and here today – as well as representatives from the 
municipalities who are also important in taking forward POWER and 
other INTERREG IVC programmes 

Per Spolander, Managing Director Stockholm Region EU, POWER 
Final Event 

 
6.38 The overwhelming sense amongst project partners was that those involved in the programme 

were highly committed and resourceful in securing the continued delivery of the programme. 
This was  despite some major changes which – even in the organisations not affected by 
organisational changes – seriously affected regional priorities and put pressure on budgetary 
and staff resources the POWER programme had planned to draw on for delivery or influence.  



INTERREG IVC POWER Programme Evaluation 
Final Report 

 60 

Findings   

28. The programme has managed to adapt to significant changes in regional structures, and 
the effect that has had on budgets and resources but this affected the ability to deliver 
impacts in a systematic way in some regions. 
 

Wider benefits 

6.39 As well as the direct benefits to those involved in the programme consultees reported a 
number of wider benefits.   Some Regional Correspondents reported the catalytic effect of 
having more people with time, energy and expertise devoted to the POWER programme.  
Regional low carbon networks or associated initiatives reportedly received a boost from the 
additional resource and profile low carbon policy received during programme delivery.  
Consultees reported countless additional presentations and conferences attended by Sub-
Project Managers and Regional Experts, all of which helped the impacts of knowledge 
transfer spread more widely than the sub-project and the programme.  One illustration was 
Noord-Brabant’s increased ability to respond to opportunities in the emerging renewables 
cluster which, as a result of POWER, was supported and connected into the relevant networks 
that could foster its continued growth. 

6.40 The POWER sub-projects did not operate in isolation and a great many of their research 
activities and identification of good practices involved working with other regional initiatives.  
This often resulted in more resource and rigour in the delivery approaches than might have 
been possible without POWER.   For example the University Research Group in Bologna 
engaged to pull together the policy findings from ITACA were able to widen their own 
knowledge of sustainable transport approaches through the examination of real life case 
studies, an approach that would not otherwise have been taken.  Furthermore, the eco-town at 
Whitehill-Borden in the South East of England undertook increased community engagement 
and had greater access to resources for its school events as a result of working with TrIsCo. 

6.41 Although many of the sub-projects considered the substance of their activity was appropriate 
for wider transferability, for example to other EU regions, the view widely held by consultees 
was this was not likely to happen without resources to support it.  In particular the Regional 
Experts commented that the EU should coordinate and facilitate transferability in relation to 
research on particular themes.   This suggestion is precisely what is now being proposed by 
the JTS for INTERREG IVC as part of their new ‘capitalisation’ initiative.  This is designed 
to support the wider dissemination and use of INTERREG IVC programme results via a 
searchable database and coordination of capitalisation at programme level.  

6.42 Regional experts also noted that it was hard to usefully transfer knowledge in isolation from 
partnership work.  One view was that since each regional partner comes to collaboration with 
its own specific regulations and norms, a deep level of inter-regional working is necessary to 
transfer know-how and experience between partners.  That is unlikely to be replicated by the 
simple dissemination of their results.  Another suggestion was that the best way to create 
wider impacts was to ensure results were embedded in partner regions and they had a 
continued role as exemplars.   
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Findings   

29. The programme had a catalytic effect on the development of networks and the 
delivery of low carbon initiatives in the regions 
 

30. Wider transferability of the results of POWER is compromised by lack of resources to 
deliver and the regional context in which most outcomes are developed   
 

Impact of international partnership 

6.43 The regions selected to participate in the POWER programme represent a broad cross-section 
of experience on several levels, not least in terms of prevalent climate: in construction terms, 
for example, the northern European regions (Stockholm, Tallinn, Noord-Brabant, 
Malopolska, South East England) tend to be more interested in keeping things warm, while 
the focus in southern Europe (Emilia Romagna, Andalu� ia) is on keeping things cool. Such 
contrasts of experience have proven useful in helping to inform the design of tools and 
models to be used Europe-wide. For example, the simplified energy assessment tool produced 
by the GENERATION project allows for the collection of data on building energy 
characteristics in different climatic contexts – a factor that may not have been taken into 
account if the tool had been developed by a single region rather than a cross-European 
partnership.  

6.44 Of course, it is not always possible to develop a single technological solution for a particular 
problem that will work in any region - not all technological solutions that work in Spain will 
work in Sweden, for example – but there may be organisational approaches that can be 
exchanged. One finding from the evaluation of the previous INTERREG programme is 
relevant in this context: “the individual and organisational learning processes taking place in 
the context of projects were an important demonstration of the added value of transnational 
co-operation, as they could not emerge from purely national actions and would have taken a 
significantly longer time to develop in the absence of transnational co-operation”8. The 
evaluation has not specifically tested this claim for the POWER programme, but the views of 
consultees lead us to believe that it also applies here.   

6.45 Each region has different priorities and points of view where the underlying issues are 
concerned (such as on rural and urban sustainability, agriculture, landscape management, 
etc.), and this can be both a help and a hindrance to projects.  On the one hand, consultees 
reported it was useful to hear others’ points of view and gain a broader perspective, but on the 
other hand it presented minor frustrations when partners’ views diverged.  A number of the 
best sub-projects seemed to use the opportunity for examining how low carbon issues were 
being addressed in different regions and in different contexts to develop a thorough systems 
analysis of the barriers to low carbon development in relation to their theme.  This ability to 
see in different contexts and in different environments, the fundamental factors that 
contributed to the success or failure of regions in taking up certain approaches or technologies 

                                                      
8 Ex-post evaluation of INTERREG III 2000-2006 – June 2010 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/pdf/expost2006/interreg_final_report_23062010.p
df  
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was helpful in providing a really good understanding of the nature of the problem as well as a 
potential solution.     

6.46 In more general terms, wider stakeholders reported a number of positive impacts associated 
with international partnership working including sustained organisational commitment, 
increased expectations, and the increased rigour that accompanies international project 
management.  All of these factors enable the long term and detailed examination of issues that 
is sometimes not possible within national and regional programmes.  And as well as allowing 
for learning from others – the nature of international partnership working often promotes a 
more fundamental review of systems and approaches which isn’t always a feature of normal 
policy development.  

Findings   

31. Inter-regional working provides an opportunity to:  
 
·  understand the barriers to delivering a low carbon economy in the context of a 

thorough systems analysis  

·  produce well developed and fully tested policy solutions.  
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7: Conclusions and key lessons  

7.1 The chapter brings together the findings in relation to the focus, processes and impact of the 
POWER programme, sets out some conclusions, and draws out some key lessons that may be 
useful for those involved in similar low carbon research or inter-regional partnership.   

7.2 In coming to its conclusions, the evaluation reflects on the original aims of the POWER 
programme “to improve the effectiveness of regional development policies through the 
exchange, sharing and transfer of policy experience, knowledge and good practices under 
five themes”. 

Summary of findings  

Focus 

7.3 Based on the consultations and focus groups completed, and on a review of relevant literature, 
the evaluation’s findings in relation to the focus of the POWER programme are summarised 
in Table 7-1.  

Table 7-1: Evaluation findings in relation to the focus of the POWER programme  

1. All the themes addressed useful and relevant regional issues.  However the programme may have been too 
broad.  

2. The regional partners were generally well positioned to identify the important areas for the programme and sub-
projects to focus on, assess the value of the proposed sub-projects and work with partners to get the sub-
projects’ results embedded in the region. 

3. There was no clear plan or focus for regional partners exchange activity in Component 3 and it was not clear 
how it would feed into the programme’s final results.  

4. Partnerships between regions with ‘better’ developed systems and approaches for delivering low carbon 
economies and regions that were ‘less’ developed should be explicitly acknowledged in the focus and approach 
to sub-projects. 

5. Sub-projects and partnerships need to be carefully designed to ensure there are useful policy outcomes for all 
participating regions especially those that are relatively advanced in terms of their progress with policy and 
implementation. 

6. Sub-projects need either more time to deliver, or to be much smaller and more narrowly focused, to fully achieve 
their results in the programme timetable. 

7. Sub-projects tend to be most effective when they have a particular audience and objective for their final output 
in mind from the outset, either:  

�  they are focused on raising awareness and building capacity for a wide group of stakeholders  

�  or they are focused on developing specific and practical improvements to policy design or implementation 
for a targeted and technical audience.  

8. The broad set of regional partners with different contexts, challenges and expertise exposes partners to new 
and novel issues and approaches. 

Source: SQW 
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7.4 Overall, the focus of the programme responded to the needs of the regions involved.  The sub-
project partnership teams submitting proposals and the regional partners assessing proposals 
were well positioned to add value to other regional and national work in the themes 
addressed.   

7.5 Generally, the broad set of regional partners brought together in the programme was seen as a 
strength by consultees.   Regions with less developed systems for supporting low carbon 
development could learn from those with relatively more developed systems and generally all 
partners were exposed to new issues and approaches and ways of thinking.  However 
significantly different levels of experience and progress on particular themes did raise issues: 
regions with relatively less developed systems found it hard to contribute, at least initially; 
and in some instances, the final outputs of the sub-projects provided limited potential for 
further policy improvement in regions that were already relatively advanced.   

7.6 The topics the sub-projects addressed were generally considered to the be the right ones but 
almost all partnership teams found it challenging to complete their substantive final output 
and engage in dissemination and policy influencing activity in the time available.  There were 
various reasons for this but one of them seems to be the ambition or coherence of the original 
sub-project design.  Some sub-projects may have included too many partners, attempted to 
address too many issues, or incorporated too many approaches.  This made them unwieldy 
and hard to deliver well.  Whilst all sub-projects did deliver (and most appear to have started 
yielding regional policy benefits), the overall view was that they would have been more 
effective if they had had more focused ambitions and approaches to delivery from the outset.    

Processes 

7.7 The evaluation’s findings in relation to the processes involved in the POWER programme are 
summarised in Table 7-2. 
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Table 7-2: Evaluation findings in relation to the processes supporting the POWER programme 

9. The programme was developed in a robust and thoughtful way that engaged regional partners and experts well. 

10. The sub-projects were appraised well in terms of their content and regional fit but more attention could have 
been given to ensuring the approaches to delivery and project management were well designed.  

11. The programme management by the lead and the regional partner organisations was strong particularly given 
the organisational changes in the South East of England. 

12. Where there has been training and support for sub-projects it has been very good but it seems not to have 
reached all the relevant players.  

13. A few sub-projects benefitted from collaboration with other sub-projects in the same region and there was 
particularly close collaboration between some regional activities in the same theme.  

14. Policy influencing was not integrated throughout the lifecycle of the programme,  

·  most sub-projects addressed policy influencing on completion 

·  at programme level, regional partners only really engaged with the outcomes and implications of 
programme in the final stages.   

15. Sub-project partnerships generally worked well and that was especially true where:  

·  the sub-project partnership was smaller and the focus of its activity was clear and there was a shared 
understanding amongst all participants; and  

·  there was strong and experienced project management from the sub-project lead (including sufficient time 
to carry out the role fully). 

16. The on-line monitoring and reporting system (OMS) established by the POWER programme was considered 
exemplary and was well designed to support inter-regional working and reduce the administrative burden where 
possible. 

17. The core policy results of the sub-projects were not well captured in INTERREG IVC reporting which focused on 
the quantity of activity not quality of policy outcomes. 
 

18. The programme is administratively burdensome and demanding particularly in respect of audit requirements.  
This was exacerbated by JTS changes in reporting templates and indicator definitions. 

19. The programme was successful in modelling the use of new media which has supported engaging 
dissemination of the programme and inspired increased use of new media by some sub-projects. 

Source: SQW 

7.8 The approach to setting up the programme – engaging regional experts, establishing the 
Policy Working Groups, and sharing responsibilities between the members of the regional 
partners – was considered to be a major strength of the programme. 

7.9 Similarly the programme management and the systems and structures established to support 
and deliver the POWER programme were all considered to be strong.   Notwithstanding the 
wider issue of the administrative burden associated with participating in any INTERREG IVC 
project, the POWER programme systems were good and the OMS was particularly useful for 
supporting inter-national partnership working.   In a similar way, the programme’s use of new 
media on its website for communicating the work of the programme and sub-projects 
encouraged increased use of new media amongst the sub-projects more generally.   

7.10 During delivery, the teams involved in the programme management were reported as working 
well together.  Had this not been the case, the organisational changes and tighter budgetary 
environment affecting regional partners might have been extremely detrimental to the 
programme.  However consultations suggested that participants in the programme adapted 
well to changing circumstances.  
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7.11 There were some significant weaknesses reported around the indicators that were monitored 
and reported.   The indicator framework was structured around certain generic categories (i.e. 
no. of good practices identified and no. of regional/local policies and instruments addressed in 
the field tackled by the project) to allow reporting to JTS in a way that fits a very wide range 
of policy work.  But the fact the programme reporting only provides numbers, and does so for 
all sub-projects together, is not particularly illuminating: it obscures, rather than highlights, 
what the sub-projects have delivered.   

7.12 The POWER programme already captures evidence in relation to each good practice and 
policy or instrument addressed and it would be useful to give that greater prominence in the 
programme reporting.  In particular it would be helpful if each sub-project set out how its 
outputs contributed to the overall aim of the sub-project.  This would provide some structure 
to what should be a high quality set of working papers that provide the basis for the final sub-
project handbook, policy guidance, etc.  The current reporting of numbers without an 
understanding of their relationship to the overall objectives of the sub-project tends towards 
the production of quantity rather than quality outputs.        

7.13 Another area for process improvement relates to support for strong project management 
amongst the sub-projects.   There were no significant issues relating to the expertise of the 
sub-project partnership in examining and developing policy improvements for a low carbon 
economy but there were issues in relation to sub-project project management and 
administration.  These could have been identified at appraisal process or addressed with 
training.   A future appraisal process might provide a more critical review on the coherence 
and deliverability of the proposed project and temper the ambition of sub-projects in some 
cases to ensure the focus was on quality and impactful results.  

7.14 There were instances of sub-project collaboration at regional level particularly where they 
focused on a common theme but this was not standard and use of the themes was not as 
strong as it could have been.  In some cases this was inevitable because there was only one 
project within a theme, especially at regional level.  It is telling that sub-project collaboration 
was strongest in the regions that participated in a number of sub projects clustered around the 
same themes i.e. Andalu� ia and Malopolska.    

7.15 Finally, and also in relation to the themes, the usually very high standard of project 
management was not met when it came to ensuring thematic policy findings and 
recommendations were pulled together for the programme.  The policy influencing 
responsibilities of regional partners were not well structured or understood, and the 
opportunity for drawing on the findings and recommendations of the sub-projects was 
severely condensed.   Again, everything planned was delivered but the process would have 
been better if the mechanism for delivering the Policy Report and Regional Road Maps had 
been clarified earlier, sub-projects knew how they would be expected to contribute and were 
required to provide preliminary and final findings and recommendations into the thematic 
Policy Working Groups.        

Impact 

7.16 The evaluation’s findings in relation to the impact of the POWER programme are summarised 
in Table 7-3. 
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Table 7-3: Evaluation findings in relation to the impact of the POWER programme 

20. Sub-Project Managers are important champions and ambassadors for the programme results in the future. 

21. The sub-projects have all delivered their ambitions but many have not yet embedded and ‘sold’ their 
recommendations to the region. 

22. To be effective at supporting policy influencing sub-projects’ final deliverables need to be tailored to the needs of 
their target audience. 

23. Sub-Project Managers and regional partners have increased their capacity in terms of participating and leading 
EU programmes.  

24. The sub-projects and programme have successfully stimulated cross regional working amongst experts, through 
further projects and improved networks. 

25. Particular policy benefits appear to have accrued to regions where the EU is the main source of funding for 
research and innovative policy development work in relation to environmental policy. 

26. Most sub-projects are already demonstrating their ability to make positive contributions to the policy landscape 
in their regions.  

27. Policy influencing could have been further improved by sub-projects - actively supported by regional partners - 
addressing policy outcomes earlier. 

28. The programme has managed to adapt to significant changes in regional structures,  and the effect that has had 
on budgets and resources but this affected the ability to deliver impacts in a systematic way in some regions. 

29. The programme had a catalytic effect on the development of networks and the delivery of low carbon initiatives 
in the regions. 

30. Wider transferability of the results of POWER is compromised by lack of resources to deliver and the regional 
context in which most outcomes are developed.   

31. Inter-regional working provides an opportunity to:  

·  understand the barriers to delivering a low carbon economy in the context of a thorough systems analysis  

·  produce well developed and fully tested policy solutions.  

 
Source: SQW 

7.17 It is hard to assess the impact of the POWER programme at this point, but it would be equally 
hard were all the monitoring outputs available up to the end of the programme because the 
majority of policy influencing will happen after the end of the POWER.  Sub-projects will 
disseminate their findings and recommendations through their own networks.  Regional 
Partners – where they have the opportunity to do so – will use the results of the programme in 
the review of regional energy plans and planning frameworks in the next few years.    

7.18 The opportunities for influencing policy are particularly strong where INTERREG IVC 
funding and inter-regional working is core to a region’s low carbon policy development.  
Elsewhere, more effort is necessary to make sure the suggested improvements to policy and 
implementation developed in POWER reach the relevant audiences.  And where there have 
been significant organisational changes at regional level, that job will be much harder. 

7.19 For the direct beneficiaries of the programme – those involved in delivering it – there is a 
strong sense that POWER has been very beneficial in increasing subject knowledge and 
broadening networks.  It has also had the side-benefit of increasing individuals’ and 
organisations’ capacity in managing EU funded multi-partner projects and – despite all its 
complications – it has reinforced the benefits of this way of working.   The additional 
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resource, energy and number of people working on low carbon themes in the regions also had 
a catalytic effect on other initiatives being delivered in the regions. 

7.20 As far as can be judged at this point, the programme is on track to deliver the outputs and 
results as planned.  Despite this there is still a strong view amongst those managing the 
programme that further progress could have been made by now.  This seems to indicate that 
the real impact of the programme is not captured by the no. of good practices identified or 
policies addressed.  The extent to which the sub-project recommendations are embedded in 
the region seems to be the most important success factor for the managers of the programme.  
Earlier delivery of the substantive findings and recommendations would have allowed the 
resources of the whole programme to be employed in communicating the key messages with 
as much energy and commitment that went into generating them in the first place.   

7.21 Given the earlier reports from Sub-Project Managers on the difficulty of delivering in the time 
available, ensuring earlier delivery of substantive findings is likely to require some changes in 
overall programme and sub-project design.  At programme level this might include increasing 
sub-project delivery time by allocating all or the majority of funding under one early call.  At 
sub-project level this might include strong guidance and appraisal criteria on deliverability 
which set out a timeline by which all sub-projects must – not only complete – but provide 
preliminary and final policy outcomes to feed into the wider programme. 

7.22 The final outputs of each sub-project (whether they are tools, handbooks, policy guidelines, or 
research reports) and the final outputs of the programme (the Policy Report and the Regional 
Road Map) need to be designed to capture and communicate their findings and 
recommendations in a way that meets the needs of their audience.   Most of the findings are 
nested in the context of the regions for which they are developed and therefore are not 
primarily designed to be transferable except as an example of good practice.  In these cases it 
is appropriate for sub-project deliverables to be specific and structured for the particular 
regional policy or processes they are intended to influence.   However some outputs and 
findings do have the potential to be transferable to other EU regions; and if so, there are likely 
to be major benefits in bearing that wider audience in mind when structuring and 
disseminating results.  In particular, a number of sub-projects have helped understand barriers 
regions face in delivering low carbon economies.  This analysis (as well as the solutions and 
policy recommendations) is worth communicating. 

Conclusions 

7.23 The findings from the evaluation were – inevitably – the product of the evaluation 
methodology that was adopted.  As explained at the start, this relied heavily on consultations 
with stakeholders who were involved in the programme’s delivery.  Most consultees were 
enthusiastic advocates of the programme.  But any external evaluation has to take some 
account of an implicit “optimism bias” and through this piece of work, we have sought to find 
corroborative evidence from other sources where possible.  In addition, it is important to note 
that the number of consultees that were able to comment on particular issues was sometimes 
quite limited.   
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7.24 The conclusions from the evaluation need to be seen in this context.  The strengths and the 
weakness of the programme that emerged through the evaluation are summarised below.  

