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I - Abstract 

Key-words: Interreg, ESDP, Territorial Agenda, Territorial Cohesion, EU 

Baltic Sea Strategy, BSR, NSR, Boverket, By- og Landskabsstyrelsen 

The aim of this thesis was to study the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) Programme and the 

North Sea Region (NSR) Programme within the Transnational Interreg IV B 

Programme for the period 2007-2013, by making a comparison between Sweden and 

Denmark. The thesis looked at the level of involvement of both National Planning 

Authorities in the designing process of the programmes and projects, and investigated 

whether the Interreg programmes influence the authorities in their work with future 

policy-making, and the national spatial planning policies in general. 

The ambition of the thesis was also to clarify the links between the Interreg 

Programmes, the ESDP document, the Territorial State and Perspectives of the 

European Union and the Territorial Agenda, and how these documents have influenced 

the EU Territorial Cohesion debate and the creation of the EU Baltic Sea Strategy. The 

reason was to better understand the role of the National Planning Authorities in the 

implementation of the transnational programmes and their work towards territorial 

cohesion.    

The methods used for the thesis consisted of secondary research and analysis of the 

intergovernmental “Territorial Documents”, the Interreg programmes and their specific 

projects, and not least,  the study of books, articles, and other documents and sources of 

interest for this topic. 

Interviews were made with people working at Swedish “Boverket”, Danish “By- og 

Landskabsstyrelsen” (BLST) and “Danske Regioner” (Danish Regions). 

Some of the main findings have been the different approaches among the Planning 

Authorities towards their potential leadership in the Interreg projects, the little time 

dedicated to the Interreg work in general at Swedish Boverket, and Boverket’s scarce 

intervention in the development-process of the EU Baltic Sea Strategy. 

On the Danish side there is very little priority given to the diffusion and transfer of 

knowledge, while in Sweden on the other hand, this is one of the main issues for all the 

authorities involved. 
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The conclusion is that, even if Sweden and Denmark are close neighbours and are 

collaborating in many fields, there are some substantial differences in attitude and action 

towards their role as participators of the Transnational Interreg projects, differences 

which, if emphasised, could be useful knowledge for both parts in order to develop their 

own Interreg-work, responding to the growing interest of the EU in territorial concerns. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



~ V ~ 
 

II - Table of Contents 

I. Abstract..........................................................................................................................III 

II. Table of Contents...........................................................................................................V 

III. Dedications.................................................................................................................VIII 

IV. List of Illustrations........................................................................................................IX 

V. Glossary, Nomenclature and Acronyms.....................................................................X 

VI. List of Appendices.....................................................................................................XIII 

1. Introduction.....................................................................................................14 

1.1. Thesis Background.......................................................................................................14 

1.2. Goals and Primary Research Questions...................................................................15 

1.3. Methods.........................................................................................................................16 

1.4. Results and Conclusions.............................................................................................16 

1.5. Structure of the Thesis................................................................................................17 

2. Setting the Context...........................................................................................18 

2.1. Background of the EU Strategies, Perspectives and Agendas..............................18 

2.1.1. The ESDP.............................................................................................................19 

2.1.2. Spatial Visions......................................................................................................25 

2.1.3. The Territorial State and Perspectives of the European Union...................29 

2.1.4. The Territorial Agenda........................................................................................31 

2.1.5. Territorial Cohesion.............................................................................................34 

2.1.6. Conclusions...........................................................................................................38 

2.2. Background of the EU Funding and the EU Interreg Programmes....................40 

2.2.1. The EU Structural Funds...................................................................................40 

2.2.2. The Interreg Programmes..................................................................................43  

a. Cross-border Co-operation.............................................................................43 

b. Transnational Co-operation............................................................................44 

c. Interregional Co-operation.............................................................................45 

2.2.3. Shortly about ESPON.........................................................................................45 

2.2.4. Conclusions...........................................................................................................46 

