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Consultation of the Stakeholders and Citizens 
INTERREG VI-A Bavaria/Germany – Austria 

 

 
 
In preparation for the post-2027 Interreg programmes, the European Commission’s Direc-
torate General for Regional and Urban Policy (DG REGIO) has set itself the goal to collect the 
strengths and weaknesses as well as the problems, needs and wishes among the Interreg com-
munity that lives and works along the borders of EU countries. DG REGIO wants to form a 
comprehensive picture of the situation in these areas so that they can adapt their strategies 
and priorities. Hence, all Interreg programmes got the task to consult stakeholders and citi-
zens in their programme area and to report the results back to the European Commission by 
the end of 2024.  

In order to compare the consultations from different parts of the EU with each other and to 
form cohesive conclusions, DG REGIO provided a guiding toolkit with detailed explanations 
and information about this assignment. They predefined specific questions which were then 
implemented in the survey and gave the structure for this document that summarizes the 
results. 

The INTERREG VI-A Bavaria/Germany – Austria programme conducted two online surveys, one 
for stakeholders of the programme and one for the citizens that live and operate within the 
programme region. The questions of the survey were based on the questions from DG REGIO 
with additional points in some areas like demographics and contact information. The survey 
was conducted in German and was open from 26.03.2024 – 10.06.2024. The surveys received 
135 responses, 107 from stakeholders and 28 from citizens. 

In addition to the survey, an online meeting in July 2024 was arranged for those people who 
were further interested in the discussion. There, briefly the Interreg programme and the as-
signment were introduced, followed by a discussion of some results and conclusions of the 
consultations. 

In August 2024, the data was then analysed again, the results were visualized and the harvest-
ing report, which is to be submitted by December 31st 2024, was written. 
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1. Consultation of Stakeholders 

 

1.1. Main Stakeholders consulted 
 
The majority of the participants of the consultation come from the Upper Austria region (27) 
and the Upper Bavaria region (19). 16 stakeholders are from Lower Bavaria, 14 from Swabia, 
11 from the province of Salzburg and 7 from Tyrol and Vorarlberg each. There was also an 
interest from people outside the programme area to take part in this survey (6). In total, 107 
stakeholders took part in the survey.  

 
Figure 1: Own figure - Origin of stakeholders 

The biggest group of the stakeholders can be allocated to public administration (31), the sec-
ond biggest group represent a university / research institution / (technical) college (21). Also, 
many representatives from the tourism sector (12), regional management / Euregio (11), local 
authorities (10) and local companies (10) could be reached. As well as some NGOs (5), educa-
tional institutions (4) and one private research institution. 13 participants are part of an or-
ganisation that does not fall into any of these categories but can be seen as other important 
regional organisation. Multiple answers were possible. 

 
Figure 2: Own figure - Type of the organisation.  
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1.2. Methods of consultation 
 
The INTERREG VI-A Bavaria/Germany – Austria programme created an anonymous online sur-
vey composed of 15 questions that give answers to the predefined questions of DG REGIO. At 
the beginning of the questionnaire, information about the Interreg programme in general and 
the reason for this survey as well as information about the privacy policy was given. The survey 
was created via the questionnaire platform SurveyMonkey and was open from March 
26th, 2024 until June 10th, 2024. The consultation was promoted as broad as possible via E-
Mail to programme bodies, stakeholders and Europe Direct Points in the programme area with 
the invitation to further distribute it. A special request for support in the distribution of the 
consultation went to the Euregios in the programme area. As they are more in contact with 
the local stakeholders, they were asked to use also their events, Social Media channels, con-
tacts to schools and universities and the local press, if possible. The invitation to take part at 
the consultation was also placed on the programme website. 

As a second method for consultation, a participatory discussion group was chosen. Through 
the last question of the survey, the 107 participants were asked, if they were interested in a 
summary of the results of the questionnaire and if they would like to take part in a further 
discussion of the topic in the form of an online discussion, and if so, to enter their contact 
information (E-Mail address). The people who showed interest were sent an E-Mail invitation 
with the date and the login details for the online discussion. This information was also an-
nounced on the programme website on June 19th, 2024 for people that did not take part in 
the survey or changed their mind afterwards. Our steering committee was also informed. 