Table 7-4:  Overall strengths and weaknesses of the POWER programme  

Strengths  Weaknesses / Areas in which lessons can be learned  

·  focused on issues that were relevant and useful for 
the regions  

·  brought together individuals across regions who 
were motivated and well positioned to move the 
policy agenda forward 

·  delivered sub-projects that added value to other 
initiatives (...for most of the regions involved) 

·  used well designed, efficient and often novel and 
innovative systems and processes  

·  increased the networks and knowledge of 
individuals and organisations  

·  caused some regions to use the results and 
findings of POWER in a systematic way for policy 
development 

·  achieved a number of other individual policy 
impacts. 

·  failed to ensure that relatively advanced regions 
always benefitted from collaboration  

·  sub-projects delivered their findings and 
recommendations too late in the programme  

·  reporting and indicators tended to concentrate on 
the quantity not quality of outcomes 

·  programme structures were somewhat “top-heavy”:  
in general, regional partners did not add significantly 
to the policy outcomes generated by the sub-
projects 

·  themes were not consistently used to bring sub-
projects together or deliver synergies in the 
programme 

·  most final deliverables of the sub-projects were not 
tailored or designed to meet the needs of their 
audiences. 

Source: SQW 

7.25 There have been a number of real successes from the POWER programme.  However, as 
always there are areas where the programme was less successful.  As the programme is 
largely expected to meet its targets and has delivered all the expected outcomes, these 
weaknesses largely impact on the quality of what has been achieved.  In the main, the quality 
of the work undertaken within the programme was good but it could have been improved 
further, delivered more consistently, and communicated more effectively if the following four 
points had been addressed.  

i) Breadth of the programme  

7.26 The sub-projects produced detailed findings and recommendations which should be of use to 
the regions that generated them and perhaps to others.  These rich results were not easily 
captured and communicated at programme level.  At the end of the programme all the sub-
project reports and best practices were presented on the re-designed legacy website along with 
an overall programme and thematic summary.   However, there appeared to be a big gap 
between the detailed sub-project final outputs and the high-level Programme Policy Report 
and Regional Road maps.  At programme-level, the decision was taken for the thematic 
recommendations to be summarised in a high level Policy Report.  This, almost by definition, 
provided little detail on how these recommendations should be acted upon and the tools and 
information that had been provided by the sub-project to help in that process.    

7.27 There are two possible factors here.  Either the programme’s final outputs were simply not 
detailed enough or the breadth of programme undermined the scope for meaningful summary 
at this level.  In the end, both of these probably had a part to play.  If programmes are to add 
value to the outputs and messages generated by their sub-projects, there arguably needs to be 
a focus for the programme at the start that is amenable to messages being effectively 
communicated at the end.   
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ii) Balance between expenditure between the program me and sub-projects  

7.28 The majority of policy influencing outputs and results appeared to come from the sub-projects 
and relatively little additional policy influencing came from the regional partners’ 
programme-level activity which was allocated 40% of the total programme budget.  A large 
proportion of that regional expenditure is necessary for the management and coordination of 
the programme (which enabled the sub-projects to happen).  However the 13% of the budget 
associated Component 3 (Exchanges of experience dedicated to the identification and analysis 
of good practices) seems high given the activity and outputs generated by the themes and the 
additional benefits of bringing the sub-project outputs together at programme-level.  A more 
modest programme-level budget could, perhaps, have allowed more funding to be focused on 
sub-projects.     

iii) Focus on influencing policy from the outset  

7.29 Since the purpose of collaboration in the programme was to improve the effectiveness of 
regional development policies, a stronger emphasis could have been given – in designing the 
sub-projects and specifying the final outputs – to the mechanisms through which policy was 
influenced.  This should involve engaging policy makers throughout so they are aware of the 
sub-project and perhaps so they could inform how the final outputs are constructed to best 
feed into policy making or delivery processes. 

7.30 Some sub-projects generated very well designed and thoughtful outputs – which are engaging 
and/or tailored to their regional audience – too often the final sub-project output was a report.  
These reports set out the findings and recommendations but required the reader to do quite a 
lot of work to find “the diamonds and pearls” within.  If all sub-projects had translated the 
output from their collaboration into a targeted output, or set of outputs, with a particular 
audience in mind, the overall impact from the programme may have been increased.        

iv) Inter-regional collaboration 

7.31 Inter-regional collaboration seems to have been valued by those involved.  It was regarded as 
a stimulating way of working, and an extremely effective way of achieving knowledge 
transfer between Regional-Experts and Sub-Project Managers.   This was particularly true 
when collaboration led to more than the simple identification of good practice and allowed 
the development of a deeper understanding of the barriers to low carbon development and the 
factors that were critical for success.    

7.32 It is therefore vital that the sub-projects deliver opportunities for genuine collaboration.  
There is a danger of sub-projects fragmenting and sub-project partners undertaking activity 
that is connected but not central to shared objectives.  This activity may be useful in its own 
right but does not seem well-aligned to the ethos of an INTERREG IVC programme.    

7.33 The majority of sub-projects in the POWER programme avoided this problem and did achieve 
high quality and value added collaboration between partners involved.  A robust appraisal of 
the activity proposed within a sub-project and strong project management throughout is 
needed to make sure the benefits of collaboration are always delivered. 
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Key lessons for low carbon research   

7.34 The key lessons that emerge for low carbon research from the evaluation are as follows:  

·  in order for all regions to make progress in moving towards becoming low carbon 
regions, sub-projects need to be designed to include tools and policy 
recommendations that are useful for relatively advanced regions as well as less 
developed ones.  (Sub-Project and Programme Managers) 

·  the low carbon agenda is very broad and lots of disparate activity is less likely to have 
a catalytic effect in regions than related and complementary sub-projects.  Use  
themes to encourage collaboration between sub-projects which should avoid 
duplication, create synergies, and increase impacts in the regions (Programme 
Managers)  

·  there is a lot of activity underway to support low carbon development – to add value, 
Sub-Project Managers and the Regional Experts need to be well connected to the 
regional policy agenda and work together closely (Sub-Project and Programme 
Managers) 

·  for INTERREG IVC to ensure programmes are truly innovative and learning from 
previous programme delivery there should be a mechanism for identifying and 
building on previous regional working which categorises projects not just by theme 
but by the outputs they produce (JTS).  

Key lessons for inter-regional partnership working  

7.35 The key lessons that emerge for inter-regional partnership working are as follows:  

·  in the 3-4 years likely to be involved in inter-regional partnership working, staff and 
organisational changes should be anticipated, so it is important that programmes 
engage and involve a wide group of regional experts and senior policy staff within the 
partner organisation (Programme Managers) 

·  the administrative burden of managing an inter-regional programme is considerable, 
one way of reducing the complexity of programme management is to avoid allocating 
any part of the programme budget as shared costs but instead seek to divide the tasks 
that will support programme delivery amongst partners at the start of the programme 
(Programme Managers) 

·  in many public organisations, project staff work on a number of projects funded by 
different European Funds, a closer alignment of the regulations and rules would 
simplify their jobs and reduce errors in reporting (JTS) 

·  the project management requirements for inter-regional working are heightened as are 
the risks of delay due to the complex nature of partnership working.  This is almost 
inevitable so sub-projects need to be designed to be focused and with a series of 
intermediary policy outputs as well as building in a substantive period for 
dissemination and influencing (Sub-Project and Programme Managers) 
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·  the final outputs of inter-regional working need to be useful and accessible to the 
participating regions.  Budgets for translation of the final outputs into various 
different formats and languages to suit particular audiences and regions would 
support their wider dissemination and use in the regions (Sub-Project Managers) 

·  attention needs to be given to designing a monitoring and reporting system that can 
support remote teams and reduce time and delay associated with paper based 
reporting.  The OMS system used in POWER is suggested as a useful model for other 
international partnerships to adopt (Programme Managers) 

·  the impact of inter-regional working can be quite significant on those individuals 
involved.  For example the opportunity to work with contemporaries with different 
perspectives and solutions to particular issues can be inspiring and enlightening.  
Where possible, inter-regional working should attempt to engage a wide set of 
stakeholders from the region, with early research work and preliminary findings to 
build the community who engage with and get the benefit from regional exchange 
(Sub-Project and Programme Managers). 
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Annex A: Focus of the POWER sub-projects 

SEECA 

Strategy for Energy Efficiency through Climate Agre ements (SEECA)  
 

Lead partner  

The County Administrative Board of Uppsala (Stockholm) 

Other partners  

·  Niepolomice Municipality (Malopolska) 

·  Tallinn City Government, Environment Department (Tallinn). 

Overall aim of the sub -project  

The overall aim of the sub-project was to build a sustainable, regional framework for energy efficiency based on 
regional climate and energy strategies and implemented by climate agreements between the public sector and key 
stakeholders in the private and non-governmental (NGO) sectors. Climate agreements encourage businesses to 
reduce their carbon emissions and they support public agencies to develop and push forward carbon reduction 
strategies.  

Approach and activity planned   

The main obstacles to a generic approach to regional and local climate change measures for countries in the 
European Union is their different governance structures and stages of development. SEECA was designed to 
overcome these obstacles by developing an approach which does not require specific governance structures, 
technological know-how or economic conditions to enable knowledge transfer and implement climate strategies.  The 
idea of developing regional climate and energy strategies and implementing them through climate agreements with 
key stakeholders is generic in nature and public authorities can easily transfer these into their regions. SEECA 
consists of three strands:  

·  identification and development of existing Climate and Energy strategies  

·  design and development of Climate Agreements – 100 Climate Agreements expected to be signed as part of the 
sub-project 

·  eco-driving standards for heavy machinery particularly among municipal transport companies.  This strand was 
introduced to the project in November 2010 after the partners identified the need to introduce guidance for eco 
driving heavy machinery following a report published by Uppsala. 

Innovative approach to delivery or dissemination   

The concept of climate agreements was particularly new and innovative in Estonia. 

SEECA provides manuals and guidelines for public authorities, businesses and NGOs to use when formulating 
objectives for climate agreements, control tools and assignments for the implementation of future climate and energy 
work. 

Engagement with the general public a nd wider industry   

The sub-project planned to engage and increase capacity and awareness of carbon foot printing with over 25,000 
citizens, industrials and public authorities. For example, the Niepo
omice municipality decided to engage with 
households by producing a monthly calendar containing advice and tips to encourage a more energy efficient 
lifestyle. 

Policy influence planned  

SEECA aimed to influence business behaviour through Climate Agreements to secure their commitment to lowering 
emissions by changing processes and reducing energy consumption. SEECA sought to complement existing climate 
change strategies or establish new strategies for local authorities. 
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GENERATION 

Green ENERgy AudiTIng for a LOw CarboN Economy (GEN ERATION) 
 

Lead partner  

Instituto Andaluz de Tecnología (IAT) - Andalusian Institute of Technology 

Other partners  

·  The Environment Centre (tEC), South East England 

·  Provincia di Modena, Emilia-Romagna 

·  Akademia Gorniczo-Hutnicza w Krakowie - AGH University of Science and Technology, Malopolska. 

Overall aim of the sub -project  

The aim is to deliver an innovative methodology - “Simplified Energy Audit” (SEA) - that will facilitate the assessment 
of the energy performance of buildings.  

The SEA provides a method for collecting and calculating the actual and theoretical energy consumption of a 
building, and for recommending appropriate energy saving measures. The methodology of the tool is based on 
determining the energy consumption of the building in question by means of thermal energy demand calculation. This 
calculation uses typical data such as wall types, windows, orientation, occupation and facilities: data that can be 
obtained easily by building managers and users.  

The main aim of the methodology is to calculate and compare actual energy consumption with electricity and fuel bills 
in order to evaluate the status and efficiency of HVAC (heating, ventilation and air conditioning) systems and 
facilities. The difference between actual and theoretical consumption allows energy auditors to evaluate the causes 
of lack of energy efficiency in different areas of the building. Auditors can then propose energy saving measures in 
order to improve the building’s energy status, with the overall aim of reducing CO2 emissions.  

Building energy audits require so much time and resource that many organisations cannot afford to carry out an 
energy assessment. In spite of the fact that simplified energy audits can allow building managers to conduct an initial 
analysis of their energy performance without incurring the expense of a detailed audit, there is currently no generally 
accepted method at European level to evaluate a building’s energy performance in a simplified way.  

Approach and activity planned  

The approach to delivering the tool consists of four elements: 

·  the exchange best practice and knowledge in the field of energy audits from each region 

·  the development of an innovative methodology for conducting a Simplified Energy Audit (SEA) that is more cost 
effective for building owners and managers 

·  testing the tool via 40 audits of public buildings (10 in each participating regions)  

·  providing a set of recommendations for the improvement of audit policies will be provided to local and regional 
bodies. 

Innovative approach to delivery or dissemination  

No particularly innovative approaches involved in delivery  

Engagement with the general public and wider indust ry  

The sub-project established an advisory board comprised of experts from public administrations, policy makers, 
higher education and energy companies, who guided the project and been involved in dissemination.  

Policy influence planned  

The main aim has been to provide a practical tool for building owners (including local authorities, etc) to use to 
reduce their energy bills and CO2 footprint.  However, the project is also developing a White Paper including a set of 
recommendations for policy makers on energy efficiency to ensure the continuation of project activities beyond the 
end of the project lifetime.  
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WICO 

 
Wind of the Coast (WICO) 
 

Lead partner  

Province of Ravenna, Emilia-Romagna 

Other partners  

·  Marine South East Ltd, South East England 

·  Diputacion Provincial de Huelva, Andalu� ia 

Overall aim of the sub -project  

Coastal areas offer a wide range of opportunities to produce wind, current and tidal derived renewable energy. The 
WICO project partners have identified small wind systems as a technology suitable for integration along the coast to 
exploit the presence of onshore and offshore winds. 

The project partners planned to exchange and benchmark their experiences and knowledge in order to produce 
guidelines for the installation of small wind systems along coastlines which provide key information and solutions to a 
number of issues: 

·  information on how to influence and modify local planning rules to simplify the procedures for the installation of 
small  wind systems 

·  information on how to overcome the barriers to installations 

·  technical information 

·  information on the economic viability of small wind systems and financial incentive systems. 

What type of activity/ approach was planned, in whi ch regions  

Small wind technologies legislation is poorly developed. Small wind systems located on or near the coast have great 
potential for generating wind energy thanks to onshore and offshore marine breezes. In Spain the main issue as 
things stand is that there is no differentiation in the legislation between small-wind turbine installations and big wind 
turbine installations. What this means is that the same legal process needs to be followed to obtain permission for a 1 
kW turbine as for a wind park of 20 MW. In Italy, there is a differentiation between the two for planning purposes. The 
UK too has differentiation and the planning procedures are usually quite quick because small-wind specific legislation 
already exists.  

Where this distinction between small-wind and large wind is not made serious planning issues can arise for small-
wind turbine installations. WICO aimed to share knowledge and experience in order to develop guidelines for the 
installation of small wind systems along coastlines through: 

·  analysis of the barriers affecting the application of small wind systems 

·  assessment of the potential development of wind energy in the areas 

·  exchange of experiences and best practices between the partners specifically looking at policies, market 
development and technologies 

·  drafting of guidelines for the deployment of renewable energy from small wind systems 

·  joint communication and paper free dissemination. 

Innovative approach to delivery or dissemination  

The guidelines themselves are new but the approach to delivery was not considered particularly innovative.  

Engagement with the general public and wider indust ry  

The guide resulting from the project is specifically aimed at regional and local politicians, municipal technical officers 
and local planning officers.  However the partners also hope that it will provide interesting reading for students, 
teachers, and all citizens that may wish to see a faster development of small-scale wind. 

Policy influence planned  

Securing changes in planning policy for small wind turbines in those regions that hadn’t already got differentiated 
planning policy. 
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TIMBER 

Tools for Integrated Management of Biomass Energy Resources (TIMBER)  
 

Lead partner  

Municipality of Boxtel (Noord Brabant) 

Other partners  

·  Mineral and Energy Economy Research Institute of the Polish Academy of Sciences (MEERI), Malopolska  

·  Provincial Energy Agency of Cadiz (APEC) 

·  Stockholm County Council – Office of Regional Planning 

·  Ngage Solutions Ltd, South East UK 

·  Emilia-Romagna has ‘observer’ status but is not a direct participant. 

Overall aim of the sub -project  

In the EU, increased use of biomass is essential to delivering on the climate change targets set at EU level. The EU 
has stated that more biomass fuel is needed as part of implementing a more sustainable energy supply, but progress 
is slow and there are no standardised tools or roadmaps for regions to use. This sub-project helps urban and regional 
localities to develop plans on how to scale the use of biomass fuel.  

The project aimed to design a standard model for the regional development of sustainable and renewable energy 
based on biomass resources. It aimed to overcome some of the barriers to the use of biomass as an energy source, 
e.g. lack of logistical structures for collecting wood. The intention was to create stronger links between local demand 
for biomass and local woodfuel resources.  

What type of activity/ approach was planned, in whi ch regions  

The project aims to design a standard model for the regional development of sustainable and renewable energy 
based on biomass resources by,  

·  each partner carrying out several studies - regional sustainable analyses in biomass production, feasibility 
studies on several kinds of biomass, location studies, logistics studies)  

·  engaging with the woodfuel and biomass industry   

·  developing a standard regional model  

·  developing five regional biomass energy plans. 

Innovative approach to delivery or dissemination  

The standard biomass model is new but the approach to delivery was not considered particularly innovative. 

Engagement with the general public and wider in dustry  

The Municipality of Boxtel, lead partner, is aware of the importance of engaging individuals ‘on the ground’ through 
word of mouth and by effective use of local press. For example, members of the board of the municipality themselves 
have friends who are farmers (potential key players in local biomass), and these relationships can be used to 
generate wider interest. Clusters of local ‘grassroots’ activities eventually form a critical mass. 

Policy influence planned  

The biomass systems model being developed is entirely new and unique, and is believed to have great value for 
regions across Europe and beyond. Before the project, each region developed its own approaches. Bringing together 
regions that have developed systems for biomass on a small and large scale means the project can generate best 
practice guides for others to speed implementation, make biomass more efficient, and help the EU meet its climate 
change targets. 
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SILCS 

Strategies for Innovative Low Carbon Settlements (S ILCS) 
 

Lead partner  

University of Portsmouth Centre for Urban Regeneration, CURe (South East England) 

Other partners  

·  EPSA – The Public Enterprise for Social Housing (Andalucía)  

·  Kent County Council, Department of Sustainability and Climate Change, (South East England) 

·  Province of Noord-Brabant, (Noord-Brabant). 

Overall aim of the sub -project  

SILCS is a research project exploring the effectiveness of innovative low carbon building projects, with four pilot 
projects acting as ‘vehicles’ to bring different types of people together in collaboration. The project aimed to address 
questions in four different key areas, through charrettes (workshops): 

·  participation – looking at how to best involve stakeholders in the pilots and different kinds of participation 
depending on the low carbon solution required 

·  financing – exploring how to encourage decisions based on life-cycle costs 

·  organisation – looking at how the building process deliver sustainable results 

·  technologies – examining which technologies are most effective. 

In addition to the charrettes, the planned output of the project was four reports based on the above themes, which 
would define best practice and help to improve the quality of the building projects and other future projects. 

What type of activity/ approach was planned, in whi ch regions  

In building projects, developers are reluctant to make use of low carbon building technologies because they are put 
off by perceived costs and lack of information or they only use them superficially but they are not central the building. 
To overcome this, the partners in SILCS wanted to learn from exemplar partners on how they could promote eco-
innovation as well as bringing decision makers and developers or businesses together to thrash out these problems. 

In order to deliver its aims, the main activity of the project was, the organisation of a charrettes or workshops in each 
region, each concentrating on one of the themes of SILCS. These were two day events comprising of one day 
looking at good practice through site visits and the second based around the theme assigned to the host region, so 
that all partners could gain a better understanding of the theme and also contribute to it. The production of four 
thematic reports and final overview report. 