 

 

 



~ VI ~ 
 

2.3. Background of the Administrative Structures and the National Planning 

Systems...........................................................................................................................47 

2.3.1. The Case of Sweden............................................................................................47 

2.3.2. The Case of Denmark.........................................................................................51 

2.3.3. Conclusions...........................................................................................................54 

2.4. References Chapter 2...................................................................................................55 

3. The Transnational Interreg Programmes........................................................61 

3.1. Organisation of the Transnational Interreg Programmes and the initial Project 

Procedures.....................................................................................................................61 

3.2. The Baltic Sea Region Programme............................................................................63 

3.3. The North Sea Region Programme...........................................................................66 

3.4. Analysis of specific projects in the BSR and NSR..................................................68 

3.4.1.  The Baltic Sea Region Project : “BaltSeaPlan”..............................................69 

3.4.2.  The North Sea Region Project : “Aquarius”..................................................72 

3.5. Conclusions...................................................................................................................75 

3.6. References Chapter 3...................................................................................................77 

4. The EU Baltic Sea Strategy.............................................................................79 

4.1. Background of the Baltic Sea Strategy......................................................................79 

4.2. The Aims and Content of the Baltic Sea Strategy...................................................80 

4.3. Conclusions...................................................................................................................83 

4.4. References Chapter 4...................................................................................................84 

5. The National Planning Authorities and their relation to the EU 

Transnational Interreg Programmes...............................................................87 

5.1. Presentation of Boverket – Sweden..........................................................................88 

5.2. Presentation of By- og Landskabsstyrelsen, Danske Regioner – Denmark.......89 

5.3. Research Questions......................................................................................................90 

5.3.1. What level and/or type of involvement do the Swedish and Danish 

Planning Authorities have in the design-process of the programmes and 

generation of the projects?.................................................................................91 

5.3.2. How does the outcome of the Interreg programmes feed-back  into the 

Planning Authorities, influencing their future policy-making?.....................97 

5.3.3. How is the knowledge from the Interreg experience transmitted to the 

authorities on national, regional and local level and in what way is it taken 

care of?.................................................................................................................100 



~ VII ~ 
 

5.3.4. How are the BSR and NSR programmes being reflected in National and 

Regional Policies and Planning?......................................................................105 

5.4. Conclusions.................................................................................................................108 

5.5. References Chapter 5.................................................................................................110 

6. Final Conclusions and Future Concerns........................................................113 

6.1. Discussion and Personal Reflections......................................................................113 

6.2. Other Ideas for Transnational Co-operation.........................................................118 

6.3. Limitations of the Research......................................................................................118 

7. Appendix.........................................................................................................121 

7.1. Interview Questions to Boverket............................................................................121 

7.2. Interview Questions to By- og Landskabsstyrelsen……………...…………..123 

7.3. Interview Questions to Danske Regioner..............................................................126 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



~ VIII ~ 
 

III - Dedications 

First of all I would like to thank Bo Löwendahl for his devoted dedication to the thesis, 

his true interest in the topic, and his invaluable knowledge and precious contacts. He 

has been the perfect Supervisor! 

I also would like to express my gratitude to Mafalda Madureira, for her interest and her 

always very good comments on the content and use of language. She has shown to be 

the perfect Tutor! 

Special thanks and gratitude go to Järda Blix, Olov Schultz and Kajetonas Ceginskas 

(who helped me to initiate this process) at Boverket, Helle Fischer at By- og 

Landskabsstyrelsen, and Anette Prilow and Michael Koch-Larsen at Danske Regioner. 

Without their help and their availability there would not have been any interviews made. 

Their thoughts and knowledge about the topic have been extremely valuable for me.  

Last but not least, I would like to thank my boyfriend, Thomas, for his fantastic 

patience and for letting me be fully immersed by work, also during weekends and 

evenings. I am sure that it will pay off!  