The online discussion was arranged via Zoom with the key partners and further interested 
stakeholders and individuals from the region. It was conducted on July 8th, 2024, from 11:00 
to 12:00 o’clock. The online forum consisted of 24 participants including the organizers from 
different parts of the programme areas as well as from both sides of the border. 

The agenda of the presentation was as following: 

1) Interreg programme and funding periods 
2) Embedding in cohesion policy 
3) Background information and implementation of the survey 
4) Presentation and discussion of selected results 
5) Preparation of results and conclusion 
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1.3. Summary of the input on the key questions 
 

1. Is living next to a border an opportunity or a disadvantage? 

Each participant could vote up to 3 different options out of 21 predefined answers. In general, 
there seems to be a rather positive image to living at the border. People voted 296 times for 
an opportunity compared to 97 times for a disadvantage. Ten people see it as neither an op-
portunity nor a disadvantage and 17 participants of the survey do not live in the border region 
and are not directly affected by the border. 

Key opportunities for people that live in the border region:  
(from strongest to weakest) 

▪ Cultural diversity 
▪ A wider range of leisure facilities 
▪ Greater innovation potential through cross-border cooperation 
▪ More job opportunities 
▪ A larger offer of services and goods 
▪ A wider choice of education facilities (schools, universities, further education, etc.) 
▪ A higher guest and customer potential 

Key disadvantages for people that live in the border region:  
(from strongest to weakest) 

▪ Poor or more complicated use of public transport 
▪ Administrative and legal barriers (e.g. starting up a company, job market, school/train-

ing, etc.) 
▪ Weak connection to healthcare facilities 
▪ A limited selection of job opportunities or a greater competition on the job market 
▪ A smaller offer of training opportunities (schools, universities, further education, etc.) 
▪ Poorer innovation potential because of the remoteness from metropolitan areas 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3: Own figure - Opportunities and disadvantages for stakeholders  
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2. Where is the biggest potential for territorial cooperation in your area? 

The biggest potential for territorial cooperation can be seen in environmental and nature con-
servation as well as in tourism (57,94% each). Many stakeholders also believe that there is 
potential in the areas of research and development (49,53%) and public transportation 
(44,86%). On the other hand, a mere of 14 votes go to sharing public resources. 

 
Figure 4: Own figure - Potential for territorial cooperation 

Responses from the category “Other”: 
▪ Energy supply 
▪ Working together against excessive bureaucracy 
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3. What currently works well in this cooperation and should be either preserved or rein-
forced? 

Half of the participating stakeholders feel that the cooperation in the tourism sector currently 
works well and should be either preserved r reinforced. About 37 percent perceive university 
and non-university research and development as functioning well at the moment. 27 percent 
feel the same about the cooperation at nature and environmental protection. On the contrary, 
only 10 out of 107 respondents think that cross-border economic and industrial clusters as 
well as cross-border access to healthcare (5 out of 107) work well at the moment. 

 
Figure 5: Own figure - What works well? 
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4. What currently does not work well in this cooperation and should be improved? 

47,66% of the participants perceive the current cooperation of regional public transport com-
panies as insufficient and they would like to see improvements in this area. The second biggest 
weakness in the programme region is cross-border access to healthcare (36,45%). High up the 
list are also cross-border public services, barriers to the introduction and functioning of infra-
structure measures and the exchange of experience at the municipal level (e.g. on energy 
communities). 

 
Figure 6: Own figure - What does not work well? 