Innovative approach to delivery or dissemination  

Charrettes were seen to be innovative – both the process and inviting a range of stakeholders into the same room, as 
this was something that some of the partners did not normally do. 

Engagement with the general public and wider indust ry  

Wider industry were engaged through invites to the events, e.g. planners, developers, housing providers were invited 
by making use of existing networks, e.g. with universities or networks of planners. 

Policy influence planned  

SILCS was intended to influence a range of policies and organisations. EPSA aimed to influence the public 
administration of Andalucía (Andalucían Energy Agency (AAE), Regional Ministry of Public Works and Housing and 
Regional Ministry of Economy, Innovation and Science). In Kent, the aim was to use the outputs of SILCS to 
influence a variety of policies, e.g. Kent Environment Strategy and Kent Design (an external buildings policy). In 
addition, the sub-project intended to influence other local councils (district councils) and national government 
departments such the Department of Energy and Climate Change.  
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E-Mob 

E-Mobility accelerator (E -Mob) 

Lead partner  

BOM – Noord-Brabant Development Agency, (Noord-Brabant) 

Other partners  

·  Malaga Town Hall, Delegation of Mobility, Area (Andalucía) 

·  MEERI – Mineral and Energy Economy Research Institute of the Polish Academy of Sciences (Malopolska) 

·  University of Malaga (Andalucía) 

·  STUNS – The Foundation for cooperation between the universities in Uppsala, the business sector and the 
community, (Stockholm)  

·  Sustainable Vehicle Engineering Centre, Oxford Brookes University (South East England). 

Overall aim of the sub -project  

Electric vehicle pilots are springing up across Europe, but are only doing so with public funding and find it difficult to 
scale-up to become commercial propositions. Ways to introduce electric vehicles on a large scale, as opposed to 
pilots, also have not yet been fleshed out which make sense commercially. Furthermore, the wider benefits in terms 
of air quality in urban areas have not been adequately communicated to the public, businesses or decision-makers. 

The overall aim was to define common strategy and policy recommendations to accelerate successful market 
implementation of electric vehicles in the participating regions. E-Mob aimed to promote the economic case for 
electric vehicle, through the development of business cases which provide ideas of how electric vehicles could be 
rolled out in practice, commercially. 

What type of activity/ approach was planned, in whi ch regions  

Four main activities were planned: 

·  to identify common key success factors for pilot projects moving towards market implementation 

·  to share development of sustainable regional business cases for market implementation 

·  to make regional and international policy and strategy recommendations based on the business cases  

·  to disseminate these recommendations to policy makers and to actors from the automotive industry. 

Innovative approac h to delivery or dissemination  

The research approach was seen to be innovative because it started from an economic perspective and focused on 
commercial solutions for delivering electric vehicles.  The businesses cases came up with novel concepts e.g. 
Oxford’s business case is based on an electric vehicle ‘usership’ scheme, whereby people pay on a monthly tariff 
basis to hire electric vehicles and Malaga’s business case involves encouraging eco-tourists to hire electric vehicles 
which have been charged using solar panels.  

Engagement with the general public and wider indust ry 

Six short videos (one for E-Mob as a whole and five describing each region’s business case) are being created to 
help disseminate the project. They are aimed at policy makers, people in government, investors, industrialists and 
local and regional authorities. 

E-Mob has sought to engage the wider industry through a number of different events and through maintaining contact 
with key people in industry. The partners have held workshops in each region to brainstorm ideas for the business 
cases, with experts in electric vehicles, the energy sector and the sustainable urban environment. In addition, all 
partners are attending and presenting at Low Carbon Vehicle Technologies 2011 (conference in partnership with UK 
Trade & Investment). 

Policy influence planned  

The partners have different plans for influencing policy. In Noord-Brabant, the project partner hopes to influence the 
Province and five cities in the region, as well as local businesses. In the region of Malopolska, for example, it is 
hoped that E-Mob will have a considerable impact on the regional policy, as updates to this policy are currently being 
prepared. The idea is to include the development of electric car usage in the region as part of the regional strategy. 

The Spanish partners are aiming for local and regional influence (Malaga Town Hall and the ‘Junta’ or Government of 
Andalucía). 
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ITACA 

Innovative Transport Approach in Cities and Metropo litan Areas (ITACA)  
 

Lead partner   

Regione Emilia-Romagna (Emilia-Romagna) 

Other partners  

·  Instituto Nacional de Técnica Aeroespacial (INTA) and Diputación Provincial De Huelva (Andalucía) 

·  Provincia di Rimini (Province of Rimini), Servizio Politiche Territoriali e di Piano (Emilia-Romagna) 

·  Comune di Ferrara (Municipality of Ferrara), Servizio Mobilità e Traffico (Emilia-Romagna) 

·  Stichting Brabantse Milieufederatie (Noord-Brabant) 

·  City of Lidingö (Stockholm). 

Overall aim of the sub -project   

ITACA aims to identify good practices from partner regions in low carbon, urban transport design and share these 
with local policy makers in the seven EU regions. Good practices vary by region and could new or existing 
technologies. Proposed areas for examination included, 

·  car-sharing models 

·  low emission public transport 

·  cycling schemes and  

·  electric vehicle fleets.  

Potential performance and environmental benefits were to be considered and detail provided on implementation, 
operations and maintenance and costs. The good practices would also consider infrastructure needs, legislation and 
safety requirements and describe success and failure factors or conditions as well as potential barriers to 
implementation.  

What type of activity/ approach was planned, in whi ch regions   

The sub-project was developed in response to an observed need amongst public authorities for advice on proven 
sustainable transport options. Many European cities face shared issues when designing low carbon transport 
systems and the INTERREG IVC approach was seen as a good way to promote learning and knowledge transfer 
between EU regions. ITACA planned to work through three subgroups, 

·  innovative technologies: delivering an inventory and assessment of innovative technologies for metropolitan 
transport 

·  management models: delivering an inventory and assessment of low carbon management plans 

·  communication and result dissemination: delivering planning and activities for internal and external 
communication working groups.  

This was intended to deliver three handbooks setting out the best available technologies for low-carbon transport and 
later a database of real operating data for vehicles with innovative technologies was added to disseminate the good 
practices and associated research. 

Innovative approach to deli very or dissemination   

Good practices identified through ITACA were expected to include innovative technologies for urban transport such 
as hybrid vehicles, electric vehicles, fuel cells, use of renewable energies and information systems.  Given the 
current state of innovation in sustainable transport varies between partner regions there was potential for some 
partners to learn innovative practice from more developed regions.  Innovation may also be possible in developing 
low carbon management plans for transport. 

Engagement with the general public and wider indust ry  

Engagement of the general public or wider industry not identified as a key aim of ITACA. 

Policy influence planned   

ITACA planned to influence seven policies including the development of a new environment plan for the city of 
Lidingö in Sweden, hospital and university transport plans in Emilia Romagna, and local and provincial transport 
plans in Andalucía (in addition to Andalucían Energy Agency regional planning). However, a change to governance 
structures (and resulting loss of powers for target agencies) in some regions has impacted on the ability of ITACA to 
influence policies as planned. 
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TraCit 

Transport Carbon IntenCities (TraCit)  
 

Lead partner  

University of Portsmouth Centre for Urban Regeneration (CURe), South East England 

Other partners  

·  Krakow University of Technology, Malopolska, Poland 

·  Stockholm Environment Institute Tallinn, Estonian Institute for Sustainable Development 

·  Viimsi Municipality, Estonia. 

Overall aim of the sub -project  

The overall aim of the project was to identify and share knowledge and best practice between partner regions on 
schemes and policies with the potential to reduce the carbon intensity of travel.  It was intended that TraCit also 
developed a common approach to measure the carbon intensity of travel through transport carbon audits at various 
scales. Although not explicitly stated in the application, some of the partners also aimed to research the costs and 
benefits of transport interventions so that more informed decision-making could take place. 

What type of activity/ approach was planned, in whi ch regions  

Two main problems were being addressed (i) In some regions, although efforts were being made to implement low 
carbon transport policies, current interventions are not necessarily being assessed in terms of all costs or benefits 
before introduction (ii) In other regions, reducing the carbon intensity of travel was new and partners wanted to gain 
and understanding of what was happening in other regions to kick-start their own programmes.  The activities 
undertaken included the organisation of workshops, events and written reports: 

·  workshops in each region and a bike event in Viimsi 

·  transport carbon audits: analysing transport trends, recommendations on sustainable transport systems. 

Case studies, including an evaluation of the cost and benefits, of various pilot projects: 

·  Land Use Transport Interaction Modelling (South East England) 

·  Big Green Commuter Challenge, a travel behaviour intervention in Portsmouth (South East England) 

·  Public transport promotional campaign focussed on trams in Krakow (Malopolska) 

·  ‘Bike happening’ event at the Krakow University of Technology for students and employees (Malopolska) 

·  Educational cartoon aimed at children to teach them about travel options (Tallinn) 

·  New cycle route scheme (Viimsi,Tallinn). 

In terms of assessing costs and benefits, in practice, this was only carried out for some of the case studies (e.g. for 
behaviour interventions in Portsmouth), as some partners were less interested in this type of approach. 

Innovative approach to delivery or dissemination  

Although the content of the project was innovative - the longitudinal evaluation of smarter choices was a unique 
resource for policy makers and academics and the transport carbon audit was not something that had been done in 
Estonia before – but there were no innovative approaches to delivery or dissemination. 

Engagement with the general public and wider indust ry  

Several workshops and other events were planned and these have reached a wide audience. In addition, a launch 
event was planned in order to engage people with the results of the project. These events have not been specifically 
for the public, however, apart from cycle events. 

Poli cy influence planned  

TraCit in general is trying to influence not just what kind of policies are introduced but also the process by which 
policies are chosen and refined, e.g. by assessing the carbon impact of transport policies. Specific 
policies/organisations that it seeks to influence included: 

·  South East England - Smarter Choices Programme (Department for Transport/Portsmouth City Council).  

·  Malopolska – local actors, e.g. the public transport operator in Krakow and Krakow municipality;  

·  Tallinn – Tallinn Environmental Strategy, Tallinn Sustainable Action Plan, Viimsi Comprehensive Plan, Estonia 
National Strategy for Renewable Energy and the update of the National Transport Strategy. 
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TrIsCo 

Transition Island Communities: Empowering Localitie s to Act (TrIsCo)  
 

Lead partner  

The Environment Centre - tEC (South East England) 

Other partners  

·  Universidad de Sevilla (Andalu� ia) 

·  ACER Reggio Emilia (social housing operator in Emilia Romagna) 

·  Stichting Brabantse Milieufederatie (Noord-Brabant) 

·  Viimsi Vallavalitsus Viimsi (Tallinn) 

·  Municipality of Gotland (Stockholm) - exemplar partner due to strong record in sustainability. 

Overall aim of the sub -project  

TrIsCo aimed to produce tools and guidance to help local authorities, communities and businesses implement 
initiatives that stimulate behaviour change for carbon reduction and energy efficiency in homes and whole island 
communities. The term ‘island’ refers to distinct communities at different stages of engagement in the climate change 
agenda. TrIsCo will produce two final outputs:  

·  a catalogue of effective instruments and initiatives, with measurement tools, including effective energy efficiency 
measures. This will be the culmination of all learning from study visits in the regions and other research carried 
out through TrIsCo, arranged around different topics in a region, and drawing on real world examples 

·  a Simple Energy Assessment Tool for buildings, essentially a household carbon footprint calculator, created by 
experts at the University of Seville.  

What type of activity/ approach was planned, in whi ch regions  

The TrIsCo sub-project includes the following strands of activity: 

·  defining methods to achieve energy efficiency behaviour change 

·  encouraging citizen and community responsibility for carbon reduction  

·  building capacity for knowledge transfer to occur between regions and partners 

·  policy influence; utilising educational and political processes to drive behaviour change. 

In the beginning of TrIsCo the lead partner in the South East had planned to use UK national indicators to develop a 
baseline and measure energy efficiency performance over time.  Change in government policy means these 
indicators are no longer mandatory, which has restricted the ability of the sub-project to collect required data. 
Therefore, this has necessitated a change of focus in the catalogue.  

Innovative approach to delivery or dissemination  

TrisCo is particularly innovative for the Tallinn region; the knowledge gained will be rolled out on the island of Viimsi 
in Estonia as they will be starting their community engagement work from scratch. 

Engagement with the general public and wider indust ry  

To engage with island communities TrisCo planned to hold 41 community road-shows/ climate street parties to help 
inform people and change their behaviour, run 14 school education programmes to involve 2900 citizens and 430 
school children; engage with 115 SME businesses and hold 16 training seminars. TrisCo also has a communication 
plan to disseminate results of the projects through local news media to engage the wider public and collect evidence 
from surveying up to 6000 residents about carbon related behaviour change. 

Policy influence planned  

TrIsCo aimed to inform policies (local to European) on behaviour change utilising educational and political processes. 
In the South East the energy tool was intended to respond to the Energy Efficiency Directive, UK National Indicators, 
e.g. on fuel poverty, UK Fuel Poverty Strategy, a Hampshire wide insulation scheme, Warm Homes, Greener Homes, 
Decent Homes Standards and the Sustainable Communities Act. The focus in Emilia Romagna is on social housing: 
influencing local authorities, architects, engineers as well as energy focused SMEs to raise awareness of the need 
for CO2 reduction at the household level. However a move towards localism in England and The Netherlands, away 
from regional governance, has impacted on the South East England and Noord-Brabant agendas.  
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Annex B: Impact of the POWER sub-projects 

SEECA 

Strategy for Energy Efficiency through Climate Agre ements (SEECA)  
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbo ok, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

SEECA aimed to establish a new strategic approach to motivate key stakeholders at local and regional level to take 
positive action to mitigate climate change. SEECA provided outputs to help regions develop regional specific climate 
and energy strategies. The implementation of these strategies will be assisted by climate agreements which are 
signed up to by public sector bodies and key stakeholders including businesses. 

Summary of the key deliverables and achievements  

The main outcomes for the sub-project are: 

·  climate agreements established in regions 

·  climate strategies transferable to local areas and regions  

·  research and guidance for baseline measurement for eco driving heavy machinery 

·  a climate agreement website has been developed for companies to pledge a commitment to the environment 
and work towards achieving an environmental quality standard. 

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of citizens, industrial orgs and public authori ties with increased capacity and awareness in reduc ing 
carbon footprint  

Examples of activity to increase capacity and raise awareness: 

·  training to increase awareness amongst heavy vehicles drivers of the need for more environmental conscious 
driving and eco-driving standards 

·  eco-calendars in Malopolska used as an effective form of communication to educate the public on how to be 
energy efficient 

·  awareness raising amongst companies of biofuels, CNG and Eco-driving techniques and solutions in order to 
reduce carbon emissions. 

no. of good practices identified and then also succ essfully transferred  

Examples of good practices identified: 

·  eco-calendar as a strategy manual  

·  eco-driving - techniques for heavy vehicles 

·  practices on how to reduce energy.  

no. of regional/local policies and instruments addr essed in the field tackled by the project  

Local authorities are now informed and can use the sub-project results in their energy plans, for example the 
Andalucía plan for sustainable energy (2014 start) has been informed by SEECA. In Tallinn, the results of the study 
has been used as an input to local sustainable energy management plan, waste management planning, to influence 
road cleaning and building company practices. No progress has been made in influencing the Tallinn Transport 
Department or Tallinn Communal Department although some progress has been made in influencing the Tallinn 
Environmental Department. 

In Stockholm some progress has been made in engaging businesses, academic institutions and politicians through 
SEECA and there has been a good level of influence on local authorities. In Mapoloska SEECA has had a good level 
of influence on the Niepolomice Municipality, and some progress has been made in engaging and influencing large 
and small companies in Niepolomice Industrial Zone. SEECA has also influenced the PEA Baltic Project a national 
plan and Energie Cites PNEC (regional plan). 

Impact on the regions involved  

The most important outputs and indicators for SEECA were considered to be: 

·  the number of climate agreements signed 

·  eco-driving research on driving standards 
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Strategy for Energy Efficiency through Climate Agre ements (SEECA)  
 

·  the  climate and energy strategies produced as a result of SEECA 

·  direct project outputs such as eco-driving seminars. 

The SEECA partnership was reported to be successful; the partners have been engaged and eager to contribute 
work, despite language issues affecting communications at times. It is not clear if any partnership working 
established through the sub-project will continue when it ends although there was an appetite amongst however lack 
of funding may prohibit the possibility of continuing working together.  

Overall, SEECA was considered by sub-project partners to have had a ‘good’ level of impact on partner organisations 
involved and their wider regions. A good level of impact was also expected for other EU regions beyond those that 
participated in SEECA. For example, Uppsala has helped implement climate agreements in the wider Stockholm 
region and informing other areas of the SEECA.  

The sub-project partners indicated there is going to be continued use of the outputs and legacy of the sub-project by 
their region. The regions will use the new knowledge gained from SEECA in their daily activities, in this way outputs 
will be mainstreamed into other public service activities. Tallinn and Mapolska will be using good practices to 
influence their city and local development plans and Uppsala will use the climate strategy work to take it forward at 
local levels and promote wider uptake of Climate Agreements. In the Stockholm region there are also plans to 
introduce new rules in public procurement of municipal services to ensure that all drivers have an Eco-driving licence. 

Transferability of the outputs  

Most of the sub-project partners expect Climate Agreements to be highly transferable to a variety of contexts in their 
region, country and other EU regions. The partnership is wide with many countries involved and other EU regions 
should be interested in findings and it is hoped that the recommendations will be transferable. However outputs need 
to be validated through some testing before disseminating to wider stakeholders.  
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GENERATION 

 
Green Energy Auditing for a Low Carbon Economy (GEN ERATION) 
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbo ok, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

The core output that the project will deliver is a Methodology for Simplified Energy Audits (SEA). This will be an 
online tool, complete with user manual, available to download free of charge.�Among the tool’s outputs will be a 
series of suggested improvements to increase the energy efficiency of a building. This output aids decision making 
by demonstrating the profitability of making the suggested improvements, and generates a full report with information 
on energy demand, energy consumption and CO2 emissions.  

The online tool has been developed on the basis of best practice identified in each of the 4 participating regions. This 
was done through the completion of questionnaires designed by the lead partner. The online tool was not yet 
finalised as of August 2011, but was on track. 

The tool has undergone a series of test audits of public buildings in each of the four participating regions. Each of the 
four partners conducted 10 SEAs of public buildings in their region (total of 40) with the aim of achieving 
improvements in the buildings’ energy performance and reducing CO2 emissions. 

Summary of the key d eliverables and achievements  

Among the sub-projects outputs are: 

·  the online SEA tool and a user manual 

·  a series of suggested improvements to increase the energy efficiency of a building generated by a full report 
with information on energy demand, energy consumption and CO2 emissions 

·  the sub-project also resulted in some spin-off activity, two of the project partners, IAT (Andalu� ia) and the 
Province of Modena (Emilia Romagna) have submitted a proposal called BUILDING2ZERO to the IEE 
Programme, based on the results of the GENERATION project. This new project proposal responds to the 
interest expressed by the EU in implementing measures and instruments – including financial and regulatory – 
for increasing the proportion of the existing building stock converted into nearly zero-energy buildings. The 
Simplified Energy Audit developed by the GENERATION project will play a role in the spin-off project if the bid is 
successful. 

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of good practices identified and then also succ essfully transferred  

2 best practices regarding building energy audits have identified in each of the 4 participating regions – a total of 8 
best practices, which are available on the project website. Some of these best practices will be specifically 
referenced in the online SEA tool.  

no. of regional/local policies and instruments addr essed in the field tackled by the project  

In Andalu� ia, where the lead partner is located, the major problem is that sustained economic growth in recent years 
has been accompanied by an increase in energy needs. The region’s Sustainable Energy Plan 2007-13 includes the 
enhancement of energy audits in the service sector, such as hospitals and office buildings, thus providing the 
GENERATION project with an opportunity to help achieve these goals. 