THANK YOU ALL! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



~ IX ~ 
 

IV – List of Illustrations 

Figure 1: The “Blue Banana” – p. 19 

Figure 2: The “Bunch of Grapes” – p. 19 

Figure 3: The EU Countries’ role in the ESDP drafting process – p. 23 

Figure 4: VASAB Long Term Perspective for the BSR 2030 – p. 27 

Figure 5: The EU Structural Funds – p. 41 

Figure 6: Interreg Strand A-Cross-border Co-operation – p. 43 

Figure 7: Interreg Strand B-Transnational Co-operation – p. 44 

Figure 8: Comparison between the Swedish and Danish National Planning Systems – p. 

54 

Figure 9: The eligible area of the Baltic Sea Region Programme – p. 64 

Figure 10: The eligible area of the North Sea Region Programme – p. 66 

Figure 11: The Maritime Spatial Planning Pilot Areas – p. 71 

Figure 12: The Pomeranian Bight Plan Area – p. 72 

Figure 13: The Catchment area of Smedjeån, Sweden – p. 74 

Figure 14: The Catchment area of Mariager Fjord, Denmark – p. 74 

Figure 15: Comparison between the BSR and NSR Programmes – p. 75 

 

 

 

 

 

 



~ X ~ 
 

V – Glossary, Nomenclature and  

Acronyms 

V.I - Glossary and Nomenclature 

Boverket = National Board for Housing, Building and Planning (Swedish planning 

authority) 

By- og Landskabsstyrelsen = Agency for Spatial and Environmental Planning (Danish 
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favourable for the Member States and has therefore been the most easy to pursue. Ex) 

the Single European Act (SEA), the Single Market, the introduction of the Euro.  
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making issues. It is considering both Top-down and Bottom-up approaches, but 

describes also a Horizontal attitude between Member States without the intervention of 

the EU Institutions.  

Liberal Intergovernmentalism= A theory of European Integration according to which 

Member States act in the way that suit them best, giving up their sovereignty to 

supranational institutions only after having bargained with other Member States about 

economic and national interests. 

Multi-level Governance= A political model which describes the EU decision-making 

process and its institutions. The EU Institutions are the most important actors in EU 

policy-making and the National States have lost some of their sovereignty, but at the 

same time the EU Institutions and the Member States are all interacting on national, 

regional and local levels. 
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Neofunctionalism= A theory of European Integration according to which the integration is 
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DR= Danske Regioner (Danish Regions) 
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ENPI= European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument 

EP= European Parliament 

ERDF= European Regional Development Fund 
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1 - Introduction 

1.1 - Thesis Background 

Within the EU, the Structural Funds are one of the means to materialise the ambition of 

the Lisbon Strategy; to become “the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in 

the world, capable of sustainable growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion” (EU 

Commission, 2001), or in other words; to pursue the goal of economic, social and 

territorial cohesion. The Structural Funds (together with the Cohesion Fund) are 

currently granted about 35% of the EU budget, which is the second largest budget item 

after the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP) with 40%.  

The Structural Funds aim to create: 1. Convergence, 2. Regional competitiveness and 

employment, and 3. Territorial co-operation. The intention of the second and third 

objectives is to enhance economic growth and sustainable development in all EU 

member states, while the first objective is more oriented towards “catching-up” regions 

in the EU (EC – Inforegio, 2008). 

The Interreg programmes are one of the actions in the Territorial Co-operation-

objective which is economically supported by the European Regional Development 

Fund (ERDF). The ERDF (which is part of the Structural Funds) mainly promotes the 

creation of new jobs and economic growth but also networking and exchange of 

experiences between national, regional and local authorities. 

There are three different types of Interreg programmes: A-Cross-border co-operation, 

B-Transnational co-operation, C-Interregional co-operation.  