Responses from the category “Other”: 
▪ Access to the public sector labour market only for nationals  
▪ Connecting STEM education programmes sustainably 

  

47,66%

36,45%

28,97%

25,23%

23,36%

20,56%

15,89%

14,95%

14,02%

12,15%

10,28%

9,35%

5,61%

2,80%

2,80%

Regional public transport

Cross-border access to healthcare

Cross-border public services

Barriers to the introduction and functioning of infrastructure
measures

Exchange of experience at the municipal level (e.g. on energy
communities)

Lack of cross-border economic and industrial clusters

Cooperation in research and development

Not enough cooperation in nature and environmental protection

Cooperation in the tourism sector

Access to educational institutions, training and further education
centers in the neighboring country

The same beneficiaries are supported again and again / too few
new players

Barriers when starting a business

Cooperation in the cultural sector

Lack of joint management of nature parks

Other (please specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

What currently does not work well in this cooperation and should be improved?
[max. 3 responses]



10 
 

5. What are the major obstacles for a good cooperation in your area? 

The stakeholders in the programme region think that the main obstacle for a good coopera-
tion is the lack of administrative or financial capacity (60,75 %). Moreover, unequal distribu-
tion of competences at regional and local level / lack of adequate project partners (34,58 %) 
and lack of knowledge about the funding opportunities of the Interreg programmes (32,71 %) 
are significant hurdles too. Geography in terms of remoteness from urban areas and natural 
barriers on the other hand does not have a significant impact for many, though it is still an 
obstacle that needs to be addressed. 

 
Figure 7: Own figure - Major obstacles 

Responses from the category “Other”: 
▪ Raising own funds as an educational institution 
▪ Bureaucratic hurdles 
▪ Flow of information at the authority level 
▪ Little interest at the political level 
▪ Different regulations and provisions (e.g. pandemic) 
▪ Lack of financing options for smaller projects 
▪ Unequal conditions regarding co-financing 
▪ Legal barriers 
▪ Human resources for cross-border activities 

 
6. Are there things you would like to do under Interreg but cannot? Why? 

The majority of the participants would like to do more cooperation projects and if they had 
greater human or financial resources at their disposal. A limited programme budget is also 
keeping certain areas from expanding. However, about a third does not feel any restrictions 
concerning project implementations at the moment. 

60,75%

34,58%

32,71%

22,43%

12,15%

9,35%

8,41%

Lack of administrative or financial capacity

Unequal distribution of competences at regional and local level /
lack of adequate project partners

Lack of knowledge about the funding opportunities of the Interreg
programmes

Limited willingness to cooperate and prejudices

Distance from urban areas

Natural barriers (rivers, mountain ranges, ...)

Other (please specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

What are the major obstacles for a good cooperation in your area? 
[max. 2 responses]



11 
 

 
Figure 8: Own figure - Restrictions from Interreg 

Responses from the category “Other”: 
▪ Low funding rate compared to other programmes and topic restrictions (also concern-

ing research projects on environmental protection). 
▪ Too few project submission deadlines for p2p projects (for low-threshold encounter 

measures). 
▪ Co-financing on the Bavarian side as a strong obstacle to project development. 
▪ High share of own financial contribution / higher co-financing rates for some part-

ners/priorities. 
 

7. What is the most important novelty that you would like to see in the future of Inter-
reg? 

The most important novelty for the people in the region is a wider introduction of simplified 
cost options (26,17 %). Additionally, very welcome are more people-to-people projects, 
smaller projects/projects with low-threshold access (19,63 %) and more infrastructure pro-
jects (18,69 %). 

 
Figure 9: Own figure - Most important novelty 
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Responses from the category “Other”: 
▪ Higher project volumes for projects that can be decided by the Euregio committees. 
▪ Shorter lead times between project submission and the approval for p2p and small 

projects. 
▪ More project submission deadlines. 
▪ Stronger focus on climate protection and energy transition in the programme region 

does not necessarily always require innovation, but also the possibility of implement-
ing proven strategies regionally. 

▪ The possibility of starting follow-up projects or continuing projects. 
▪ The possibility of funding already existing staff for project implementation. 

 
8. Is there a need for some infrastructure projects? 

With more than 50 %, a majority of stakeholders think, that infrastructure projects should be 
eligible for funding to a limited extent. Which means that funding of infrastructure should only 
be granted in certain cases (when it is beneficiary for both countries to a similar extent or 
when there is a unification/simplification of systems). 25 people do not think there is a need 
for such projects and 24 people have a specific infrastructure project / area for infrastructure 
in mind, in the following sectors: 

▪ (Renewable) Energy networks 
▪ Cross-border public transport infrastructure 
▪ Cycle paths and pedestrian infrastructure 
▪ Healthcare infrastructure 
▪ Climate adaptation measures 
▪ Tourism and leisure infrastructure 

 
 

 
9. What should be done to facilitate the work with your counterparts in another country 

(governance)? 