The energy plan of Emilia-Romagna requires all public buildings to achieve energy certification by December 2013. 
The availability of the SEA tool will support compliance with this requirement. 

Improved policy recommendations aiming at reduction  of the regions ecological footprint  

The main aim has been to provide a practical tool for building owners (including local authorities, etc) to use to 
reduce their energy bills and CO2 footprint. However, the project is also developing a White Paper including a set of 
recommendations for policy makers on energy efficiency to ensure the continuation of project activities beyond the 
end of the project lifetime  

Impact on the regions involved  

Sub-project partners considered it too early to be definitive about impacts as these will only be visible in the longer 
term, but as far as could be anticipated e-survey respondents believed that the project had already had a high level 
of impact on the partner organisations themselves. The Andalu� ian and South East England partners believe that 
there is likely to be a ‘good’ level of impact on their wider region and on other EU regions; however the Emilia-
Romagna partner expects it to have ‘little’ impact at these levels. Impacts are likely to be practical / operational level, 
rather than at policy level.  

The e-survey response from Emilia-Romagna indicates that ‘no progress’ has been made yet on influencing any of its 
three target audiences: the Province of Modena, Environmental Education Centres and local authorities in the 
Modena province. In South East England ‘some progress’ has been made in influencing private and public sector 
energy managers in the region. In Andalu� ia ‘some progress’ has been made in influencing other national 
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Green Energy Auditing for a Low Carbon Economy (GEN ERATION) 
 

stakeholders. 

In Poland the influence of the project on policy is expected to be fairly limited. The organisations that tend to be 
interested in the project are those which either build or own groups of buildings, including local governments and 
social housing associations.  

Transferability of the outputs  

In principle the transferability of the project tool is unlimited. It was prepared on the basis of data from different 
climates and can therefore be used in different regions. It will be available to anyone free of charge, together with a 
user manual.   

Sub-projects indicated that the potential for transferability was either ‘fair’ or ‘good’ at the various levels identified. 
There seemed to be greater pessimism about transferability to ‘other areas in your country’ (3/3 rated only as ‘fair’) 
compared to ‘other areas in your region’ (2/3 rated ‘good’).  

The Emilia-Romagna partner has chosen to focus on energy efficiency in the building sector because as a provincial 
administration it manages many public buildings including schools. The plan is to use the GENERATION tool across 
the 47 municipalities in this province.  

In Poland, where the partner is a university, the tool/methodology resulting from the project will be introduced to 
university curricula as well as with energy auditors who deliver training courses. However, since Polish legislation 
buildings require a full energy audit; and the project methodology/tool does not qualify under this criteria there are 
some barriers to using the tool to support policy implementations but nonetheless the tool is expected to be useful. 
For example, some areas of the region are more interested than others: for example Krakow, the regional capital, 
suffers from high air pollution caused by local heating systems based on coal; also Zakopane, a popular mountain 
resort, geothermal energy is being developed rapidly and the SEA may be useful in these areas.  
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WICO 

Wind of the Coast (WICO)  
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbo ok, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

The core output is Policy GuideLines to promote and accelerate the uptake of small wind renewable energy systems 
in the European Union. The main objective of this guide is to provide a decision-making framework for administrators 
and politicians who have a direct influence in their local or regional territory on policy design and implementation. 
These have been published and can be downloaded from the project website.  

The lead partner, Emilia-Romagna, together with Huelva in Andalu� ia, worked on the technical and context analysis, 
while Marine South East in the UK was responsible for communication 

Summary of the key deliverables and achievements  

The core outputs have been the production of policy guidelines for small wind systems for planners and 
administrators.  In the course of delivery this has led to, 

·  transfer of successful incentive schemes for small wind such as the feed-in-tariff scheme in the Municipality of 
Huelva 

·  in Andalu� ia, WICO has led to the creation of local bylaws and small wind pilot installations 

·  and, once legislation has been influenced as a result of the project, the Diputacion de Huelva is progressing with 
plans to install some small wind turbines in public buildings and connect them to the national grid 

·  WICO produced its policy guidelines in April 2011 allowing it to be one of the few sub-projects to crystallise its 
policy impacts in the course of project delivery. 

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of citizens, industrial orgs and public authori ties with increased capacity and awareness in reducing 
carbon footprint 

Emilia-Romagna has produced two comprehensive articles (in Italian) about WICO and POWER in the Scientific 
Journal "Ecoscienza", distributed in 3000 hard copies and via the internet. 

no. of good practices identified and then a lso successfully transferred  

·  the UK feed-in tariff system has been transferred to Spain as a result of a recommendations paper prepared by 
the Municipality of Huelva 

·  specific local agreements at local level started by the Province of Ravenna have been replicated in Huelva, 
Andalu� ia.  

no. of regional/local policies and instruments addr essed in the field tackled by the project  

In July 2011 a new regulation (regional decree) was approved in Andalucía governing the grid connection of on shore 
wind energy. An independent power quota of 30MW was granted - enough to implement many small wind 
installations in the region for plants between 100 kW-2MW and installations up to 200KW each. 

Improved policy recommendations aiming at reduction  of the regions ecological footprint  

WICO has produced Policy GuideLines to promote and accelerate the uptake of small wind renewable energy 
systems in the European Union. The main objective of this guide is to provide a decision-making framework for 
administrators and politicians who have a direct affect in their local or regional territory on policy design and 
implementation.  

Impact on the regions involved  

In Emilia-Romagna, the Province of Ravenna has taken the project findings on board, and its Energy Plan now 
includes provision for incentives for small scale wind plants. It is developing an agreement with Soprintendenza ai 
Beni Paesaggistici (body in charge of landscape preservation) to simplify procedures for granting permission to small 
wind farms. The Province has signed an agreement with Beach Managers promoting the installation of small wind 
plants. The project partners feel that ‘some’ progress has been made in influencing the Municipal coast and 
‘significant’ influence had been achieved with respect of the Provincial Energy Plan. 

In Andalu� ia, the Diputacion de Huelva is working on a model local law aimed at simplifying procedures for small 
wind farms. It is engaged in transferring the guidelines into national energy planning. The e-survey response from 
Andalu� ia identified that ‘good level of influence’ had been achieved in influencing the National Plan for Renewable 
Energies, and ‘significant’ influence had been achieved with APPA, the National Association of Renewable Energy 
Producers. 

Interest in the project extends more widely, and a major Italian power provider, ENEL, has donated technical goods 
to the project as an indication of its real interest in WICO.  

Transferability of the outputs  

In Italy, a graduate student in sustainable tourism at Genoa University (in Liguria region) is now writing his thesis on 



INTERREG IVC POWER Programme Evaluation 
 

 B-6

Wind of the Coast (WICO)  
 

this topic, which will involve a sample of tourist and marine resorts in Liguria region in order to investigate the 
transferability of WICO to other regions as a consequence of participating in one of the WICO workshops 

The Italian partners identify the potential for transferability as ‘excellent’, Three wind turbines are to be installed on 
the roofs of hotels on the Ravenna coast, and it is hoped that this will be an example for others to follow. The 
Spanish partners rate the potential for transferability as ‘good’, while the UK partner considers it only as ‘fair’ which is 
largely because there is already are separate systems for planning for small and large wind generation.  
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TIMBER 

Tools for Integrated Management of Biomass Energy R esources (TIMBER)  
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbo ok, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

The project aims to design a standard model for the regional development of sustainable and renewable energy 
based on biomass resources. Each partner carries out several studies (such as regional sustainable analyses in 
biomass production, feasibility studies on several kinds of biomass, location studies, logistics studies) on which the 
standard regional model will be based. This model will be usable in other regions in Europe. 

Stockholm (a late partner in the project) was already further down the road in terms of biomass expertise than the 
other partners, and took a lead role in large-scale biomass issues.  

Summary of the key deliverables and achievements  

The outcomes of the subproject included: 

·  a standard biomass model to support regional development 

·  regional biomass plans in each of the partner regions.   

This has led to, 

·  an integrated landscape management and biomass flows policy in Noord Brabant and increased role for 
biomass in the Noord Brabant Renewable Energy Plans 

·  increased understanding and productive dialogue between potential biomass suppliers and customers in 
Buckinghamshire 

·  work is underway to apply the results in an IEE bid including Stockholm and another German partner. 

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of good practices identified and then also  successfully transferred  

Good practices from existing regional biomass project have been identified which provide a summary of the technical 
and operating framework supporting biomass.  

no. of regional/local policies and instruments addr essed in the fie ld tackled by the project  

·  five regional energy plans for biomass have been developed, one in each partner region.  

·  Buckingham County Council agreed that all new build across their entire estate must now meet BREEAM 
Standards 

·  the work of TIMBER has influenced the Regional Action Programme for Energy and Climate of Stockholm 
County Council. 

Improved policy recommendations aiming at reduction  of the regions ecological footprint  

TIMBER has produced a report with policy recommendations, available on the POWER website. 

Impact on the regions involved  

In Brabant a link has been made between long-term landscape management and the production of biomass flows 
that Brabant can provide in future, whereby biomass production flows become the driving force behind the regional 
policy landscape for the future. This is said to be a unique and innovative relationship, possibly the first of its kind. In 
addition the project has increased the focus on biomass for the region: biomass is now one of the major topics in 
their overall energy vision. 

In Stockholm, the project helped to inform and implement the infrastructure planning of the Stockholm region 
(launched in early 2010): it helps to identify what logistics and technologies are needed, where the fuel will come 
from and how to help transition from fossil fuels to biomass. Stockholm is also involved in applying to another project 
in Intelligent Energy Europe (IEE), with a German partner taking the lead. If successful, the project will look at how 
individuals and societies can make best use of biomass as an alternative fuel.  

Transferability of the outputs  

The UK, Dutch and Spanish partners rate the potential for transferability as ‘good’. The Polish and Swedish partners 
are more cautious, rating transferability as ‘fair’.  

Internationally there is reported to be very weak and inconsistent data surrounding the use and logistics of biomass.  
Because power companies compete, they are reluctant to share information on usage, origins and delivery of 
biomass with each other and other stakeholders. This can cause problems for other regions wanting to use the 
biomass model developed by the project and some prior work on understanding the market in biofuels might be 
necessary before the standard model could be applied. 
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SILCS 

Strategies for Innovative Low Carbon Settlements (S ILCS) 
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbo ok, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

Partners had different views as to the core output of SILCS. The lead partner thought that the thematic reports based 
around the themes of participation, financing, organising and technology and based on the finding of existing pilots in 
the regions were the key outputs of SILCS. Other partners thought that the core output was the charrettes/workshops 
held in the regions, i.e. the process of bringing decision-makers together (from local authorities, industry and other 
organisations) to flesh out the barriers to eco-innovation in buildings and to come up with solutions was the most 
important part of the project. 

These different expectations meant that there were difficulties in engaging partners and reconciling aims in order to 
produce one coherent output. 

Summary of the key deliverables and achievements  

The main outcomes of the projects were,  

·  bringing together a wide range of stakeholders involved in the creation of low carbon settlements to debate and 
discuss barriers to delivery and success factors 

·  the research report highlighted how innovative methods of organisation, participation, finance and technology 
can be implemented in the housing sector.  

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of citizens, industrial orgs and public authori ties with increased capacity and awareness in reduc ing 
carbon footprint  

Examples include, 

·  University of Portsmouth event involving local councillors had around 120 attendees over the two days.  

·  EPSA event with both public and private sector attendees. 

no. of good practices identified and then also succ essfully transferred  

Examples of good practices identified include, 

·  Design Charrette in Viimsi  for SILCS & TraCit which looks at participatory activities and approaches to 
community engagement 

·  good practices identified in existing low carbon development in the South East including Chale Community 
Project on the Isle of Wight and Graylingwell Park a carbon neutral neighbourhood in Chichester 

·  good practices identified in existing low carbon initiatives in Andalu� ia including the retrofitting of Poligono Sur 
and San Martin de Porres' neighbourhoods 

·  one of the ways those involved with SILCS would like the good practices to develop is to move from simply 
sharing successes to deeper project discussions to allow for mutual influencing and innovation. 

Impact on the regions involved  

Kent County Council is able to use the outcomes of SILCS as they are local authority developing policy. The 
recommendations from SILCS have fed directly into Kent’s investment strategy and ideas for its investment fund. It 
also influenced the contract for Kent Design. 

The EPSA event in Andalu� ia also raised awareness of eco-innovation in the region and intention is to use the 
findings of SILCS to help a pilot development project, although this is still in the conceptual stages. 

The networks and expert partners contacts developed and The University of Portsmouth are looking for opportunities 
for further collaboration with regional experts involved in the project and Kent County Council and Noord Brabant are 
similarly exploring follow on activity that develops on their experience in SILCs. 

Transferability of the outputs  

The final research report output of the project is not yet finalised and although it may set out many valuable findings it 
has not been possible to include the results in the evaluation fully.   From what was available at the time of writing 
were not able to comment on the extent to which the final report had been tailored or structured to support policy 
influencing in the three partner regions.  Most of the dissemination activities were due to take place at the final stage 
of the project in September 2011 and include plans for dissemination within the South East, e.g. through local 
authority networks and a launch event. 

Some of the findings of the workshops were very specific to the area where they were located. In particular, Kent 
County Council’s workshop was relevant to the local audience and transferability was not such an emphasis and aim 
of the event. And since there was only one Mediterranean partner, it was suggested that the focus on heating 
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Strategies for Innovative Low Carbon Settlements (S ILCS) 
 

systems as opposed to cooling, made SILCS less transferrable to lots of other regions Mediterranean regions of 
Europe.  In additions Andalucía’s social and economic situation is also thought to be very different, making some of 
the recommendations on low carbon settlements very specific to its regional context.  
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E-Mob 

E-Mobility accelerator (E -Mob) 
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbo ok, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

Business cases demonstrating how commercial electric vehicles on a large scale could work, which can then be used 
to promote and raise awareness of electric cars in the regions. These were delivered by adding detail to outline 
business cases with the help of experts in the regions and by looking at pilots already operating in the regions and 
the challenges that these would need to overcome in order to rely less on public funding. 

The project is less focussed on changing policy; rather the approach is to look at encouraging businesses to see the 
potential for commercialisation of electric vehicles. 

Summary of the key deliverables and achievements  

Overall, the following outcomes have been achieved: 

·  five business cases (one for each region involved) 

·  promotional videos and interactive e-brochures of the business cases, recommendations and E-Mob as a whole 
set out in the 10 Commandments of E-Mob Policy and Strategy 

·  workshops in all partner regions to help with the development of the business cases and build capacity in 
supporting the commercial development of electric vehicles 

·  alongside the electric vehicle business cases, are the policy and strategy recommendations to regional, 
national, EU stakeholders and decision makers. 

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of good practices identified and then also succ essfully transferred  

Examples include the work that is being done in Andalu� ia on solar power charging. This provided inspiration for the 
business case in the South East. 

Impact on the regions involved  

It is difficult to assess the impact that E-Mob will have on the regions involved because none of the business cases 
have been tested on a large scale. Nor are there yet concrete plans for this to happen. But the fact that is now more 
momentum on electric vehicle activities in the regions is an indication on how E-Mob has moved the market and 
provided the tools for making this happen. For example, the launch of the Oxford Electric Vehicle Consortium in July 
2011 was partly due to the work of E-Mob in Oxfordshire and the sub-project has supported the creation of an 
environment where the growing technology and supply side of the industry are more confident that “now is the time” 
to capitalise on the significant opportunity in the region.  

E-Mob has also had impacts on the partner organisations. MEERI in Poland in particular has learnt a lot from being 
involved in E-Mob and is going to continue promoting electric vehicles.  In Poland, the aim is to use the 
recommendations of E-Mob to influence strategic policy documents (as there is a review of these documents 
currently underway). The project had some influence, along with other POWER projects, in influencing the 
preparation of the regional energy plan which is not a legal requirement. 

E-Mob has established links between the partners and led to ‘bilateral contracts’. Some of the partners consulted 
expressed an interest in continuing to work together in the future. The University of Malaga and MEERI and 
University of Malaga and Oxford Brookes University have been exchanging information on classes and teaching, 
stimulating the research and teaching agenda in these institutions, for example, leading to the development of 
sustainable engineering courses.  

Transferability of the outputs  

None of the business cases have yet to be tested in the regions for which they were designed.   However, they are 
potentially highly transferrable, the outputs were designed for this, and the videos and other dissemination material 
should prompt other regions to take on some of the ideas. 

The approaches in the different regions show a variety of possibilities so different elements will be suitable for 
different regions. For example, in Noord-Brabant, a policy approach was taken leading to the creation of a working 
policy model for the region. In contrast, the Malaga business case was based on eco-tourism and hiring electric cars 
charged by solar PV. One business case (Uppsala) focussed on electric vehicles in cold weather so this will only be 
applicable to certain parts of Europe or beyond. 
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ITACA 

Innovative Transport Approach in Cities and Metropo litan Areas (ITACA)  
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbo ok, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

ITACA aimed to lower the carbon output of urban transport by providing information on the use of innovative 
sustainable technologies coupled with demand management. The core output of ITACA is one handbook containing 
good practices in low carbon mobility models and technologies. 

The handbook explores a range of options and approaches to demand management models and innovative 
technologies. It covers methodologies for mobility management at different levels, from municipal environmental 
plans to single site transport plans (e.g. for a hospital). ITACA has collated basic information on CO2 reducing 
technologies from the regions and compile real operating data for vehicles to enable comparisons of different 
technologies.  

This data has been made available as a separate database tool to inform decision making on low carbon transport. 
Authorities and agencies can access this database to rank vehicles and technologies by carbon emissions and 
suitability in local conditions. The final report for ITACA will include wheel to wheel life cycle analysis for transport 
models. 

Summary of the key deliverables and achievements  

ITACA provides information to promote a wide-ranging, integrated approach to achieving low-carbon transport 
models in urban areas.  The ultimate aim is to influence sustainable transport policies in the future, through  

·  use of the handbook and database tool which builds the case for energy-efficient land use in the future rather 
than seeing innovative technologies as a panacea 

·  simple, cheap technologies such as bicycles together with behaviour change providing the most sustainable and 
cost effective solutions for mobility management 

·  the handbook/ final report also lists a set of policy recommendations for ITACA partners to influence sustainable 
transport strategies going forward 

·  policy outcomes are not expected during the sub-project’s lifetime; rather the shaping of future transport policies 
through use of the handbook and tool will be the legacy of the sub-project.  

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of citizens, industrial orgs and public authori ties with increased capacity and awareness in reduc ing 
carbon footprint  

Examples include,  

·  building greater awareness of transport issues amongst citizens in Andalu� ia  

·  building capacity for industry by engagement with a hospital’s transport planning activity in Emilia Romagna.  

no. of good practices identified and then also succ essfully transf erred  

ITACA partners pursued a variety of innovative mobility management projects. Examples of good practice studies 
presented by sub-project partners in the handbook are: 

·  car-sharing, public bike services and bus smart cards 

·  the Pedibus scheme in Emilia Romagna; a ‘walking’ bus to take children safely to school with timetable and 
scheduled stops. This takes cars off the road at peak times and encourages walking habits amongst young 
children 

·  efficient bike hire scheme to support the rail network in Noord-Brabant 

·  managing mobility demand in Emilia Romagna, by installing a canteen in an industrial area to reduce the 
number of trips home made by staff at lunchtime  

·  incentive schemes are common e.g. fare reduction for off peak travel on public transport. But one ITACA partner 
tested fare reductions for public sector workers which go beyond the usual fare reduction for off peak travel or 
social groups (e.g. disabled, children, elderly). 

Partners also pursued innovative technologies, and supporting approaches, for sustainable transport: 

·  electric bus experience in Seville; Mini E developed by BMW; hybrid-electric vehicles; battery-electric vehicles; 
fuel cell vehicles; Stockholm biogas bus project.  

·  a green parking initiative in Noord-Brabant, to provide free parking at desirable locations to registered Green 
badge cars with the lowest CO2-emissions in their category. 