This thesis is focusing on the Strand B programmes - Transnational co-operation, 

specifically in Sweden and Denmark. Both Sweden and Denmark are collaborating, 

together with other countries, in the Baltic Sea Region Programme and in the North Sea 

Region Programme.  

The reason for studying the Strand B programmes only, is that these clearly relate to a 

spatial and territorial dimension connected with regional development, due to the 

focusing on communication corridors for both transport and ICT, and environmental 

issues like water management, which is also committing the National Planning 

Authorities. This paper is particularly looking at some projects which reflect Spatial 

Planning issues and where both countries have joined as partners. 
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1.2 - Goals and Primary Research Questions 

The aim of this thesis is to study the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) Programme and the North 

Sea Region (NSR) Programme within the transnational Interreg IV B programme for 

the period 2007-2013, making a comparison between Sweden and Denmark. The thesis 

looks at the level of involvement of both National Planning Authorities in the designing 

process of the programmes and projects, and on the other hand, investigates whether 

the Interreg programmes influence the authorities in their work with future policy-

making, and the national spatial planning policies in general. 

Primarily, the paper tries to answer the following questions: 

1. What level and/or type of involvement do the Swedish and Danish Planning 

Authorities have in the design-process of the programmes and generation of the 

projects? 

2. How does the outcome of the Interreg programmes feed-back into the Planning 

Authorities, influencing their future policy-making?  

3. How is the knowledge from the Interreg experience transmitted to the 

authorities on national, regional and local level, and in what way is it taken care 

of? 

4. How are the BSR and NSR programmes being reflected in National and 

Regional Policies and Planning? 

 

The thesis additionally considers the subsequent issues:   

1. Similarities and differences between the two Transnational Programmes. 

2. Description of two of the projects with spatial planning perspectives where 

Sweden and Denmark collaborate and where the Planning Authorities have 

major interests. 

In conclusion, the ambition of the thesis is to clarify the links between the Interreg 

Programmes, the ESDP document, the Territorial State and Perspectives of the 

European Union and the Territorial Agenda, and how these documents have influenced 

the EU Territorial Cohesion Policy and the EU Baltic Sea Strategy. Consequently, the 

underlying objectives of the European Union, addressed by the Lisbon and Gothenburg 

Strategies, are carried out and implemented through these Interreg Programmes. 
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1.3 - Methods 

This thesis is a case study-research, using a comparison between Sweden and Denmark 

to gain more knowledge about the approaches used by the Planning Authorities 

regarding the Transnational Interreg Programmes.  

The methods used for the thesis consisted of secondary research and analysis of the 

intergovernmental “Territorial Documents”, the Interreg programmes and their specific 

projects, and not least, the study of books, articles, and other documents and sources of 

interest for this topic. 

Interviews were made with people working at Swedish “Boverket”, Danish “By- og 

Landskabsstyrelsen” (BLST) and “Danske Regioner” (Danish Regions). 

Andreas Faludi and Bas Waterhout with their rich production of literature have been 

important sources of information for the theoretical part, especially Faludi’s “European 

Spatial Planning” from 2002 and Waterhout’s PhD Dissertation entitled “The 

Institutionalisation of European Spatial Planning” from 2008. Another important source of 

information has been the internet, where fresh publications from Boverket, 

Tillväxtverket, By-og Landskabsstyrelsen, Danish Regions, the Swedish and Danish 

Governments, EU, et al, were found. 

1.4 - Results and Conclusions 

The final conclusions in the end of this paper put emphasis on the weakness of the 

regional levels in Sweden and Denmark and that this might create some problems in 

contraposition with the strong EU regional interests. They also discuss the position of 

the Baltic Sea Strategy and the implications of the macro-region strategies as a tool for 

increased territorial cohesion. 

Regarding the National Planning Authorities; one of the main findings has been the 

different approaches among the Planning Authorities towards their potential leadership 

in the Interreg projects. Boverket is blaming, quite erroneously, its conflicts of interest, 

not taking part anywhere, while By-og Landskabs-styrelsen participates as partner in no 

less than four different projects. 