40,19 % of the stakeholders feel that the collaboration with their contacts works smoothly 
and that there is no need for significant changes. The remaining votes are rather equally 
spread across the other categories, such as stronger competencies at the regional level 
(16,82 %), faster decisions / decisions made in a more coordinated manner (15,89 %), more 
networking / more contact points (14,95 %) and better coordination with higher-level author-
ities (14,02 %). 

Infrastructure should 
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54,21 % 
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Figure 10: Own figure - Suggestions for improvement 

Responses from the category “Other”: 
▪ Acquisition of new actors for cooperation. 
▪ Better coordination between the programme authorities and the consortium, during 

and after the application phase. This avoids misunderstandings and significantly in-
creases the efficiency of the collaboration. 

▪ Institutionalization of cross-border project management and cross-border limited lia-
bility companies. 

▪ Recognition of staff costs should be simplified and better harmonised. Contributions 
in kind sometimes is the only option for (public) institutions to bring up their own 
share. 
 

10. What would be the cooperation project of your dreams? 

In this open question, topics like cross border public transport systems as well as nature and 
environmental protection and improving the biodiversity are the main areas of interest for 
the people in the region. For example, a mobility concept for the rural area that connects both 
sides without changing the transportation company and/or buying separate tickets would be 
appreciated and seen by the people that live and work there. Additionally to an intercon-
nected bus and train service, many mentioned the potential for joined hiking trails/pedestrian 
paths and cycling infrastructure throughout the programme region. 

Furthermore, there is a great interest in a better cross-border healthcare infrastructure with 
the corresponding recognition/billing options that is needed for health insurance companies. 
Cooperation projects in the field of education like the promotion of STEM in all levels would 
also be appreciated by the people in the area.  

Specific cooperation projects that were mentioned: 
▪ Cross-border public transport association Bavaria-Salzburg. 
▪ Continuous train service Salzburg-Bavaria-Tyrol with stops in Bavaria. 
▪ Digitization of the alpine hiking trail network / digitization of the main cycle routes 

(Inn Cycle Path, Tauern Cycle Path, Lake Constance Cycle Path). 
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▪ A project that aims to provide cross-border statistical data. For example, commuter 
data or population data at NUTS 3 level. Such a project would have great value for 
strategic projects in the border regions. 

▪ Emergency database for companies in the tourism sector (via this platform, compa-
nies can access registered employees in an emergency [e.g. employee falls ill at a ma-
jor event], whereby the employment contract, registration with social security, etc. 
are automated). 

70 out of 107 skipped this question. 

 
11. Experience with the Interreg programme: How satisfied are you? 

To get an insight on people’s experience with the INTERREG Bavaria-Austria programme, the 
survey participants were asked about their satisfaction with different aspects of the pro-
gramme and project implementation. In general, there is a rather positive experience with the 
Interreg programme. For example, the majority is satisfied with the priorities of the pro-
gramme, the support from programme bodies and the introduction of simplified cost options. 
Looking at the area of eligibility and control, the satisfaction level drops slightly. 

 
Figure 11: Own figure - Experience with Interreg programmes 
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1.4. Interesting quotes 
 
To gain further insight in the strengths, weaknesses and needs of the stakeholders, some in-
teresting quotes that were collected through the open-ended questions in the survey and the 
online discussion are listed here. 

Open-ended questions of the survey: 
▪ NGO: (Context: The biggest obstacles for cross-border cooperation.) “Unequal condi-

tions regarding co-financing. Austrian partners often have agreements with the state 
governments. Since German districts only have limited co-financing options, the full 
potential in terms of project development can’t be exploited.” 

▪ NGO: (Context: Cooperation project of your dream.) “The monitoring of sustainability 
regarding the use of biomass in the border region. Austria and Bavaria have a large 
biomass potential that can be used sustainably for heat supply based on renewable 
energy. The material flows of the two countries overlap in many ways and should be 
combined with the aim of a sustainable, resilient energy supply.” 