·  the Lidingö approach to environmental planning. 

Given the time required to transfer most of the good practices identified, the adoption of good practices is not 
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Innovative Transport Approach in Cities and Metropo litan Areas (ITACA)  
 

expected to happen during the sub-projects lifetime. 

no. of regional/local policies and instruments addr essed in the field tackled by the project  

Most of the policies that have been influenced during ITACA are local. Hard policy outcomes have been limited to 
date, but this is expected since ITACA is seeking to shape future policies through its legacy of tools, rather than 
change current policies.  Examples of policies addressed by the sub-project 

·  the people transport management model in Rimini has been influenced to a large extent and there has been 
some influence in Ferrara 

·  in Emilia Romagna there has been a good level of influence on transportation companies and transport 
authorities (e.g. association of taxi drivers) at the local level 

·  in Stockholm ITACA has influenced the environmental programme, particularly the local fleet policy 

·  in Andalu� ia four local sustainable mobility plans have been influenced by some of the findings of ITACA and 
more generally Andalu� ia will use the results of all the POWER projects to feed into its updated Sustainable 
Energy Plan (PASENER) which will come into effect in 2014 

·  the handbook will include a set of recommendations for ITACA partners seeking to devise and influence 
sustainable transport policies and strategies. 

Impact on the regions involved  

ITACA was seen to have had a ‘good’ or ‘significant’ level of impact on partner organisations involved, for example, 
increasing access to innovative technologies and knowledge. But little impact was reported on the sub-project 
partners’ respective wider region, and it was perceived that there has been no impact on other EU regions beyond 
the four that participated in ITACA.  

The sub-project partners do not have a plan for the formal continuation of ITACA’s activities post POWER 
programme; although some were considering possibilities for collaboration. ITACA will have a continued impact 
through the handbook and the tools and data produced in the course of the sub-project. Some direct project outputs 
were observed for ITACA: 

·  in Stockholm, at the local level, two of main outputs achieved as a result of best practice from partners: an 
Environmental Plan and Bicycle campaign 

·  in Andalu� ia, Sustainable Mobility Plans for the municipalities were achieved through ITACA 

·  in Emilia Romagna, Rimini and Ferrara were able to incorporate ITACA results in their sustainable mobility 
planning  

·  in Andalu� ia, a laboratory has used new knowledge about sustainable transport and implemented the results 
obtained from R&D projects into real applications. 

Transferability of the outputs   

Most of the sub-project partners expect the tools to be highly transferable to a variety of contexts; due to the wide-
ranging inputs received from regions at least some of the material will be relevant to local audiences.  

The good practices that are described arise from specific environments but were deemed representative enough to 
be useful as generic example but prospects for transferability to other EU regions was deemed to be fair to poor 
overall by the sub-project partners.  This is consistent with the comments by sub-project partners that resources and 
direct communications between partners were necessary to support the transfer of good practice from one region to 
another. 
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TraCit 

Transport Carbon IntenCities (TraCit)  
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbook, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

One of the major outputs was the ‘Transport Carbon Intensities’ methodology addressing the main aim of the project 
by developing a common approach to measure the carbon intensity of travel. 

There was a wide array of other outputs, however, such as transport models, longitudinal evaluations of a smarter 
choices programme and promotional cartoon which were associated with and resulted from various existing pilot 
studies which were underway in each region – each very different in character and relationship to the development of 
the carbon intensity model.  

Summary of the key deliverables and achievements  

The main outcomes of TraCit were,  

·  a common methodology for measuring the carbon intensity of travel  

·  in the course of delivering this TraCit partners undertook a range of activity on sustainable transport, some 
looking at the implementation tools and some raising awareness.  They also lead to 

·  improved design and delivery of existing regional low carbon transport pilots  

·  increased knowledge and capacity amongst partners about sustainable transport, particularly in the Tallinn 
region where TraCit has already helped make the case for funding of better connection of the cycle routes 
between Tallinn and Viimsi 

·  increased the profile of sustainable transport’s contribution to reducing carbon emissions in Malopolska and 
Poland via presentations to the National Advisory Committee on CO2 emissions. 

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of good practices identified and then also succ essfully transferred  

·  review of a coastline development incorporating leisure facilities in Viimsi 

·  results of a ‘Bike Happening’ at Cracow University of Technology  

·  simulation analysis of different land use schemes and various transport system development in terms of CO2 
emissions. 

Impact on the regions involved   

The impact of TraCit has most been felt in the Viimsi area, where a range of activities have been taken forward: 

·  Viimsi parish and Tallinn city are making use of the transport carbon audit to inform the Tallinn City Transport 
Strategy and  Viimsi parish development plan 

·  as a result of seeing that the Krakow bike event was effective, a bike event was planned in Viimsi as well, using 
the Krakow experience of hosting the event as a model. The purpose of this event was to promote cycling in the 
area 

·  seeing the transport modelling work has meant that Viimsi is likely to undertake transport modelling in the future. 

Central government in Estonia is also using the outcomes of TraCit as an input to the development of a national 
sustainable development plan. 

The transport carbon audit study was introduced to State Chancellery, Ministry of Economic Affairs and 
Communications and other public authorities on local and national level.   

The University of Portsmouth are hoping to influence local authorities through face to face meetings to explore how 
TraCit can help them. By evaluating the Smarter Choices programme, the University hopes to help deliver more 
effective interventions. 

Transferability of the outputs  

While the outputs are in principle transferrable (and some of the ideas have already transferred), with a project only 
lasting 18 months, it was felt that there was insufficient time for this kind of knowledge transfer to actually see results 
within the project period. 
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TrIsCo 

Transition Island Communities: Empowering Localitie s to Act (TrIsCo)  
 

What was the final output (e.g. tool, guide, handbo ok, strategy) and how was this delivered?  

TrIsCo aims to test and collect proven methods for engaging whole island communities in energy efficiency and the 
use of renewable technologies. Two final outputs have been delivered by TrIsCo.  

·  a catalogue of good practice detailing instruments and initiatives for achieving behaviour change in energy 
efficiency and carbon reduction at the community level 

·  a Simple Energy Assessment (SEA) Tool for buildings (or household carbon footprint calculator), created by the 
University of Seville.  

These are designed to be used beyond the life of the sub-project by community groups, or by public agencies 
seeking to engage with island communities. The planned legacy is the wide distribution of the catalogue and SEA 
tool among communities across the regions; with the aim that future behaviour change will be stimulated by activities 
recommended.  Partners were also developed their own additional separate outputs so as to address their own 
regional specific community issues.   

Summary of the key deliverables and achievements  

The core outputs and legacy will be the catalogue and SEA tool.  And in the course of identifying and developing the 
good practices that are the collated in the catalogue TrIsCo has activity has worked alongside other community 
projects,  

·  to deliver education programmes including a tiered programme for primary schools to colleges developed and 
delivered by the Noord-Brabant partner 

·  to build community capacity via training programmes including work in the South East to link energy advisors 
with those affected by fuel poverty 

·  to increase community engagement via eco days, street parties and, for example a solar and biomass heating 
fair in Gotland   

·  additional outputs were also developed, for example Stockholm region produced behaviour change calendars 
for all households to encourage more sustainable lifestyles. 

The outcomes expected are: 

·  local authorities informed about behaviour change as a strategy for climate change mitigation and incorporate 
that knowledge into policy and planning as well as mainstreaming it into public services. Stakeholders have 
already expressed an interest in the catalogue and tool (including local authorities and third sector 
organisations) 

·  increased awareness among citizens about energy efficiency and subsequent behaviour change. 

Quantitative outputs:  

no. of citizens, industrial orgs and public authori ties with increased capacity and awareness in reduc ing 
carbon footprint  

TrIsCo has delivered various activities to engage citizens and industry in behaviour change agenda for a low carbon 
economy and the number of participants in these events is an important indicator of success.   TrIsCo activities to 
raise local awareness of the advantages of energy efficiency and renewable energy sources include: 

·  awareness raising activities delivered in communities, such as Eco Days  and climate street parties 

·  calendars produced and a Solar & Biomass Fair held in Stockholm 

·  students in Mapolska tested behaviour and attitudes around climate change 

·  an energy habits questionnaire was developed under TrIsCo to assess how best to encourage behavioural 
change. 

Also, TrIsCo has actively engaged with communities; for example Whitehill Borden Eco-town and from Transition 
Town groups in the South East. In Emilia Romagna plan to make the tool available to all social housing tenants and 
the general public through the web, and update the survey baseline to understand if and how tenants have modified 
their behaviour as a result of TrIsCo. 

no. of good practices identified and then also succ essfully transferred  

Examples include a cavity wall and loft insulation referral service and a renewable energy referral service at the 
environment centre in South East England.  

no. of regional/local policies and instruments addr essed in the field tackled by the project  

In Stockholm, Gotland’s climate/eco policy will be informed and partly implemented through the behavioural change 
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Transition Island Communities: Empowering Localitie s to Act (TrIsCo)  
 

information work being carried out through TrIsCo. Poor quality of public information was identified as a main barrier 
to behaviour change and TrIsCo is addressing this through the local energy plan and local biogas strategy. 

In South East England, there has been some progress in influencing the UK Fuel Poverty Strategy (a national policy) 
and success in influencing the climate change policies of East Hampshire District Council and Portsmouth City 
Council. However, since TrIsCo there has been a change in government and the national indicators which predicated 
local government action around climate change mitigation are no longer mandatory, therefore planned policy 
influence could not be achieved. Furthermore, regional government agencies and their policies have been wound 
down. However, demand for the tools from local authorities and other interested parties to inform their work is 
expected to continue despite the changes. 

In Noord -Brabant, progress has been made in influencing the Agentschap national policy and regional plan of 
Provincie Noord Brabant although similarly to South East England a move towards localism has left the region 
without regional policies to influence. Learning for Sustainable Development is a core output for this region. 

Emilia Romagna has enjoyed a good level of influence over the Condomini Virtuosi local plan and some success has 
been achieved in influencing the Tavolo Tecnico Anticrisi local plan. However, influence of a regional plan is nigh on 
impossible since there is no policy which focuses on behavioural change to mitigate against climate change at the 
community level. Nevertheless, useful learning is being transferred to energy and housing policy and planning in the 
Emilia Romagna Region. 

In Andalu� ia, progress has been made and some success has been achieved in influencing Agencia Local de la 
Energía local plan and the regional Agencia Andaluza de la Energía. TrIsCo is also planning to influence the Comité 
AENOR Construccion Sostenible, a national policy. 

Improved policy recommendations aiming at reduction of the regions ecological footprint  

Students from Seville University were closely involved in TrIsCo through the CO2 reduction activities in classes and 
the Master Degree programmes. One individual has developed their work for TrIsCo into a PhD thesis. TrIsCo has 
established a new line of research in the university and a new module in Sustainable Construction has emerged from 
TrIsCo activity, which is now mandatory for forth year students studying Building Engineering. TrIsCo has therefore 
had a lasting impact on the University of Seville.  

Impact on the regions involved  

Some of the impacts on the regions already achieved include, 

·  the creation of 7 climate teams for Noord-Brabant 

·  a new sustainable energy program for primary school children in Noord-Brabant 

·  300 dwellings assessed by Seville University students using the SEA tool. 

There is evidence that there will be continued use of the outputs and legacy of the sub-project by the partners; the 
catalogue and SEA tool are designed to be used beyond the life of the sub-project by various parties. Individual 
regions and partners are also continuing work started in TrIsCo; Emilia Romagna will conduct further research into 
behaviour change amongst housing tenants as a follow up TrIsCo to see what difference it has made and Stockholm 
will re-run events to showcase Gotland as a leader on energy efficiency.  

In addition the TrIsCo partnership has increased the networks of those involved and there are plans for continued 
working between Noord-Brabant and (tEC) in a future INTERREG IVC project building on the experience of TrIsCo. 
The University of Seville is planning to continue working with partners, on the renewable energy strategies for 
Estonia, and also CO2 assessment for housing projects in Italy and the UK. Stockholm is due to host an Estonian 
study tour on renewables and waste recycling.  In addition as a result of POWER, tEC has also become involved with 
the Eco-Town Whitehill Borden and their Low Carbon Communities Challenge, a loan scheme for energy 
efficiency/renewable energy in homes. Emilia Romagna is also exploring continued cooperation with Seville 
University on bio-architecture.  

TrIsCo has had a lasting impact on the University of Seville where some students were closely involved in TrIsCo 
through carbon foot printing activities TrIsCo has established a new line of research at the university and a new 
module in Sustainable Construction has emerged from TrIsCo (mandatory for students on the Building Engineering 
programme).  

Transferability of the outputs  

Most of the sub-project partners expect the catalogue and carbon calculator tools to be highly transferable to a 
variety of contexts in their region, country and other EU regions with the fact the outputs are all in English cited as the 
only barrier.  

Behaviour change being a cross cutting theme within the EU so there is a clear case for transferability of the results. 
All partners have produced inputs for the catalogue; therefore different experiences are brought together in the 
catalogue to ensure it has wide appeal. Most of the practices collected by partners are general to the climate change 
awareness raising and behaviour change agenda and can be shared and adapted easily. End users can also ‘pick 
and choose’ what is relevant to them. The assessment tool has been developed to be flexible with transferability to 
other regions in mind and has sections tailored for different parts of the community – businesses, schools, general 
public etc. 
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Annex C: Regional summaries 

Figure C-1 : POWER programme participating regions 
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Stockholm Region, Sweden 

Stockholm Region EU Office. Its  mission is to coordinate and 
promote its members' joint interests, those of the Stockholm-Mälar 
Region, in matters concerning the region's relation s to the EU. The 
activities of the association are carried out throu gh the wholly-
owned affiliated corporation Stockholm Region EU Of fice. Within 
the framework of the members' competences, the aim of the 
corporation is to monitor priority issues and devel op networks with 
EU institutions as well as other Brussels-based act ors. The main 
activities take place at the office in Brussels. 

 

Policy Context  

At a national level Sweden has set about meeting challenging carbon reduction targets, as a result of which CO2 
emissions per capita averaged just 5.4 tonnes in 2009, one of the lowest levels in Europe. This is the result of strong 
national policy driving growth in district heating powered by biofuels and increased use of renewable sources of 
energy, including hydropower and nuclear for the electricity supply.  

Sweden’s domestic climate policy is linked to the EU’s climate change objectives and common policies. Overall 
objectives include: 

·  20% improvement in energy efficiency by 2020 and 40% reduction in CO2 based upon 1990 levels  

·  50% of energy and 10% of transport fuel to be generated by renewable energy sources by 2020 

·  Sweden will have a vehicle fleet that is independent of fossil fuel by 2030 

·  Sweden’s net greenhouse gas emissions will be zero by 2050 

To meet these objectives, a range of national measures and instruments are being implemented, including:  

·  changes to taxes and tightened economic instruments 

·  implementation of EU-wide decisions, such as CO2 emissions requirements for cars 

·  emission reductions through green investments in developing countries or initiatives in other countries. 

Local policy and other context: 

·  the City of Stockholm has a very strong policy agenda on climate change which is closely aligned to national 
policy. The overall objective is to gradually reduce per capita carbon dioxide emissions over time, to 3 tonnes by 
2015 and to be independent of fossil fuel by 2050 with zero per capita carbon emissions. 

Link to the POWER themes  

All five themes are relevant to the Stockholm region’s overall policy initiatives. But the most salient themes are 
around low carbon public transport renewable energy and energy efficiency due to the regional context.   

Sub-projects the region was involved with and list of p artners involved  

·  ITACA – City of Lidingö 

·  TrIsCo - Municipality of Gotland 

·  TIMBER – Stockholm County Council – Of�ce of Regio nal Planning 

·  SEECA Sub – County Board of Uppsala (lead partner) 

·  E-Mob - The Foundation for cooperation between the universities in Uppsala, the business sector and 
community. 

Changes in the region  

The Stockholm region has fared well with regards to national and regional policy cohesion and continuity. National 
policies and strategies for developing a low carbon economy have cross-party support both locally and nationally, 
and the Stockholm region has had input into, and influence over, these.   

Sweden overall, and Stockholm County Council fared comparatively well during the economic crisis, however 
austerity measures have had an impact on public sector budgets, particularly in communities around Stockholm 
(such as Uppsala and Gotland) which have fared less well and may jeopardise the potential legacy of the POWER 
programme by limiting the opportunities to take forward and build on the work completed within POWER.  In Gotland 
for example, where the TrIsCo sub-project brought forward the area’s existing plans, it is unclear how the legacy will 
be secured without further funding.  
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Stockholm Region, Sweden 

The absence of strong leadership for POWER in the region, with a cohesive overview of all sub-projects has meant 
that much of the tools and thinking generated through POWER have not managed to find their way across to other 
sub-projects which could have benefitted from a more joined up approach.  The Stockholm Region is coordinated 
from a base in Brussels far from the project partners in Uppsala, Lidingö, Stockholm City, and isolated Gotland which 
has hindered Stockholm from fully coordinating their engagement and maximising the potential benefits to the region 
from being involved in POWER programme. 

Impact of the POWER Programme  

Participating in the POWER programme has affirmed to the region that their existing policies are appropriate and on 
track. It has also offered an opportunity to develop practical tools to support the implementation of policies and plans 
at the local level. The programme has also helped to develop networks and contacts across Europe as well as 
helping to develop good practices and to the transfer of knowledge to and from Stockholm and the six regional 
partners.   

There are specific examples where the POWER programme has impacted the Stockholm region: 

·  the TIMBER project has in�uenced the Regional Acti on Programme for Energy and Climate and the 
Development Plan of Stockholm County Council, and has crucially increased cooperation in the region between 
stakeholders. It has helped Stockholm take a lead in developing new thinking in biomass and demonstrating 
how it can work on a large scale 

·  the SEECA project has set up climate agreements between municipalities and private businesses to reduce 
energy consumption and CO2 emissions 

·  ITACA has in�uenced the development of a local env ironmental plan in the City of Lidingö, including the city’s 
own strategy and use of fleet cars 

·  TrIsCo allowed the Municipality of Gotland to significantly improve the scale and reach of their existing 
campaign to make people environmentally aware and change their behaviour to reduce household CO2 
emissions. 

Legacy of the POWER programme  

Many of the tools and policies developed under the sub-projects will continue to be used and taken up where 
possible.  

·  the TIMBER project will help inform the delivery of Stockholm’s energy plan and climate change targets. 
Specifically, the development of good practices in handling biomass waste will become more useful. 

·  the TrIsCo project will shape Gotland’s climate/eco policy, which will be informed and partly implemented 
through the behavioural change information work being completed as part of this sub project.  

·  the SEECA project will provide Uppsala with guidance for baseline measurement in heavy machinery best 
practice eco driving. Local Climate Agreements will be long lasting and increasing in scale by being easily 
transferable.   

However, there is as of yet no cohesive legacy plan in place for the Stockholm region.  One of the issues is around 
the tight timescales for the POWER programme, where delays left partners with little time to complete tasks, where 
there was little thought or resources directed to looking at legacy issues. This is more of a design and project 
planning issue at the EU level rather than local competence issue.  

Many of the partners working on the sub-projects will go back to their fulltime jobs as the funding ceases, leaving little 
time available or impetus to take the policies, good practices and tools forward at pace. Some areas also face 
overarching financial issues that threaten the continuity of policies and schemes already in place after the projects 
end.  

Every partner in the Stockholm region has expressed a desire to continue working on their sub-project or taking it 
forward under a new project (nationally or at EU level) but commitment and support needs to come from decision 
makers at a higher level, including the Stockholm Region office in Brussels and the County Council of Stockholm.  