What became striking during the interviews was the little time dedicated to the Interreg 

work at the Swedish Boverket, and it was questionable whether this priority issue was 

decided on the organisational level or if it came from a higher political instance. For this 
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reason a person well introduced in the Interreg questions was contacted at the Swedish 

Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and Communications, which is Boverket’s 

commissioning body. 

On the Danish side there is very little priority given to the diffusion and transfer of 

knowledge, while in Sweden on the other hand, this is one of the main issues for all the 

authorities involved. Another difference is the Danish composition of the sub-

committee, which is a much more slimmed organisation comparing to the Swedish one. 

The conclusion is that, even if Sweden and Denmark are close neighbours and are 

collaborating in many fields, there are some substantial differences in attitude and action 

towards their role as participators of the Transnational Interreg projects, differences 

which, if emphasised, could be useful knowledge for both parts in order to develop their 

own Interreg-work, responding to the growing interest of the EU in territorial concerns.  

1.5 – Structure of the Thesis 

The following part, Chapter 2, constitutes the “theoretical spine” of the thesis, aiming at 

exploring the development of the spatial planning debate in Europe and in the EU, by 

describing the background of the main “Territorial Documents” of the EU, the EU 

Structural Funds and the EU Interreg Programmes, and not least, the administrative 

structures and national planning systems in Sweden and Denmark. 

Chapter 3 describes more in depth the Transnational Interreg Programmes of the Baltic 

Sea and North Sea Regions, and presents an analysis of two specific Interreg projects, 

one from each region. 

The EU Baltic Sea Strategy is described in the fourth chapter, while the National 

Planning Authorities are investigated in Chapter 5. The material from the interviews 

with Boverket, By- og Landskabsstyrelsen and the Danish Regions, and the answers to 

the research questions are to be found in this section.  

The last chapter, Chapter 6, makes a review and discussion of the thesis-findings, and 

presents some concerns for the future. 

In the Appendix it is possible to find all the interview-questions.  
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2 - Setting the Context 

2.1 - Background of the EU Strategies, Perspectives and 

Agendas 

Introduction 

In the following chapters this thesis will introduce the most significant EU documents 

which have had great impact on the development of the European Union towards the 

concept of territorial cohesion and spatial planning in general, and explain how these 

“Territorial Documents” are connected to the Interreg programmes, and how the same 

Interreg programmes operate as a means and powerful tool to carry on the pursuit of 

increased cohesion. 

Reading the documents listed below reinforces the mutual relationship between them, 

and the authors often mention the other documents in their texts. For this reason this 

thesis intends to analyse the documents, even if not in depth.  

The documents and strategies will be described following a chronological order, starting 

with the document (ESDP) that first introduced the concept of European spatial 

planning, and initiated the discussion which has lead to the last standpoint of EU spatial 

strategy – Territorial Cohesion. 

• The ESDP 

• The spatial visions of VASAB and NorVISION 

• The Territorial State and Perspectives of the European Union 

• The Territorial Agenda of the European Union 

• Territorial Cohesion  
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2.1.1 - The ESDP 

This chapter emphasises the significance of the European Spatial Development 

Perspective (ESDP) and its relation to the EU Interreg Programmes. 

Background of the ESDP 

According to Douchet (2002), the main idea behind the document of the European 

Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) was that all European cities and regions were 

increasingly connected, and dependent on each other. This perception and the 

knowledge that infrastructure development or impacts on the natural ecosystem in one 

area do not stay within national borders and therefore will provoke changes in another 

were the seedbed and origin of the policy framework (Douchet, 2002).  