▪ University / Research institution / College: (Context: Improving cooperation & govern-
ance) “Cross-border projects even across different federal states within Austria are of-
tentimes difficult to coordinate. For Example: Ethics committee – it is difficult to find 
the responsible body. Each federal state has its own rules limited to the state. You have 
to go through the same process everywhere.” 

▪ Regional management / Euregio / etc.: (Context: Experience and satisfaction with the 
programme.) “The concept of border obstacles (such as public transportation or disas-
ter control) is welcome, but not easy to implement due to the programme indicators 
given. There should be adjustments in this area so that projects can use the indicators 
more easily.” 

Online discussion: 
▪ Euregio: Healthcare / medical care is a major issue and will be a very pressing topic in 

rural areas in the next 10 years (demographic change, shortage of skilled workers). 

▪ University: Education, environment and nature conservation combined with 
healthcare and medical care has great potential. 

▪ Research institution: The administrative burden has been reduced by introducing 
SCOs (Simplified cost options), which is praised. 

▪ Regional management: Due to the organizational structure of potential project part-
ners (NGOs, etc.), administrative and financial capacity is very limited in certain the-
matic areas, although ideas and pressure to act exist. This is visible at the lower de-
mand for several programme priorities. 

→ Solutions to this problem are difficult to find, especially in small associations. Po-
tential project partners should be considered in connection with their legal status.  

▪ Euregio: Budgetary conditions for public institutions are often difficult because of pre-
financing.  

→ Suggestion: Advance payment for larger projects  

▪ Educational institution: Raising own funds as a school is very difficult. Interim financ-
ing would be helpful.  
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2. Consultation of citizens 
 

2.1. Main citizens consulted 
 
The list of the region of origin of the citizens that took part in this survey is quite similar to the 
regions of origin of the stakeholders. The majority of the participating citizens are from the 
Upper Bavaria region (11) and the Upper Austria region (9). Four people are from Lower Ba-
varia, two from Swabia and one from the province of Salzburg and Tyrol each. Unfortunately, 
we did not manage to get a civilian response from Vorarlberg. There was also no interest from 
people outside the programme area to take part in this consultation. In total 28 citizens took 
part in this survey. The majority of the participants fall into the category of  
35 – 59 years, closely followed by the category of 21 – 35 years. Two participants are under 
the age of 20 and one is older than 60 years. 

 
Figure 12: Own figures - Origin of the citizens / Age of the citizens 

About half of the participants were already familiar with the Interreg programme, a quarter 
has at least heard of it once. 8 out of 28 have not been aware about the existence of Interreg / 
INTERREG Bavaria – Austria. 

 

2.2. Methods of consultation 
 

The citizens were consulted together with the stakeholders, however with two separate sur-
veys for each target group with adapted questions.  

The survey for the citizens had 10 questions and was open from March 26th, 2024 until 
June 10th, 2024, too. Just like the stakeholders, we informed the participants about Interreg 
in general and the reason for this survey as well as the privacy policy at the beginning of the 
questionnaire. At the end of the survey, citizens were also asked whether they were interested 
in a summary of the questionnaire results and whether they would like to participate in a 
further discussion on the topic (online discussion) and if so, to provide us with their E-Mail 
address. 4 respondents out of 28 were interested in the summary, however none of them 
participated in the online discussion in July 2024. 

Analogous to the stakeholder consultation, the citizens consultation was promoted via E-Mail 
to programme bodies, Euregios and Europe Direct Points in the programme area. Again, a 
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special request with reference to addressing young people in particular was made to the Eure-
gios of the programme area as they are in closer contact to the local citizens. 

 

2.3. Summary of the input on the key questions 
 
1. Is living next to a border an opportunity or a disadvantage? 

Each participant could vote up to 3 different options out of 17 predefined answers. 46 times 
people voted for an opportunity compared to 30 times for a disadvantage. Three people see 
it neither as an opportunity nor a disadvantage and 9 participants of the survey do not live in 
the border region and are not directly affected by the border. 