Stockholm is looking at taking forward the TIMBER project by applying to another project in the IEE with a German 
partner taking the lead. This will start in 2012 and run to 2015. This project will look at how individuals and societies 
can make best use of biomass as an alternative fuel. 
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Tallinn Region, Harju County, Estonia 

Regional Partner  
 
Tallinn City Environment Department is responsible for 
monitoring, analysing and developing measures of 
environmental protection and organising processes t hat improve 
the living environment in the city  

 

Policy Context  

Since the 1990s CO2 emissions per capita in Estonia have decreased significantly largely due to industrial 
reorganization upon transition to a market economy, but emissions still remain high compared to EU average. 
Furthermore, CO2 emissions are expected to grow in line with economic growth and rising energy consumption. In 
terms of solutions, Estonia has been one of most active players in selling CO2 quotas to other countries such as 
Japan, Austria and Spain.  

The highest priority of government has been to reduce pollution caused by oil-shale based electricity production and 
building modern infrastructure for waste and water management. Pollution caused by transport has not been a high 
priority at national level.  

The rapid rise in wholesale energy costs has obliged Estonia to consider sustainable energy and transport solutions 
with greater interest. For example, Estonia has recently introduced several new initiatives focused on improving 
energy efficiency including the sale of CO2 quotas to Spain which provided €45m of investment in Tallinn’s public 
transport system.  Electric mobility has also been another focus and working in partnership with Japan, Tallinn region 
will provide 500 electric cars to social workers for work use. 

Tallinn region is experiencing an increasingly heavy volume of cars on the road network as car ownership increases 
and transportation intensity grows. Development of a more efficient public transportation network and introducing 
sustainable transport solutions are seen as the most cost efficient measures to tackle the problem of congestion. 

Link to the POWER themes  

All five themes are equally important to the region. There have been some very good and effective practices 
particularly around encouraging behavioural change.  

Sub-projects the region was involved with and list of p artners involved  

·  SEECA – Tallinn City Municipality 

·  TraCit – Viimsi Rural Municipality, Stockholm Institute of Environment 

·  TrIsCo – Viimsi Rural Municipality. 

Changes in the region  

Tallinn Region joined the POWER programme in 2010 following negotiations in 2009. No major changes have been 
experienced in the region that have affected the delivery of POWER although due to the economic downturn, local 
municipalities have seen decreased budgets and elections have weaken relationships and undermined policy 
influencing.  However EU programmes such as POWER have grown in importance as they provide financing for 
studies, pilot actions that would not be funded otherwise.  

Impact of the POWER programme  

The overall impact on the region of all sub-projects has been remarkable. Particularly in the area of behavioural 
change where the region was lacking in progress previously. Given that Estonia is one of the top emitters of CO2 per 
capita in Europe, the need to challenge and change behaviour at the community and household level is high. 

Overall visibility of the programme has been positive and almost all goals have achieved. 

·  SEECA – climate agreements are prepared and signed. Eco-driving seminars have been well received and 
attended. The rapid growth in fuel prices has helped to make the case for eco-driving even stronger.  

·  TraCit – the report on transport CO2 impact was presented at the national level and received positive feedback 
from the Government Office Sustainable Development Committee. At the regional level the project developed 
new proposals for improvement of public transportation, since a main cause of congestion is the commuting 
route between Viimsi municipality and Tallinn city. The TraCit sub-project had an outreach element to it, 
including a bicycle trip and internet based campaign. 
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Tallinn Region, Harju County, Estonia 

Legacy of the POWER programme  

A key legacy of the POWER programme is that it precipitated the introduction of an action plan for low carbon 
economy in Tallinn ‘Sustainable Energy Action Plan 2010-2020’.  

All organisations reported that they are interested to continue working on projects initiated through POWER although 
it is unclear how these activities would be financed, There was satisfaction with the positive results overall.  All 
partners have valued the programme because it gave them the opportunities to learn from other partners, avoiding 
common mistakes and the tendency to ’reinvent’ the wheel.   

The SEECA sub-project does not require large investments to implement the recommendations, so its continuation is 
more realistic. However, these type of ‘soft activities’ probably need a new EU level programme to be initiated.  

The next steps for the TraCit sub-project do however require significant investments into infrastructure. Political 
agreements also need to take place between the Viimsi Rural Municipality and Tallinn city to ensure that joint 
solutions for public transportation are planned for. However, these two actions are difficult to achieve due to conflict 
of interests.  

The Tallinn region has benefited from POWER in that several initiatives have been introduced based on examples of 
good practice from Sweden, UK and Poland.  
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Malopolska, Poland 

Regional partner  

Marshal Office of the Malopolska Region, the Depart ment of 
Regional Policy is responsible for development in t he region, 
defining priority areas and developing strategies f or the optimal 
use of structural funds. It coordinates the prepara tion, 
implementation and monitoring of the Regional Devel opment 
Strategy. 
 

 

Policy Context  

Energy production in Poland is predominantly through coal combustion (as much as 95%) and the power 
transmission system is inefficient suffering significant losses. It will cost Poland 90 billion Euros to meet the 20% 
reduction in emission by 2020, as set out in the EU climate and energy package. The proposal to raise the target 
further to 30% is of major concern to government and the public given the investment required in the energy sector 
(300 billion) and the serious ramifications for the Polish economy. It is within this context that the Polish government is 
promoting the concept of “comparable effort” in CO2 reduction by every EU member state whereby members limit 
CO2 emissions in line with their capabilities. Poland is committed to CO2 reduction and has developed a 20 year 
strategy to deliver lower emissions, , including the planning of two atomic power plants and the modernisation of 
existing coal power plants in addition to the reconstruction of the transmission grids by 2030. In August 2011 the 
Council of Ministers adopted the Draft of National Programme for the Development of a low carbon economy. The 
programme defines actions aimed at directly and indirectly reducing greenhouse gas emissions, as well as a set of 
instruments to assist participants in the transition to a low carbon economy. The programme will target entrepreneurs, 
economic and territorial governments, business environment organisations and NGOs. It will address the public 
directly to influence low carbon attitudes and behaviour amongst Polish citizens. 

The Ma
opolska region has implemented the 2007-2014 Environmental Protection Programme, with lowering CO2 
emissions its main priority. A series of actions to reduce emissions is planned for, from transport and urban 
communication, to local thermal plants and households heated by coal and technological processes in thermal and 
power plants. Investments in this area are financed by both private and public capital, with public funding coming 
mainly from ERDF within the framework of the Regional Operating Programme 2007- 2013 (ROP). One of the ROP’s 
priorities relates to the development of environmental protection infrastructure and many projects arising from this 
priority are aimed at improving the air quality or and increasing renewable sources of energy, such as the €2.5 million 
ERDF funded renewable energy system at the campus of the Jagiellonian University in Kraków. Regional authorities 
such as the Marshal’s Office promote examples of good practice in renewables such as solar, water power, geo-
thermal installations and biogas that have been realised by entrepreneurs as well as in schools, households, 
churches, social care centres and other public buildings. Ma
opolska region is also funding projects to use renewables 
and increase energy efficiency under the INTERREG IVB Central Europe Programme and INTERREG IVC. On the 
26 September 2011 the Regional Council adopted the Development Strategy of the Malopolska Region for 2011-2020 
"Ma
opolska 2020. Unlimited possibilities." This is the most important document for the region, setting the regional 
development policy and goals to achieve it. The Strategy “Ecological, health and social safety” aims to improve the 
energy security of Malopolska, though use of renewable energy resources. 

Link to the POWER themes  

All programme themes are important to the region but renewable energy and energy efficiency are especially 
important given the importance of energy security to public authorities in Poland. The interregional approach of the 
programme enabled partner to exchange knowledge under these theme, collate good practices and assess the 
transferability to the Malopolska context.  The theme of sustainable transport brought up-to-date knowledge about 
electric cars into the region such as technologies used in other member states and examples of policies supporting 
the use of energy efficient public transport.   

Sub-projects the region was involved with and list of p artners involved  

·  SEECA – Niepolomice Municipality 

·  GENERATION – Akademia Gorniczo-Hutnicza 

·  TIMBER – Mineral and Energy Economy Research Institute of the Polish Academy of Sciences 

·  E-Mob – Mineral and Econergy Economy Research Institute of the Polish Academy of Sciences 

·  TraCit – Kraków University of Technology. 
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Malopolska, Poland 

Changes in the region  

There has not been a notable change to the regional context that has affected sub-project delivery or the legacy of 
the programme over the three years that POWER has been operating. Malopolska’s new Regional Development 
Strategy and the National Programme for the Development of Low Carbon Economy confirmed the importance of the 
themes of the POWER programme to the region. 

Impact of the POWER programme  

·  SEECA – Eco-calendars in Malopolska used as an effective form of communication with the public.  Niepolomice 
Municipality has influenced their own energy strategy and included eco-driving techniques into their public 
procurement procedures and some progress has been made in engaging and influencing large and small 
companies in Niepolomice Industrial Zone 

·  GENERATION provided easier access to energy audit 

·  TIMBER – Polish partners were able to summarise existing knowledge about supply and demand for biomass in 
the region. The results will inform the energy plan prepared by the Marshals Office and Operational Programme 
for 2014-2020 programming period 

·  E-Mob - working closely with TraCit and in conjunction with the Kracow City Office, raised awareness of the 
possibilities for electric vehicles transportation as well as increasing awareness of the CO2 footprinting concept 
thereby promoting environmental friendly modes of transport. 

Legacy of the POWER programme  

The Regional Energy Plan (REP) is the vehicle for delivering the energy element of the Malopolska Regional 
Development Strategy.  The plan is not mandatory, instead the Marshals Office identified a need for the creation of an 
energy plan after visiting partner regions, they particularly took inspiration from their Swedish and Dutch partners. The 
Marshals Office invited a Swedish expert to consult on the structure and content of the energy plan. The energy plan 
uses knowledge gathered in two sub-projects, TIMBER and E-Mob. Issues arising from these sub-projects and the 
entire POWER programme were mainstreamed into this piece of regional policy which covered the use of 
renewables, sustainable transport and behaviour change. There are plans to use the outcomes to inform the regional 
operational programme for 2014-2020. 
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Noord Brabant, The Netherlands  

Regional Partner  

Province Noord Brabant’s core tasks are spatial 
development, accessibility and mobility, regional e conomic 
policy and culture and regional identity.  The Brab ant Agenda 
sets out the mission for the Province which is to c reate an 
excellent environment for economic and social devel opment 
towards a high quality of life and, through this, t o achieve an 
innovative and globally competitive region. 

 

Policy Context  

In Noord-Brabant there were issues and barriers associated with the processing of industrial/ agrarian waste 
(sludge’s) and use of bio-waste to produce new sustainable energy solutions. The key issue is to identify small 
producers using different technologies and encourage innovative enterprise to set up a network of local sustainable 
energy providers. Another need identified is stimulating e-mobility in the regional market, where credible business 
cases have been explored. The regional authority sought to influence policy in the region to make greater provision 
for e-mobility in sustainable development. Renewable energy development is one of the priorities of the region due to 
potentially strong economic and environmental benefits. Noord-Brabant now has a stronger tangible agenda, a 
regional biomass energy management plan and a model to improve sustainable decision making. 

The regional authority formulated ambitious targets and goals and designed a roadmap to provide clear insight into 
the POWER sub-projects and themes. The focus of the POWER programme at regional level (rather than whole 
country or city level) is right for stimulating the process of sustainable development. To begin with, the region started 
its own small pilot sustainable projects. After sharing knowledge gained from these projects with other POWER 
regions, they received new inputs from these partners. This type of reciprocal process leads to an ‘inkblot effect’ to 
solutions and knowledge transfers. Policy participants such as NGOs, national, regional and local government, 
universities, urban developers, enterprises, have been keen to use the results of Power to inform their own pending 
projects.  

Link to the POWER themes  

All POWER themes are important to the region, particularly when integrated together and seen as a package. 
Participants in POWER appreciated the integrated way of thinking about renewable energies and sustainable 
development. With the exception of behaviour change, the themes are largely driven by innovative technology; 
although the starting point for all is the shift in minds and behaviour therefore behaviour change activity cuts across 
all themes. POWER provided for partners cohesion in knowledge of these themes and process development that 
was previously lacking. Other important linked themes were the development of public sector strategies for optimising 
the design and delivery of sustainable people transport solutions in urban areas and biomass infrastructure. 

Sub-projects the region was involved with and list of p artners involved  

·  Timber   Municipality of Boxtel 

·  SiILCS    Province of Noord Brabant 

·  E-mob    Brabantse ontwikkeling maatschappij (BOM) 

·  ITACA    Stichting Brabantse milieufederatie 

·  Trlsco     Stichting Brabantse milieufederatie. 

Changes in the region  

There were no fundamental changes in regional context which compromised the themes or sub projects, although 
there were issues. The exchange of experiences and good practices was problematic due to issues arising from 
elections of politicians in the region. POWER was instrumental in influencing Noord-Brabant to produce a stronger 
tangible agenda, specifically focused on E mob and processing biomass waste. The goal of building a working policy 
model for E mob was met based on practical cases. There was imbalance in the structure of the programme. It was 
first focussed on financing issues and deliverables and the partners were required to deliver results for accountancy 
reporting etc. Behaviour change became important much later on as a starting point to looking at sustainable projects 
processes and deliverables and this affected all the involved projects. The programme increased focus on biomass 
issues in the region and it is now one of the major topics in the region’s overall energy vision. Therefore more 
opportunities have opened up for renewable energies in the region. 

Impact of the POWER programme  

A new approach for the region was to develop policy from a practical economic starting point and POWER stimulated 
industry awareness of sustainable development in the region. New collaborations, new models of mobility 
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Noord Brabant, The Netherlands  

approaches, policy recommendations on different levels, new partners and organisations were the most important 
impacts from the Power programme. The most innovative approach and adoption was a link between long-term 
landscape management in the region and the production of biomass flows that Brabant can provide in future. This is 
a unique innovative relationship and Biomass production flows become the driving force behind regional policy 
landscape for the future. Some other examples of impacts include: 

·  exchange of good practices informed the biomass policy 

·  active participation in the Green Deal project (collaboration between the universities of Tilburg and Eindhoven 
and Noord-Brabant) with yielded a great impact on sustainability policy 

·  the region developed and adopted a roadmap and scheme for Geerpark, a new sustainable building project in 
Vlijmen/Heusden. The region expanded a network for new projects, with many of the parties that were 
participating in Geerpark 

·  from the ITACA project the result was the master plan ‘Intelligent Energy Program’ used for setting up new 
projects to meet the region’s sustainability priorities  

·  practical business cases from the E mob sub-project have been adopted as recommendations to regional, 
national, EU stakeholders and decision makers 

·  the region started a new project based on Learning from sustainable development ‘LvDO’. 

Legacy of the POWER programme  

As a result of POWER the link between local business and region governance in relation with sustainability policy 
making is stronger. Such cooperation is expected to continue between the partners in business development and 
innovation level. The method is summarised as economy through ecology, and is also adopted by new project 
partners. It may be necessary to develop a second project with the same partners to set the next step in motion and 
build on the results. Working together, the partners are starting to see more opportunities and understand the value 
of such relationships.  

Biomass production flows are now the driving force for future regional policy. The development of a regional energy 
business plan makes clear the relationship between cost and profits and sustainable objectives. The most significant 
benefit to date is the internal communication between people from different departments in governmental 
organisations so they adopt a more integrated point of view. There have been discussions between the region and 
central government about the possibilities of national sustainable projects; POWER was an essential part in this 
process. For E-mob, the results offer strong formulated conclusions and recommendations for different policies. The 
process of POWER and generating these outcomes has helped to make good practices happen and working in 
partnership with other regions and countries. 
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South East England 

Regional Partner  

South East of England Development Agency (SEEDA) – 
SEEDA is the Regional Development Agency for the So uth 
East with the remit of economic development and 
regeneration. SEEDA is the lead partner for POWER a nd 
provide the Secretariat for the programme. While SE EDA still 
currently exists as an entity, its activities have been 
dramatically scaled down and it is due to close for mally by 
31st March 2012. 

 

Policy Context  

Nationally the UK has committed to carbon reduction targets of 34% by 2020 and 80% by 2050 compared to 1990 
levels. A set of market incentives are in place at national level for renewable energy such as the Renewable 
Obligation and the ETS for large generators and producers and feed-in tariffs (FITs) and the renewable heat 
incentive (RHI) for smaller generators. 

The new government has reinforced the priority of the low carbon economy in its initial coalition agreement, the 
budget, the spending review and recent White Paper, e.g. on sustainable local transport. However, the overall level 
of spending cuts and regional level changes such as the abolition of Regional Development Agencies and Regional 
Spatial Strategies means new mechanisms by which national carbon reduction and renewable generation targets are 
cascaded to a local level are still developing. 

At a regional level, the South East England region had adopted decoupling economic growth from environmental 
impacts as a central theme in its ERDF 2007 – 2013 programme where the aim was “to promote economic 
competitiveness in South East England whilst contributing to reducing the region’s ecological footprint”. With the 
closure of SEEDA, it is likely that its responsibilities will be passed to local authorities and to central government.  

Link to the POWER themes  

All the five themes are important to localities within the region, with no single theme consistently identified as more 
important than the others. 

Sub-projects the region was involved with and list of p artners involved  

·  GENERATION – the Environment Centre (tEC) 

·  WICO – Marine South East Ltd (MSE) 

·  TIMBER – ngage solutions 

·  SILCS – University of Portsmouth (lead partner) and Kent County Council 

·  E-Mob – Oxford Brookes University 

·  TraCit – University of Portsmouth (lead partner) 

·  TrIsCo – the Environment Centre (tEC) (lead partner). 
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South East England 

Changes in the region  

Changes to the regional context in which the sub-projects operate have mainly been influenced by the change of 
national government halfway through the POWER programme in May 2010. The most important have been both the 
structural changes to government away from regional level governance architecture and also the backdrop of policy 
uncertainty: 

·  perhaps the most significant change for the project has been the announcement that Regional Development 
Agencies, including SEEDA, are to close 

·  although local authorities’ roles in relation to the themes remain much the same, many of these authorities are 
also undergoing major restructuring, including loss of staff, powers and responsibilities, such as the National 
Indicators for climate change mitigation 

·  the economic climate and spending cuts in public finances 

·  the coalition government has announced a range of policies relevant to the themes, but the detail of these has 
yet to be elaborated in some cases, meaning that it has been harder to ensure that policy recommendations 
remain relevant. 

The changes outlined above have hampered the ability of projects to make an impact in the region. Without a 
regional level of government and policy, the sub-projects have not been able to exert a region-wide influence. 
Instead, the South East project partners have been concentrating on producing impacts at a more local level. Local 
authorities, for example, are key targets for policy recommendations, and in many cases, this has proved easier to 
instigate as most of the partners in the South East already have good links with local authorities. 

On the other hand, restructuring taking place within local authorities has meant that maintaining a dialogue with local 
authorities throughout the project timelines has proved difficult. Some partners have found it more difficult to get local 
authorities engaged in the work and its outputs than they expected perhaps due to the loss of mandatory status for 
the National Indicators. 

Changes to policy as a result of the new government have also meant changes to the activities or focus of some of 
the sub-projects. Examples include: 

·  the removal of the requirement for local authorities to report National Indicators – this meant that some of the 
data which TrIsCo was intending to collect to help track progress were no longer available 

·  SILCS had to refocus its energies on new build instead of retrofitting in light of imminent national policy changes 
(the introduction of the Green Deal) so that they could avoid duplicating activities. 

These policy changes have not materially affected the ability to deliver the sub-projects. Policy uncertainty could 
provide more opportunity for influence in the long-term: with policy in flux, policy-makers may be more open to new 
ideas or recommendations. However, this has yet to come about in practice. 