The document can also be seen as a continuing development process of the European 

view on Europe’s spatial organisation and an evolution of how Europe has been 

conceptualised by spatial planners. As Faludi (2002) explains it, the first vision on the 

central core of Europe, or “Blue Banana”, with its weaker periphery, changed later on to 

be looked at as a “Bunch of Grapes”, with a more balanced and polycentric and regional 

organisation (Faludi, 2002). As we will see; the concept of polycentricism is the core 

notion in the ESDP. See figures 1 and 2. 

 

 

 

Figure 1: The “Blue Banana”   
1
                                                      Figure 2: The “Bunch of Grapes” 

 

                                                           
1
 Source Fig. 1, 2: Spatial organisation of Europe: in “European Spatial Planning”, A. Faludi (Ed.), Lincoln 
Institute of Land Policy, Cambridge, MA 



~ 20 ~ 
 

According to Waterhout (2008), the ESDP is closely connected with the decision-

making structure of the EU with its so called Multi-level Governance (see glossary, p. X), 

and the different views about European Integration and its implication on national 

sovereignty. EU policy-making, sooner or later, always finds itself in contraposition with 

the national sovereignty of the Member States. The problem is to find a balance 

between national interests and control in one hand, and EU integration and cohesion in 

the other (Waterhout, 2008). 

The discourse of Multi-level Governance is based on the work of Hooghe & Marks 

(2001), and as Waterhout (2008) explains it, the discussion is connected to the 

conception that the decision-making competencies in EU are divided between the 

Member States, the EU Institutions and other actors. This means that influence and 

governing control come from different administrative and hierarchical levels 

(Waterhout, 2008). 

The subject of European Integration has fascinated many scholars and there are many 

different theories which try to explain and clarify the concepts about EU integration and 

EU itself as an institution, namely the Liberal Intergovernmentalism, elaborated by Andrew 

Moravcsik in the beginning of the 1990’s, and the Neofunctionalism, initially explained by 

Ernst B. Haas in the end of the 1950’s. These theories can be useful when trying to 

understand how the Member States look at the EU policy-making in general. What EU 

integration basically is about, as mentioned above, is the adaptation to European 

“standards” by the Member States, giving up some of the national sovereignty. 

Waterhout (2008) points out that the relation between Spatial Planning and Integration 

is clearly manifested by the fact that the Member States themselves are responsible for 

their own national planning and only most reluctantly, if at all, would give this up 

(Waterhout, 2008). 

According to the EU Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning, the conclusion of the 

discussion on the ESDP was an important step towards European Integration (EC, 

1999). Their point of view becomes more comprehensible when placed into a historical 

context, because ever since the middle of the 1980’s, the European Union was working 

towards a more integrated union and had already accomplished some important results. 

The Single European Act from 1986 was the first step towards the Single Market with 

free movement of goods, persons, services and capital, and finally implemented in 1993; 

the Treaty of Maastricht (Treaty of the EU) from 1992 which entered into force in the 

end of 1993. These treaties created the European Union and opened up to political 
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integration, initiated the process of a single currency, and formed the Committee of the 

Regions which could be seen as recognition of the European regional dimension.  

This thesis does not intend to get deeper into the concept of European Integration 

theory and recommends the reader to quest other literature sources for this purpose.  

 

The ESDP Process 

The ESDP document was developed during a long time-period of ten years. The 

process, as described by Faludi (2002), started with an informal EU meeting among the 

Ministers responsible for Spatial Planning in Nantes during the French Presidency in 

1989. The President of the Commission, and not least, the Commissioner for Regional 

Policy; Jacques Delors, stressed the need for a spatial vision on the European 

Integration which was one of his main interests.  

With exception of the creation of the Committee of Spatial Development in 1991, the 

next few years little happened, until the Germans in 1993, inspired by the idea of the 

Commission, initiated a campaign for European Spatial Planning as an 

intergovernmental concern. Germany did not like the idea of losing the competency of 

planning to the EU Community and expressed the idea that Europe needed a 

coordinated collaboration among the Member States. The EU countries soon agreed 

that spatial planning should remain a competency of each Member State (Faludi, 2002).  