Key opportunities for people that live in the border region:  
(from strongest to weakest) 

▪ A wider range of leisure facilities 
▪ More job opportunities 
▪ Cultural diversity 
▪ A wider choice of education facilities (schools, universities, further education, etc.) 
▪ A larger offer of services and goods 

Key disadvantages for people that live in the border region:  
(from strongest to weakest) 

▪ Poor or more complicated use of public transport 
▪ Administrative and legal barriers (e.g. starting up a company, job market, school/train-

ing, etc.) 
▪ Weaker connection to health care facilities 

The three key disadvantages for citizens in the programme area are the same as those stated 
from the stakeholders.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13: Own figure - Opportunities and disadvantages for citizens  
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2. In the place where you live, what are the main topics where cooperation is needed? 

57,14 % of the participating citizens of the border region think that the main topic at the mo-
ment is the conservation and protection of the environment and nature. Important topics are 
also tourism (46,43%) and public transport (42,86%). A third of the citizens think that cooper-
ation is needed in the areas of business cooperation and the labour market. Many are rather 
satisfied with the cooperation in administrative and legal areas and only 7,14% think better 
cooperation is needed in this area. 

 
Figure 14: Own figure - Main topics for cooperation 
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3. Can you name an Interreg project that you find useful in the place where you live? 

6 out of 28 participants could name an Interreg project that they find useful in the place where 
they live. The mentioned projects are: 

▪ Lechradweg 
→ A cycling trail along the river Lech, connecting Tyrol and Bavaria. 

▪ Cooperation between the Bohemian Forest School (Böhmerwaldschule) and the Na-
tional Park. 

▪ Resilient tourism 
▪ Burgen- und Schlösserweg  

→ A hiking/biking trail between the Czech Republic and Upper Austria with 
many castles and palaces along the way (INTERREG Austria – Czech Republic). 

▪ Mariensteg Wernstein/Neuburg  
→ Bridge over the Inn river between Wernstein and Neuburg. 

▪ Some in the area of environmental education in Berchtesgadener Land/Salzburg.  

 
4. In your daily life, what are the biggest difficulties for (cross-border and transnational) 

cooperation? 

The biggest obstacles for cooperation in the border region are bureaucratic barriers (e.g. 
recognition of documents or training, 57,14 %), a lack of cross-border public transport con-
nections (42,86 %) and a lack of knowledge about the structures in the neighbouring country 
(35,71 %). Natural barriers such as mountains, rivers and forests as well as the access to the 
labour market seem to be no big difficulties for the people that participated in the survey. 

 
Figure 15: Own figure - Biggest difficulties for cooperation 

Response from the category “Other”: 
▪ No noticeable difficulties in my daily life. 
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5. What would be the cooperation project of your dreams? 

The general areas of interest for the citizens is similar to the wishlist of the stakeholders – 
public transport infrastructure, healthcare infrastructure, education, nature conservation. 

The people who live in the programme area would like to see projects in the area of public 
transportation in rural regions and the adaption of more cross-border cycle paths (e.g. Bohe-
mian Forest / Bavarian Forest → joint marketing) and more bridges for cyclists and pedestrians 
(e.g. Salzach and Saalach). Furthermore, many people wish for cooperation projects within 
the medical sector. For example, easements in the area of care and medical care and cross-
border doctor visits. 

Specific cooperation projects that were mentioned: 
▪ Cross-border energy projects. 
▪ Nature conservation projects and joint fight against the extraction of fossil resources. 
▪ Cooperation in the area of music schools, choirs and orchestras (e.g. cross-border 

concert tours, exchange and further training at supra-regional orchestra weeks, etc.). 
▪ The possibility that tolls will be charged on the motorways in Bavaria, or that they 

will receive a discount in Austria. 

15 out of 28 participants skipped this question. 

 
6. How do you perceive the extent of cross-border cooperation between Austria and Ba-

varia in your region? 

The citizens were asked to enter a number from 0 to 10 (0 = hardly any cross-border exchange 
noticeable, 10 = intensive cooperation in many areas) to show how intense they perceive the 
cross-border cooperation in their region. The average number is 4,61 form which we can see 
that many people sill perceive the current cooperation as hardly noticeable. 