Impact of the POWER programme  

While many of the sub-projects sought to impact regional policy (e.g. the South East Plan), this can no longer be 
achieved. To a certain extent, the programme has been able to achieve more in terms of local level impacts, although 
it should be noted that many attempts at improving policy are in the very early stages. Examples of policy influence 
include: 

·  GENERATION – a White Paper has been produced which is hoped will influence policy 

·  WICO – no policy influence reported, although it has publicised a microgeneration certification scheme 

·  TIMBER – influenced the formulation of the Forestry Commission’s Woodland Improvement Grant and 
encouraged a local council to introduce higher building standards for new builds on their estates 

·  SILCS – in the case of Kent County Council, the project manager for SILCS is also responsible for 
environmental policy. Findings from the SILCS workshop and reports have directly fed into policy, for example, 
Kent Design (buildings policy for external developments) 

·  E-Mob – it is hoped that the business case will be developed further to fruition but this has not happened yet 

·  TraCit – has not yet influenced policy as the South East partner feels this should happen after they have 
produced findings and recommendations, although there are on-going discussions with one local authority 
around evaluating their smarter transport policy as part of the TraCit project with the aim of providing 
recommendations 

·  TrIsCo – has encouraged a local authority’s eco-town team to increase its community engagement, by showing 
what is possible in relation to this.  In addition, the experience of driving energy efficiency thorough behaviour 
change was fed into the UK’s Hill Fuel Poverty Review.  

In addition, the POWER programme has impacted on the knowledge of the regional partners who now have greater 
understanding of the themes and have gained ideas from other regions, especially Uppsala, Noord-Brabant and 
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South East England 

Andalucía. 

Legacy of the POWER programme  

All organisations in the South East said that they were going to continue using the outputs of the sub-project in the 
region. For some partners, there is a general feeling that the POWER programme helped to establish the importance 
of a theme in an local area, and has led to further activities, particular examples being: 

·  electric vehicles in Oxfordshire (e.g. the creation of the Oxford Electric Vehicle Consortium was partly due to E-
Mob) 

·  local biomass supply chains in Buckinghamshire (TIMBER has helped to maintain Buckinghamshire local 
authorities’ enthusiasm for local biomass and has created links between suppliers and the local authority 
buyers). 

Other project partners have left engaging with decision makers until the end of the programme once their outputs 
have been finalised. At this point, it may be too late to create a lasting legacy because engagement often works 
better if decision-makers feel part of the process. As the regional partner, SEEDA lost its ability to influence policy 
after the general election. The POWER programme’s ability to affect policy in the South East may have therefore 
been more effective if other policy makers were engaged earlier, for example, by having a wider steering group to 
include local authorities and encouraging their involvement in producing the regional roadmaps. 

The South East is a large, densely populated region and there are already a myriad of different initiatives happening 
which are responding to the issues that POWER is addressing. This means that while there may be pockets of 
influence and certain areas where momentum has built up around a particular theme as a result of the POWER 
programme, it is unlikely that these impacts can spread across the whole region, with other areas of the region being 
influenced by other separate initiatives. 
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Emilia-Romagna, Italy 

Regional Partner  

Emilia Romagna Region – Regional Government 
responsible for Energy Regional policy making and 
planning, awareness raising and coordination of 
lower level Local Administrations (Provinces and 
Municipalities).    
 
 

 

Policy Context  

Italy is presently behind with respect to the commitments concerned with carbon reduction targets. However, 
following the approval, in 2009, of the National Energy Strategy, a set of measures is being set up in order to achieve 
the European subscribed targets. This National Strategy covers a number of issues, such as: diversification of gas 
providers, enhancement of renewable sources, incentives to public and private actors for energy saving and so forth. 

Emilia Romagna approved a regional energy law, as early as 2004, and a Regional Energy Plan (REP). This covers 
many themes, most of them relevant to POWER, such as efficient energy use, energy saving, renewable sources of 
energy, electric system upgrading, new technologies for industry, buildings’ certification, and development of energy 
management services. Within the aim of carbon reduction, it states the objectives for the different sectors (30% for 
the residential sector, 40% for transport and 25% for industry). 

Link to the POWER themes  

All POWER themes address the region’s priorities, as highlighted in the REP mentioned above. The most important 
are: 

·  behaviour change (the main goal of TrIsCo, and deemed as a key success factor for most of energy related 
innovative initiatives) 

·  transports (main goal of ITACA) 

·  renewable Energy (main goal of WICO) 

·  energy efficiency (main goal of GENERATION). 

Sub-projects the region was involved with and list of p artners involved  

·  ITACA – Regione Emilia Romagna (lead partner) 

·  WICO – Province of Ravenna (lead partner) 

·  GENERATION – Province of Modena 

·  TrIsCo – ACER Reggio Emilia.  

Changes in the region  

The regional context has not significantly changed in the period 2008 – 2011. Neither has the sub-regional context. 
However at a national level, a new referendum has confirmed the opposition of Italian people towards nuclear 
energy, reinforcing the commitment to other types of energy sources. 
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Emilia-Romagna, Italy 

Impact of the POWER programme  

In Emilia Romagna, POWER was expected to impact on policy making processes and inputs, as well as on the 
validation of specific technological solutions. 

Key impacts so far are: 

·  ITACA is influencing transport policies at different levels, informing the updating of the regional transport plan 
(PRIT 2010-2020); the regional energy plan; the energy plan of the province of Rimini; and the local transport 
plan of Ferrara municipality 

·  GENERATION is providing input to the REP, as far as public building energy consumption is concerned, and 
has worked at a specific simplified tool for building energy audit 

·  TrIsCO provided innovative energy performance solutions which resulted in changes being adopted in the 
regional acts.  As a long term result, it will be possible to save 50,000 toe/year and install 40 MW of new 
renewable power 

·  WICO has led to a simplification of the legislation for approving small scale wind plants in Emilia Romagna and 
a number of small wind turbines sites are now being applied for by the association of hotels in Rimini. 

Legacy of the POWER programme   

Changing behaviour in order to attain a low carbon economy was the most challenging task of the POWER 
Programme, where success stories were shared by participating regions building sustainable networks for 
exchanging experiences in different communities. 

POWER represents for Emilia Romagna an "umbrella" to steer the change, on all sides, at political, administrative, 
consumer’ and energy supplier levels. The sub projects have proved that dialogue and synergy are possible: among 
different level local governments and between public and private actors. 

All best practices and policy recommendations defined in the sub projects’ final reports (e.g. WICO guidelines, ITACA 
handbook, etc.) are important tools to strengthen the alliance among all different stakeholders to pave the way 
toward a low carbon economy.  

In the course of delivery the POWER programme linked into Ecomondo, Italy’s premier industry fair for material and 
energy recovery and sustainable development, and that mechanism will continue to be used to engage industrial 
stakeholders in collaborating to develop a systematic and integrated approach to a regional low carbon strategy. 

Emilia Romagna Region and ARPA, as a result of POWER, are bringing  together their respective network 
consortium ‘Education for Sustainable Energy’  and scientific training centres and environmental education centres in 
a collaboration that aims to support the delivery of the new Regional Energy Action  Plan 2011-2013. 
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Andalu � ia, Spain 

 
 

Regional partner  
 
Andalu � ian Energy Agency of the Regional Ministry of 
Innovation, Science and Enterprise of the Andalu � ian 
Regional Government is responsible for improving th e 
quality of the energy services in Andalucía, 
collaborating in the development of the generation,  
transport and distribution infrastructures, promoti ng 
the diversification of energy sources, and the redu ction 
of polluting emissions through the promotion of 
renewable energy and cogeneration technologies. 
  

Policy Context  

Spanish ratification of the Kyoto Protocol in 2002 implied the commitment of limiting emissions target to 15% 
regarding 1990’s level, in the period 2008-2012. Since then, Climate Change policies have become extremely 
important for Spanish Institutions, both for the Action plan of the Central Government as well as for the Regions and 
Local Entities. 

There are major challenges around energy efficiency. Whilst Spanish economic growth has remained constant, 
energy consumption has been increasing and the energy intensity of Spain’s economy is worse than the EU average. 
However in terms of renewables it is performing very well with over 25% of electricity already sourced from 
renewable sources in 2009, with wind energy contributing the biggest share. 

The most recent carbon reduction activity has been structured around six Strategic Lines which affect a wide range of 
sectors such as transport, waste and manure management, residential, energy, forestry and innovation. 

Within this framework, there is a “Strategy of Sustainable Mobility”, a “National Integrated Waste Management Plan 
(PNIR)”, a “Bio-digestion Plan of Animal Waste”, a “Strategy for Energy Saving and Efficiency in the Central 
Administration buildings” and an “Energy Certification System for new and old buildings”. 

Andalu� ia has set challenging targets for itself to increase the use of renewable sources of energy in the Sustainable 
Energy Plan which set the overall ambition for self-sufficiency and has the following objectives: to ensure that 18.3% 
of total energy comes from renewable sources (above the national target of 12.1%), to achieve 8% reduction in 
energy demand, and to reduce carbon emissions by 11 million tons. 

Link to the POWER themes  

The conclusions of the five themes will be studied and may influence the next Andalucían Energy Plan, 2014-2020 
(the current plan, PASENER, is in place until 2013).  

Energy efficiency, maybe one of the most important themes globally, as well as renewable energy are both 
particularly high priorities for Andalu� ia because it has high potential for energy savings and renewable resources 
and Andalu� ia led the renewables theme in POWER. 

Also important is sustainable transport, because the European Union must make an effort to advance these lines to 
reduce energy consumption, reducing overall dependence on foreign energy and meeting its emissions targets. 

Sub-projects the region was involved with and list of p artners involved  

·  GENERATION – Andalu� ian Institute of Technology (IAT, Instituto Andaluz de Tecnología). Lead partner 

·  WICO – Provincial Council of Huelva (Diputación Provincial de Huelva) 

·  TIMBER – Provincial Energy Agency of Cádiz (Agencia Provincial de la Energía de Cádiz) 

·  SILCS – Public Enterprise for Social Housing in Andalu� ia (EPSA, Empresa Pública del Suelo de Andalucía) 

·  ITACA – National Institute for Aerospace Technology (INTA, Instituto Nacional de Técnica Aeroespacial) 

·  ITACA – Provincial Council of Huelva (Diputación Provincial de Huelva) 

·  E-Mob – City of Málaga (Ayuntamiento de Málaga) 

·  E-Mob – University of Málaga (Universidad de Málaga) 

·  TrIsCo – University of Seville (Universidad de Sevilla). 

Changes in the region  

The regional context has not changed over the course of POWER programme. 



INTERREG IVC POWER Programme Evaluation 
 

 C-16

Andalu � ia, Spain 

 
 

Impact of the POWER programme  

GENERATION – The Methodology for Simplified Energy Audits gives a method for collecting and calculating the 
actual and theoretical consumptions of a building, and for recommending appropriate energy saving measures for 
implementation. In addition, the methodology allows for a simplified procedure which minimises the resources 
(human and equipment) needed to carry out an energy audit. The GENERATION Computer-Based Tool provides a 
method for conducting simplified energy audits of public buildings. Initially applied within the partner regions of South-
East England, Poland, Modena (Italy) and Andalu� ia (Spain), the tool has the potential to be used across Europe. 
The partnership has developing a Legacy Plan, which includes specific strategies in each partner region to ensure 
the continuation of project activities beyond the end of this POWER programme. The Legacy Plan, which is co-
ordinated by the Province of Modena with the support of all partners, will contain as well capitalisation measures to 
ensure project expansion to other EU networks and regions. Among others, the Legacy Plan will analyse the 
feasibility of following activities: Freeware download simplified energy audit and user manual, Lead Partner/tEC 
commits itself to maintain the information of the project on its website for at least one year after project’s completion, 
introduction of the simplified energy audit methodology in the AGH -UST teaching programme, and keep networking 
with other relevant EU projects (Intelligent Energy Europe, INTERREG programmes) and networks working on the 
subject. SISCO INTERREG IVA funded project – Solutions in Sustainable Contraction, Virtual Centre of Best 
Practice; Concerted Action 2 on EPBD and ENFORCE are some examples of projects in which GENERATION 
partners are working and to which results can be  easily transferred. 

WICO – Creation of Local Bylaw model, promotion of the incorporation of SWT (Small Wind Turbine) in the National 
Renewable Energy Action Plan (PANER), and promotion of the new RD (Real Dreceto) on micro-generation of 
electricity for installation <100kW. (delayed June 2011). Submissions to the draft Regional Order which regulates the 
connection of wind technologies to grid. This sub-project has created an interesting and useful Guide Lines for all 
countries that will help to integrate small wind technologies in the local regional and national policies. As a result of 
the sub-project the Provincial Council of Huelva is going to install some SWT in Public buildings and when influenced 
legislation (now in process) be operative they will be connected to grid. 

TIMBER – Regional Biomass Action Plan. The partnership has worked in the development of a new project 
(REPCO), which uses TIMBER project structures and results to continue on the development of biomass and transfer 
of knowledge between the participating regions. This project has been submitted to the Intelligent Energy Europe 
Program Call 2011. 

SILCS – The examples developed about organisation, participation, finance and technology in order to reduce 
carbon emissions in the SILCS final report are intended to be used as examples of good practices and, for instance, 
be able to implement them at a regional, national and European level: Regional Sustainable Energy Planning, Urban 
and Town Development Plans, Criteria and Standards for housing projects design and Design Criteria for public 
procurement. 

ITACA – The main contribution which project ITACA has made to sustainable transport in the different regions has 
been its broad, integrated vision. It considers solutions from both a technical viewpoint (innovative technology) and 
from that of mobility management. To this end, we have analysed various innovative technologies which have been 
given priority by ITACA partners (hybrid vehicles, electric vehicles, fuel cells, use of renewable energies and 
information systems, etc.) and examined their possibilities in transport on different levels (environmental plans, 
provincial or local mobility plans and specific projects in locations such as hospitals or industrial parks). To this end, 
having real data on emissions and energy consumption in different locations, such as that offered by the database 
we have developed in the project, enables authorities and agencies to rank certain types of vehicles and 
technologies above others, whilst always factoring in the specific characteristics of the location, province, region, etc. 
Drafting Sustainable Mobility Plans have been achieved and they will be presented at the provincial level officially to 
all mayors in September 2011. These experiences will serve as an example for other municipalities in Huelva. 

E-Mob – E-Mob has realised a very interesting analysis of business opportunities relating to the electric vehicle, very 
useful for implementing pilot demonstration projects of this new form of mobility. The general objective of the E-Mob 
project is to define strategic and political recommendations to accelerate the real and effective implementation of the 
electric Vehicle in the participating regions, whose results will be of great help. 

TrIsCo – The new subject of Sustainable Construction, mandatory for forth year students in Building Engineering, has 
included in its program CO2 reduction strategies learned from TRISCO project. The research group will continue 
working on the topic in future Master and PhD theses. TRISCO project has established a research line in the work in 
the University of Seville. 
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Andalu � ia, Spain 

 
 

Legacy of the POWER programme  

The legacy of the programme may be summed up in two types of results: 

First, the evidence, consisting of all the documents developed for each sub-project: good practices, handbook, 
guidelines, computer tool, recommendations and final reports. 

Second, the instruments which are all the policies, Low Carbon Strategies, legislation and plans which lay the 
foundations of the future energy policies in Andalu� ia. These instruments study the conclusions of each sub-project 
in order to take them into account: 

·  National Renewable Energy Action Plan 

·  National Energy Plan 

·  Regional Sustainable Energy Planning 

·  Urban and Town Development Plans 

·  Criteria and Standards for housing projects design 

·  Design Criteria for public procurement 

·  Municipal and Provincial Urban Planning 

·  Local Urban Sustainable Mobility Plans 

·  Royal Decree on Micro Generation 

·  Regional order to regulate processing and connection to on-shore wind turbines 

·  Promotion of the bylaw model for Municipalities. 

The contacts made by organisations involved in POWER will be useful for maintaining the line of collaboration: 

·  IAT has submitted a proposal called BUILDING2ZERO (IEE Programme) based on the GENERATION results 
with one of our partners, PoM. The BUILDING2ZERO project aims to answer the interest expressed by EU 
about main actions addressed to preparation and implementation of measures and instruments, including those 
of a financial or regulatory nature for increasing the proportion of the existing building stock converted into 
nearly zero-energy building (NZEB). For this purpose, the requirements for nearly zero-energy buildings will be 
identified in each partner region in order to select, under a commitment criteria, reference buildings which will be 
audited by using the Simplified Energy Tool developed under the GENERATION project 

·  The Andalucían partner of WICO sub-project will continue the project activity started with this sub-project in our 
region at the end of the POWER Programme and recommendations extracted from e-Guidelines will be applied. 
Otherwise it will continue with the aim of promoting the implementation of small wind power on our shores, 
making wind studies and installing small wind facilities in public buildings in next years 

·  The partnership of TIMBER sub-project has worked in the development of a new project (REPCO), which uses 
TIMBER project structures and results to continue on the development of biomass and transfer of knowledge 
between the participating regions. This project has been submitted to the Intelligent Energy Europe Program 
Call 2011 

·  In E-Mob sub-project common working lines and links have been established between the Universities of 
Malaga and Oxford, cooperation in future projects that could produce good results for both regions (Andalu� ia 
and South East England) 

·  The partnership of TrIsCo sub-project is planning to continue working with partners, on the renewable energy 
strategies for Estonia, the CO2 assessment for the housing projects in Reggio Emilia Italy and Southampton, 
UK. 

The conclusions of the seven sub-projects will be studied and may influence the next Andalucían Energy Plan, 2014-
2020, so the likelihood of the results being taken forward is really high. The results achieved have been very positive 
especially technological information, exchange of experiences, simplified energy auditing, micro wind and biomass 
information, soft measures for innovation and CO2 behaviour change. 
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Annex D: Consultation questionnaire framework 

Key: 

 
SS – SEEDA Secretariat 
RC – Regional Correspondents 
SPs – Sub-project leads and partners 
ES – e-survey of Sub-project leads and partners 
ISC – International Steering Committee 
PWG/ RE – Policy Working Group and regional policy experts 
WS – wider stakeholders 
 

Background 

INTERREG IVC POWER 
programme aide memoire 

SS RC SPs ES ISC PWG 
RE 

WS 

Describe your role in relation / 
connection with the POWER 
programme  

�  �  �  �  �  �  �  

When did you take on this role? If 
you had any prior role or relationship 
with the POWER programme what 
was it and when did that begin?  

�  �  �  �  �  �   

Have you had any particular 
experience of any of the sub-
projects within the POWER 
programme - SEECA, 
GENERATION, WICO, TIMBER, 
SILCS, E-Mob, ITACA, TraCit and/or 
TrisCo?  Please describe your 
experience of the sub-project(s)?  

    �  �  �  

Over the life of the programme what 
have been the key events and 
milestones and when did they 
happen?  i.e. give a high level time-
line for your involvement i.e. start, 
major periods of development, 
milestones meeting and events, key 
results and outputs delivered 
including any significant changes of 
focus/staff/context 

 �       

Over the life of the sub-project what 
have been the key events and 
milestones and when did they 
happen?  Give a high level time-line 
for the sub-project i.e. contract, start, 
major periods of development, 
milestones meeting and events, key 
results and outputs delivered 
including any significant changes of 
focus/staff/context 

  �  �     
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Focus 

INTERREG IVC POWER programme 
aide memoire 

SS RC SPs ES ISC PWG 
RE 

WS 

Were the five programme themes - 
energy efficiency, renewable energy, 
sustainable transport, eco-innovation 
and environmental technologies, 
behaviour change - the right ones for 
the POWER programme to focus on 
and why?  

�  �    �  �  �  

Were any other programme themes 
considered at the programme design 
stage?  If so, how where all the 
potential themes prioritised to end up 
the final set? 

       

Have things changed such that - with 
hindsight - a particular theme should 
have been included or excluded from 
the programme?  Explain? 

�  �    �  �   

Why is an INTERREG IVC - inter-
regional partnership - approach 
appropriate to address these themes?  
Give examples of the advantages and 
disadvantages of this inter-regional 
approach? 

�  �    �  �   

Were the set of partners the right ones 
to work together on these themes?  
Why?  What do they bring to each other 
e.g. common issues, leading 
approaches or expertise, common 
commitment to addressing the 
challenge of low carbon growth? Give 
examples?  

�  �     �   

How do the five programme themes - 
address your region's priorities? Are 
some more important or relevant to 
your region?  Which are the most 
important and why?  

 �  �  �  �  �  �  

Have the sub-projects that have been 
supported by the programme 
represented the activity you expected or 
hoped for?  What else would you like to 
have seen under these themes - and is 
there any reason you think these 
projects didn't come forward?  Are there 
any sub-projects you do not think are a 
good strategic fit for the programme - 
and why?  