The reader must remember the revolutionary historical events in this period; the 

breakdown of the Berlin Wall in November 1989 and the collapse of Communism 

which led to the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991. It was an intensive era which 

drastically reformed the European geographical and political map; many former Soviet 

states resurrected as new countries, East Germany unified the West in 1990, and 

separatist waves in Europe created the Czech and Slovak Republics in 1993. At a 

sudden the European Union headed many new tasks, problems and challenges, and 

many countries, both “old” and “new”, applied for an EU membership during these 

years. This new political geography strengthened the need for a coordinated spatial 

vision like the ESDP. 

The decisive moment for the ESDP process, according to Faludi&Waterhout (2002), 

came at the Ministerial meeting in Liege in 1993 where the Belgian Presidency asked the 

Commission for economic support to promote transnational planning, and in this way 
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Interreg II C was developed as a Community Initiative. For the first time, this new 

initiative applied for co-operation across maritime borders, which was especially 

appealing to Great Britain. Earlier the same year, the Single Market had been 

implemented and a transnational co-operation programme would certainly facilitate its 

success. During the next two years working methods and indicators were set up and 

finally the Interreg II C started in 1997 (Faludi&Waterhout 2002). 

In the meanwhile, the procedure of finishing the ESDP was committed at a meeting in 

Venice in 1996 and the following year, the first official draft was finished. The final 

paper was accepted by the Ministers in Potsdam in 1999 as a non binding document and 

of voluntary application. 

The Interreg programmes are hence a mere result of the ESDP document (Faludi, 

2002). 

The picture below shows the EU Member States involved in the working-out process of 

the ESDP document. See figure 3. 
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Figure 3: The EU Countries’ role in the ESDP drafting process 
2 

 

 

                                                           
2
 Source Figure 3: Nordregio (2007), “ESPON project 2.3.1- Application and effects of the ESDP in the Member 

States”, ESPON Coordination Unit, Luxembourg 
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The Concept of ESDP 

Through any kind of policy, the Member States within the EU assume the responsibility 

to pursue common objectives and ambitions. In the case of the ESDP, which is not 

mandatory, the Member States agreed in 1999 to work towards three central concepts of 

territorial development and to achieve: 

1. Polycentric spatial development and a new urban-rural partnership 

2. Parity of access to infrastructure and knowledge 

3. Wise management of the natural and cultural heritage 

These three guidelines are further divided into 13 topics and 60 other policy options in 

order to fulfil the aim of a balanced and sustainable development of the EU territory, by 

strengthening its economic and social cohesion. 

The ESDP operates as a policy framework for those policies in the EU (of both 

National and Communitarian character) which will cause spatial impacts on a local and 

regional level, and proposes new forms of co-operation in the Interreg programs (EC, 

1999). 

The cross-border co-operation, Interreg (II A), economically supported by the 

European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), already existed since the beginning of 

the 1990’s, and along with the establishment of the ESDP this form of collaboration 

was extended to cover the transnational areas too, in the so called Interreg II C 

Community Initiative, which started in the middle of the programme period in 1997.  

The first programme period covered the years from 1989 until 1993, and the second was 

running between 1994 and 1999, the last year when the ESDP was presented.  

The next chapter will further develop the discussion about the Spatial Visions like 

VASAB and NorVISION, which had great impact on the development of the 

Transnational Interreg Programmes in the Baltic Sea Region and the North Sea Region.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



~ 25 ~ 
 

2.1.2 - Spatial Visions 

Introduction 

This chapter aims at pointing out the spatial visions of some of the Transnational 

Regions, especially the spatial vision of the Baltic Sea Region (BSR), as an important 

step towards the development of the Transnational Interreg Programmes, visions that 

inspired the European Commission to sustain such type of documents in the 

transnational Interreg work, and which set the first milestone as a policy of sustainable 

development. Other spatial visions have been created since the first one in 1994; four 

out of thirteen transnational Interreg regions have established vision documents 

(VASAB, Vision Planet, NorVISION, A Vision for Northwest Europe) (Nadin, 2002). 