 
Figure 16: Own figure - Perception of cross-border cooperation 
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2.4. Interesting quotes 
 

“There should be more projects on the subject of gender equality, role models, tolerance to-
wards and visibility of LGTBIQ+ people to make the region more attractive for women and 
young people.” 
 
 

3. Recommendations for post-2027 
 

Having conducted online surveys for two target groups, discussed preliminary results with a 
group of stakeholders and analysed the results of those activities, interesting insights could 
be gained about the views of stakeholders and citizens living and working in the border region 
of Bavaria/Germany and Austria. Although the people in the programme area share the same 
language and a very similar culture, the results show, that there is a need for the support of 
Interreg in many topics like tourism, nature and environmental protection, research and de-
velopment, among others. Also, a picture of the most urgent barriers in living and working in 
a cross-border area, like f.ex. bureaucratic hurdles, public transport and healthcare, could be 
developed (details see 3.1). The current geography of the Interreg programme does not seem 
to be a point of discussion among the respondents, which indicates support for the continua-
tion of the programme region. Concerning the project implementation, some very clear, 
though not completely new, points were uttered. A lack of human and financial resources, 
wishes for simpler procedures and access to support and partly natural conditions (like rivers, 
mountains) pose a challenge to cross-border cooperation (details see 3.3). 

However, the survey findings also express satisfaction with many parts of cross-border coop-
eration and the programme. Living in the border area is largely perceived as an advantage by 
both target groups. 40 % of the respondents stated, that the collaboration with their counter-
parts works smoothly and, that they made predominantly positive experiences with the pro-
gramme itself (priorities, support, availability of information, among others). The introduction 
of simplified cost options received positive feedback in particular.  

Summing up, the consultation delivered information on the most important topics for the 
cross-border cooperation for stakeholders and citizens living in the border region. Further-
more, constructive insights into the project implementation could be gathered. A perceived 
cooperation intensity of 4,61 out of 10 points among citizens shows, that there is potential for 
improvement. Generally, the interest and participation in the consultation underlines the im-
portance of Interreg for the people and the need for territorial cooperation in the future.  

 

3.1. Topics to be covered by Interreg 
 

Information on topics that should be covered by Interreg can be found in figure 4, 5, 6, 14 and 
15 of the harvesting report. Respondents would like to see improvements and seek for further 
cooperation for the post-2027 Interreg programme especially in the following priorities. Pre-
senting these topics, one has to keep in mind, that the majority of respondents were pro-
gramme stakeholders who have already been involved in Interreg projects. This might lead to 
a bias towards existing programme priorities.  
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Sustainable tourism 

Cooperation in the tourism sector is a great opportunity for both countries to gain the most 
of the customer and guest potential in the region. This is also reflected by results of the con-
sultation. About 50 % of the participating stakeholders feel positive about the current status 
of cooperation and would like it to be preserved and/or reinforced. However, there is still a 
potential for cooperation in this sector when it comes to human resources (staff), joint infra-
structure and joint marketing. 

Resilient environment, nature protection and climate change 

Another important area that needs to be looked into is the protection of nature and environ-
ment together with sustainable land use, climate adaptation and biodiversity. The climate is 
already changing and so is the flora and fauna in the region. More and more species are dying 
and the flora and fauna are under great pressure to adapt to these new conditions. There is a 
big potential for territorial cooperation for this topic and it should be preserved and reinforced 
according to the respondents. 

Research and development 

Great emphasis should also be placed on cooperation in university and non-university re-
search and development. Exchange of knowledge and innovation is crucial for economic de-
velopment in the region, which is reflected by the survey results. Universities sometimes crit-
icised bureaucratic hurdles, low funding rate, high share of own capital and missing human 
and capital resources. 

Mobility / public transport 

One of the biggest hurdles to overcome is cross-border (regional) public transport, which was 
also mentioned many times in the open questions. The people and organisations along the 
border suffer from insufficient public transport systems. There is a great desire for public 
transport connections that cross the border and extend further into the other country. Differ-
ent transportation companies and operators often make it difficult to travel and the people 
need to buy separate tickets in each country. Furthermore, there is a big demand for more 
bike and pedestrian connections (bridges, trails, etc.), especially where there are two vil-
lages/cities/etc. close to each other. 