�  �       

Briefly, what is the focus of this sub-
project? 

  �  �     

Has its focus changed/developed in the 
course of delivery - how and why? 

  �  �     

Why was the sub-project necessary?  
What problem was it addressing?  

  �  �     

Why was an IINTERREG IVC - inter-
regional partnership - approach 
considered an appropriate way of 
addressing the problem? 

  �  �     
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INTERREG IVC POWER programme 
aide memoire 

SS RC SPs ES ISC PWG 
RE 

WS 

Which other local/regional/national 
activity is relevant to the sub-project?  

   �     

How are these other activities relevant 
to the sub-project i.e. are they focused 
on a similar theme, addressing barriers 
to implementation in similar areas, 
developing similar approaches or tools 
or some other relationship 

   �     

What links does the sub-project have 
with this other activity, if any? 

   �     

How is the sub-project different from 
these activities?  How does the sub-
project add value to other initiatives 
being undertaken by partners?  

   �     

Has the agenda/context for the sub-
project changed - regionally or 
nationally - since the idea was originally 
developed?  How?  What effect has that 
had on the aims and objectives of the 
sub-project, if any? 

  �  �     

What particular policies or organisations 
did the sub-project (s) plan to address 
and influence in your region? 

  �  �  �  �  �  

Have these policies and organisations 
changed in any way in the course of the 
delivery and how has affected the aims 
and objectives for the sub-project? 

  �  �     

 

Process 

INTERREG IVC POWER programme 
aide memoire 

SS RC SPs ES ISC PWG 
RE 

WS 

The process for developing the POWER 
programme looked at the strengths and 
weaknesses of the region and the strategic 
fit of the priorities with the INTERREG IVC 
framework.  How did that process work 
from your perspective?  Reflecting back 
now on what worked well and not so well - 
what lessons would you pass on to others 
going through the same process in the 
future?  

�  �       

Did the process of developing the 
programme engage the right people and 
organisations?  If not, who else would 
have been useful to involve? 

�  �       

In setting up the handbook, the monitoring 
system and all the programme processes 
at the start of the programme - what do 
you think worked well, what worked less 
well?  Now - with hindsight - are there any 
parts of the programme systems and 
structures you would change?  What and 
why?  

�  �       

What was your experience of supporting  �       
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the development of sub-project 
partnerships and their bids? How did the 
process happen?  Where any changes 
made to the process between the first call 
and the second call? 

Reflecting back now on the sub-project 
partnership and bid process what do you 
consider worked well and not so well? 
What lessons would you pass on to others 
going through the same process in the 
future?  

 �       

In developing the sub-project and going 
through the application process how would 
you rate the following (1-5 where 1 is poor 
and 5 is excellent)  
- clarity and helpfulness of the programme 
documentation - any comments 
- advice and support of the regional 
correspondents and the programme 
secretariat - any comments 
- the application process and criteria used 
to assess the bid - any comments 

   �     

Do you feel you have the knowledge and 
skills to play the role required in the 
programme? If not, in what areas did you 
need help? 

   �     

What formal training did you receive to 
address any areas you needed help with? 

   �     

What support or advice were you able to 
call on when you had issues in relation to 
your role in the programme?  Please give 
examples? What more would have been 
helpful if anything?  

   �     

From the perspective of your role in the 
POWER programme and the sub-projects 
what is the role of the following groups,    
 
(matrix question) SEEDA Secretariat, the 
Regional Correspondent, Regional 
Experts, the sub-project lead, the sub-
project partners. For each of those groups: 
How well did they perform in that role - 
please give examples of particular 
strengths and weaknesses? 
What if anything would you have liked 
them to do more? 
What if anything would you have liked 
them to do less? 
How would that have helped the delivery 
of your project?  

�  �   �     

How does the sub-project/programme 
partnership operate - are there any 
particular roles played by different 
regions?  

�  �  �  �     

How do the regional experts operate 
together - are there any particular roles 
played by different regions?  

       

How engaged and involved are the 
partners in the sub-project/programme? 
Have there been any issues for the 
partners in engaging in the sub-project? If 

�  �  �  �  �  �   



INTERREG IVC POWER Programme Evaluation 
 

 D-5

INTERREG IVC POWER programme 
aide memoire 

SS RC SPs ES ISC PWG 
RE 

WS 

engagement has been good or bad - what 
factors contributed to this outcome?     

Have you established any additional 
advisory groups or networks for support 
the delivery of your sub-
project/programme?  Describe these 
groups - who do they consist of, why were 
they established, and how do they support 
delivery?  

 �   �     

Did you employ any innovative 
approaches to delivery?  What were they 
and set out whether they were effective? 

  �  �     

To what extent was impact on the 
environment considered in the course of 
designing and delivering the sub-
project/programme - what 
systems/processes were used, what were 
the results, are there any lessons for 
project delivery from this approach?  

�  �  �  �     

What is your experience of the claims and 
reporting process systems?  Did you have 
any problems - what were they and how 
do you think could they be addressed? 

�  �   �     

Are there any parts of the claim and the 
reporting process you think could be 
reduced or removed?  If so what and why?  

�  �   �     

Do the output and results indicators in the 
claim and reporting process capture to the 
full impact of your sub-project/the 
programme?  What are the most important 
outputs and indicators in your view? Is 
there anything missing in the reporting that 
gives a more complete picture of your sub-
project/ the programme - please give 
details?   

�  �   �     

Have you used the POWER programme 
website and forum - please give examples 
of how you have used these systems?  
Have they been useful for the delivery 
dissemination of the programme?  
Reflecting back now - what would you 
suggest future programmes take forward 
or change based on the experience of the 
POWER programme?  

�  �   �     

How have the sub-projects/programme 
disseminated information, reached a wider 
audience and influenced policy (i.e. 
events, linkages with other forums and 
groups, via regional experts, partner 
organisations).  Which mechanisms have 
been most effective and why? 

 �  �  �     
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What has the sub-project/programme 
created/developed that is new and 
valuable in relation to the theme? How can 
that be demonstrated? 

�  �  �  �  �  �   

Did the sub-project/programme draw on 
sufficient expertise to advance thinking in 
relation to the issue it was addressing? 
How can this be demonstrated? 

�  �  �  �  �  �   

What results and outcomes of the sub-
project and programme have you (or your 
organisation) benefitted from so far?  
(Note: these can be increased 
organisational capacity and awareness, 
access to resources, tool and 
methodologies the organisation is using, or 
benefits such as achieving some carbon 
savings in the course of piloting the 
resources or tools developed in one of the 
sub-projects)  

    �  �  �  

What results and outcomes of the sub-
project and programme do you and your 
organisation expect to use and to benefit 
from in the future?  

    �  �  �  

What other outcomes did the sub-
project/programme support and stimulate 
in the region?  
For each example examine,  
- why consultee thinks the outcome 
wouldn't have happened anyway 
- to what extent the international nature of 
the partnership was important in 
supporting its regional impact 

    �  �  �  

What is the core output or legacy from the 
sub-project?   

  �  �     

Is there going to be continued use of the 
outputs and legacy of the sub-project by 
the partners? Give details. 

 �  �  �     

What regional processes/plans are 
intended to be informed by the outputs of 
the sub-project/programme?  Is that 
progressing as expected?  Are there any 
barriers to take-up that weren't anticipated 
at during the delivery of the project?   

 �  �  �  �  �   

If the regional processes and plans have 
changed such that the original aims of the 
project are no longer possible to achieve 
what are the new plans?  How is that 
being taken forward? 

 �  �  �  �  �   

In reporting on Component 3, can you 
describe the type of outputs reported 
under the following,  
output indicators 
- no. of good practices identified by the 
regional initiative projects  
- no. of regional/local policies and 
instruments addressed in the field tackled 
by the project 
- regional road maps implementing policy 
targets 
result indicators 
- no. of good practices successfully 

 �       



INTERREG IVC POWER Programme Evaluation 
 

 D-7

INTERREG IVC POWER programme 
aide memoire 

SS RC SPs ES ISC PWG 
RE 

WS 

transferred 
- no of regional/local policies and 
instruments improved in the field tackled 
by the project 

In reporting on Component 4, can you 
describe the type of outputs reported 
under the following,  
output indicators 
- no. of good practices identified 
- no. of good practices successfully 
transferred  
- no. of regional/local policies and 
instruments addressed in the field tackled 
by the project 
- no of regional/local policies and 
instruments improved in the field tackled 
by the project 
- policy recommendation aiming at the 
reduction of the region's ecological 
footprint 
- policy recommendation aiming at the 
reduction of the region's carbon footprint 

   �     

Did your sub-project/part of the 
programme achieve the quantity of output 
and result indicators planned?  If not, why 
not? 

 �   �     

Were these outputs and result indicators of 
the quality expected?  If not, why not?  

 �   �     

How have the sub-project(s) contribute to 
the regional good practices?  

�  �  �  �   �   

How have the sub-project(s) contribute to 
the regional road maps?  

�  �  �  �   �   

Have the various sub-projects in a region 
worked together in any way? If yes, please 
give examples or regional collaboration 
and working? If not, why not? 

 �  �  �     

Do you anticipate any continuation of 
project activity on this sub-project with 
these partners or in the region at the end 
of the POWER programme?  If yes, please 
give details of future activity planned?  

  �  �     

What is different in the region(s) as a 
result of its involvement in the POWER 
programme?  Why could these results not 
have been achieved some other way?  

 �    �  �   

How has the sub-project/programme 
impacted on the following,  
- partner organisations,  
- on the wider region,  
- and other EU regions?  
Provide specific examples and explain why 
you think they are particularly do to the 
sub-project/the programme or to what 
extent these activities contributed? 

�  �  �  �  �  �   

What is the scope for transferability from 
the sub-projects/programme to other EU 
regions? Reflecting back now on how this 
has worked well or not so well what 
recommendations would you make with 
regard to transferability to other taking 

�  �  �  �   �   
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forward inter-regional activity?  

 

Administration 
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The evaluation will be relying on claim 
information up to June 2011 - would that 
miss any significant outputs claims for your 
sub-project - if so what?  

   �     

The evaluation will be relying on claim 
information up to June 2011 - would that 
miss any significant outputs you are 
responsible for reporting - if so what?  

 �       

How has your sub-project been affected by 
the closure of SEEDA and the requirement 
to conclude the majority of project activity 
by June 2011 and make the final claim in 
September 2011? 

   �     

Has the sub-project delivered any direct 
project outputs - renewable energy 
installed, energy audits carried out and the 
results implemented?  Give details?  How 
has this been captured and what 
information can be provided as part of the 
evaluation?  

�    �     
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Annex E: List of Consultees  

Programme consultees 

Programme secretariat 

1. Janet Borgers, South East of England Development Agency 

2. Alex Greenway, South East of England Development Agency  

3. Pascale Waschnig, South East of England Development Agency (and Regional 
Correspondent for the South East of England)  

Regional correspondents 

4. Raivo Kiis, Tallinna Linnavalitsus, Tallinn City Government 

5. Wanny Chan, Department of Economic Development, Province of Noord-Brabant  

6. Agata Weso
owska, Department of Regional Policy, Marshal Office of the Malopolska 
Region 

7. María Luisa Borra Marcos, Agencia Andaluza de la Energía, Andalucía 

8. Joanna Szyfter, Stockholm Region EU Office 

9. Francesca Lussu, ARPA - Direzione Tecnica, Energia e Valutazioni Ambientali 
Complesse 

International Steering Committee 

10. Jacek Wo� niak, The Marshals Office of Malopolska, Director of Regional Policy 
Department in the Marshals Office (partner organisation for programme) 

11. Jorge Juan Jimenez Luna, Agencia Andalu� ia de la Energia, (partner organisation for 
programme) 

12. Maria Paola Dosi, Director at DG for Programs and Agreements, EU Relations and 
International Cooperation, Emilia Romagna 

13. Richard Hatch, Environment Planning and Evidence Manager, Environment Agency, 
South East England 

Regional Policy Experts 

14. Graham Tubb, South East England Development Agency 

15. Jim Sims, ngage solutions, South East England 

16. Michele Sansoni, ARPA Emilia Romagna 

17. Gema Cantero Medina, Agencia Andaluza de la Energia 
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18. Thomas P. Budil, Agencia Andaluza de la Energia 

19. Joanna Kulczycka, Mineral and Energy Economy Research Institute, Polish Academy of 
Science, Malopolska 

20. Rob Maessen, Senior Policy Officer and Psychologist, Provincie Noord-Brabant 

21. Adam  Ingleby, Environment Agency, South East England 

Wider programme stakeholders 

22. Noud te Riele, Storrm C.S. Noord-Brabant 

23. Bart van de Sande, Province of Noord-Brabant 

24. Jason Meggs, DICAM – Bologna University, Emilia Romagna 

25. Stephanie Beggs, Eco-housing and Retrofit Officer, East Hampshire District Council (Eco 
Town Department), South East England 

26. Jakub Szymanski, The Marshals Office of Malopolska 

Sub-project consultees 

Andalu� ia 

27. Isabel Raya Llorente and Gloria Rodriguez Lepe, Instituto Andaluz de Technolgia (IAT), 
GENERATION sub-project partner 

28. Eduardo Lopez Gonzalez, Instituto Nacionale de Tecnica (INTA), ITACA sub-project 
lead partner  

29. Ricardo Hernandez San Juan y de Bustos, EPSA The Public Enterprise for Social 
Housing in Andalu� ia, SILCS sub-project partner 

30. Manuel B Acevedo Perez, Diputacion Provincial de Huelva, WICO sub-project partner 

Emilia Romagna 

31. Fabio Cervi , Provincia di Modena, Emilia Romagna, GENERATION sub-project partner 

32. Luca Buzzoni, Regione Emilia Romagna, sub-project lead partner 

33. Floriana Montanari, ACER Reggio Emilia, external consultant to TrIsCo sub-project 

34. Simona Melchiorri, Province of Ravenna, WICO sub-project lead partner 

Mapoloska 

35. Marek Drozdz, Akadamia Gorniczo-Hutnicza, GENERATION sub-project partner 

36. Renata Koneczna, Mineral and Econergy Economy Research Institute of the Polish 
Academy of Sciences E-mob sub-project partner 
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Noord-Brabant 

37. Wendy Persoon, Nv Brabantsee Ontwikkelings Maatschappij E-mob sub-project lead 
partner 

38. Michel Visser, BMF Stichting Brabantse Millieufederatie, ITACA sub-project partner 

39. Maaike de Wijk, community Boxtel in consultation with Frits Fastenau and Peter van 
Oers from Municipality of Boxtel, Timber sub-project lead partner 

South East England 

40. Allan Hutchinson, Oxford Brookes University, E-Mob sub-project partner 

41. Carolyn McKenzie, Kent County Council, SILCS sub-project partner 

42. Catherine Teeling  and Nafsika Drosou, the Centre for Creative Urban Regeneration 
(CURe), University of Portsmouth, SILCs sub-project lead partner 

43. Catherine Teeling  and Lee Woods, the Centre for Creative Urban Regeneration (CURe), 
University of Portsmouth, TraCit sub-project lead partner 

44. Adam Goulden and Helen Farley, The Environment Centre (tEC), TrIsCo sub-project 
lead partner 

Stockholm 

45. Karen Smyth, County Administration Board of Uppsala, SEECA sub-project lead partner  

46. Michael Erman, Stockholm County Council, TIMBER sub-project partner 

47. Helena Andersson, Municipality or Gotland, TrIsCo sub-project partner 

Tallinn 

48. Mari Jüssi, Stockholm Environment Institute - Tallinn Centre, Estonian Institute for 
Sustainable Development, TraCit sub-project partner and policy expert 

49. Sessi Villmann, Tallinn City Government, SEECA sub-project partner 

E survey respondents 

E-Mob 

50. Wendy Persoon, Nv Brabantsee Ontwikkelings Maatschappij, Noord-Brabant, sub-project 
lead partner 

51. J. Jesus Fernandez Lozano, University of Malaga, Andalucía, sub-project partner 

52. David Börjesson, STUNS, Stockholm, sub-project partner  

53. Dr Pat Winfield, Oxford Brookes University, South East England, sub-project partner 
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54. Renata Koneczna, Mineral and Econergy Economy Research Institute of the Polish 
Academy of Sciences, Malopoloska, sub-project partner 

55. Carlos Perez Montanez, City of Malaga, Andalucía, sub-project partner 

GENERATION 

56. Gloria Rodríguez Lepe, Instituto Andaluz de Technolgia, Andalucía, sub-project lead 
partner 

57. Marek Drozdz, Akadamia Gorniczo-Hutnicza, Malopolska, sub-project partner 

58. Fabio Cervi, Provincia di Modena, Emilia Romagna, sub-project partner 

59. Gemma Cave, The Environment Centre (tEC), South East England, sub-project partner
  

ITACA 

60. Luca Buzzoni, Emilia-Romagna, sub-project lead partner 

61. Monica Zanarini, Provincia di Rimini, Emilia Romagna, sub-project partner 

62. Eduardo López, Instituto Nacionale de Tecnica, Andalucía , sub-project partner  

63. Jeccika Eriksson, Lidingo, Stockholm, sub-project partner 

64. Manuel B. Acevedo Pérez, Diputacion Provincial de Huelva, Andalucía, sub-project 
partner 

SEECA 

65. Karen Smyth, County Administration Board of Uppsala, Stockholm, sub-project lead 
partner  

66. Sessi Villmann, Tallin City Government, sub-project partner 

67. Maciej Maderak, Niepolomice Municipality, Malopolska, sub-project partner  

SILCS 

68. Catherine Teeling, CURe University of Portsmouth, South East England, sub-project lead 
partner 

69. Ricardo Hernandez-SanJuan De Bustos, EPSA The Public Enterprise for Social Housing 
in Andalucía, sub-project partner 

70. Carolyn McKenzie, Kent County Council, South East England, SILCS, sub-project 
partner 

TIMBER 

71. Peter van Oers, Municipality of Boxtel, Noord-Brabant, sub-project lead partner 
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72. Michael Erman, Stockholm County Council, sub-project partner 

73. Jim Sims, Ngage solutions Ltd, South East England, sub-project partner 

74. Pablo Quero García, Provincial Energy Agency of Cadiz, Andalucía, sub-project partner  

75. Lukasz Lelek, Mineral and Energy Economy Research Institute of the Polish Academy of 
Science, Malopolska, sub-project partner 

TraCit 

76. Lee Woods, CURe University of Portsmouth, South East England, sub-project lead 
partner 

77. Mari Jüssi, Stockholm Environment Institute - Tallinn Centre, Estonian Institute for 
Sustainable Development, Tallinn, sub-project partner and policy expert 

78. Katarzyna Nosal, Krakow University of Technology, Malopolska, sub-project partner  

79. Merle Laager, Viimsi Municipality Estonia, Tallinn, sub-project partner  

TrIsCo 

80. Helen Farley, The Environment Centre (tEC), South East England, sub-project lead 
partner 

81. Enno Selirand, Viimsi Vallacalitsus, Viimsi Rural Municipality, Tallinn, sub-project 
partner 

82. Kaja Peterson, Viimsi Vallacalitsus, Viimsi Rural Municipality, Estonia, sub-project 
partner 

83. Arianne Vijge, Stichting Brabantese Milieufederatie, Noord-Brabant, sub-project partner 

84. Luigi Guerra, ACER Reggio Emilia, Emilia Romagna, sub-project partner 

85. Helena Andersson, Municipality or Gotland, Stockholm, sub-project partner 

86. Madelyn Marrero -Melendez, Universidad de Sevilla, Andalucía, sub-project partner  

WICO 

87. Simona Melchiorri, Province of Ravenna, Emilia-Romagna, sub-project lead partner 

88. Simon Powell, Marine South East  Ltd, South East England, sub-project partner 

89. Manuel B. Acevedo Pérez, Instituto Andaluz de Technolgia, Andalucía, sub-project 
partner  

 