Healthcare 

Cross-border access to healthcare is a topic which does not work well at the moment and 
should be taken into account in the future. Since demographics are changing and the fact that 
there is already a shortage of skilled workers, the situation will be challenging in the next 10 
years and beyond. For example, emergency medical care and the coordination between 
healthcare facilities as well as the recognition/billing options that is needed for health insur-
ance companies are topics that need to be addressed. 

Bureaucratic barriers 

People that live and work along the border perceive the administrative and legal barriers (e.g. 
starting up a company, job market, school/training, recognition of documents etc.) as one of 
the biggest disadvantages. There is a wish for simplifying bureaucratic processes to make the 
region more attractive for businesses as well as citizens. 
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Further areas of interest of the stakeholders and citizens 

▪ Cultural cooperation 
▪ Cross-border public services 
▪ Joint nature parks 
▪ Municipal exchange of experience 
▪ Cross-border economic and industrial clusters 
▪ Labour market 
▪ Networking between research and companies 
▪ Shared use of public resources 

 

3.2. Geography of the programme 
 

The participation and results of the consultations show that there is and will be a need for 
cross-border cooperation in the programme region. Furthermore, according to Figure 8, dis-
crepancies with the programme region are currently no obstacle for the cooperation between 
Austria and Germany. Continuity in the programme area has the advantage of keeping a sense 
of stability for continuous datasets and the comparability of data across funding periods. 
Maintaining the programme area also makes it easier to plan strategically for new projects 
and to focus on current cooperation partners.  

 

3.3. Implementation of programmes / projects 
 

Concerning the implementation of projects and the programme as a whole, the respondents 
in the programme region gave the following information (Fig. 7, 8, 9):  

Limited human or financial resources 

A big hurdle for cross-border cooperation projects is limited human and/or financial re-
sources. Often there is an idea but not the resources to realise it. It shows, that organisations 
oftentimes have other priorities than the cross-border cooperation. Also, the answers under-
line, that prefinancing and national financing are a problem for some potential partners. 

Simplified cost options 

A wider introduction of simplified cost options would be very much appreciated by the stake-
holders. As there has been a comprehensive introduction of simplified cost option in the 2021-
2027 programming period, this answer probably reflects a wish for more simplifications in the 
project implementation in general. It may also show, that many people are not sufficient fa-
miliar with the existing SCOs or are uncertain about the application of it in their projects.  

People-to-people projects and low-threshold access to funds 

The people in the programme region want to cooperate more with each other in the form of 
people-to-people projects, small projects/projects with low-threshold access. The results 
show, that there is a need for various forms of small projects and that the chosen path of the 
programme of offering people-to-people projects, small projects and “middle size projects” 
with different levels of bureaucratic requirements was the right decision and is to be followed 
in the future.  
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Infrastructure projects 

Infrastructure should be supported in projects, at least up to a limited extent. People see a 
need for infrastructure projects in areas such as public transportation, healthcare, tourism/lei-
sure, climate adaptation and energy networks. Interconnecting both sides of the border with 
infrastructure that can be shared and is adapted to the needs of the citizens, institutions and 
companies can have a positive impact on the quality of life, for the economy and nature. 

Programme level 

According to figure 11, the stakeholders made rather positive experiences with the Interreg 
programme as a whole. Especially the programme priorities, the availability of programme 
information, the assistance from programme bodies and the implementation of simplified 
cost options received high satisfaction rates.  

Some specific project ideas stated by the citizens and stakeholders: 

▪ A cross-border public transport association  
▪ A cross-border statistical database 
▪ Cross-border energy projects  
▪ Digitization of the (alpine) hiking trail network / digitization of the main cycle routes 

between both countries. 
▪ Nature conservation projects and joint fight against the extraction of fossil resources 

in the area.  
▪ Projects on the subject of gender equality, role models, tolerance towards and visibility 

of LGTBIQ+ people. 
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