As described in the chapter discussing the ESDP document, the Transnational Interreg 

Programmes II C started in 1997, in correlation to which, the EU Commission asked 

the transnational partnerships to prepare a vision for the transnational regions, or a 

transnational planning strategy, aiming at providing a link between the ESDP and the 

national and regional plans, highlighting the intensions of spatial planning within the 

transnational region itself. Other important issues, according to Nadin (2002), which 

meant to be clarified and identified, were the territorial impact of the EU sector policies 

and conflicts among the different countries, and finding points of collaboration 

respecting different national and regional queries (Nadin, 2002). 

In the following sections the spatial visions of VASAB and NorVISION, as 

contributors to the transnational Interreg settings, will be discussed in more detail, 

because they correspond to the Transnational Interreg Regions of the Baltic and the 

North Sea described in this thesis. 

 

VASAB 

VASAB, which stands for “Visions and Strategies around the Baltic Sea 2010”, was 

established in 1992 as an intergovernmental organisation, based on the need for an 

improved integration of the Baltic Sea Region (BSR), which only a few years earlier had 

seen some fundamental geopolitical changes due to the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 

collapse of the Soviet Union. The Swedish Ministry of Environment was the initiator 

and organiser of the event, and in the opening speech, the Swedish Minister of 

Environment asked for a vision-minded strategy, which could be sufficiently far-seeing 
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and enable all countries within the Baltic Region to come together, finding common 

standpoints and solving common problems (Fischer, Zaucha, 2009). 

The first VASAB vision, "VASAB 2010 - Towards a Framework for Spatial Development in 

the BSR", the so called “Tallinn Report”, was ready in 1994, five years before the ESDP, 

as pointed out by Nadin (2002), and meant to be an inspiring guidance tool for spatial 

development, aiming at sustainable development, solidarity and freedom in the Baltic 

Sea Region. The report stressed the importance of collaboration among the Baltic States 

in order to exchange experiences and knowledge about spatial planning research in areas 

of common interest (Nadin, 2002). 

The first Committee on Spatial Development in the BSR (CSD/BSR)3 was appointed, 

directed to coordinate the common actions and to prepare a framework for the 

institutional organisation and forms of implementation. This document, “From Vision to 

Action”, was presented in 1996 (VASAB, 2004).  

As Fischer and Zaucha (2009) point out, the many projects initiated by VASAB, the 

recommendations drawn up and the inspiring spirit of the members of VASAB itself, 

have exerted a clear influence on the next coming Interreg programmes and projects in 

the BSR, and not only. A perfect example of this is “Maritime Spatial Planning” which 

was first mentioned in the VASAB Action Programme of 2001, and which now is 

almost the headline of the EU-agenda (Fischer, Zaucha, 2009). Since then other goals 

and implementation strategies have been worked out. Recently, the document “The Long 

Term Perspective for Baltic Sea Region 2030” (LTP), was presented at the ministerial meeting 

in Vilnius in October 2009, a document which raises “new challenges for pan-Baltic co-

operation to achieve a territorially integrated Region”. See Figure 4 (VASAB, 2004). 

                                                           
3
 Since the Vilnius Declaration in 2009, the name of the committee is “Committee on Spatial Planning 
and Development in the BSR” (CSPD/BSR). http://www.vasab.org 
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Figure 4: VASAB Long Term Perspective for the BSR 2030 
4 

 

The vision for the BSR described in the LTP is a region considered as a “successful 

implementation of the [EU] territorial cohesion policy” with less socio-economic differences, a 

balanced polycentric development, with a secure and integrated energy supply based on 

renewable resources, easily accessible, and where the Baltic Sea is seen as a common 

asset (Fischer, Zaucha, 2009). 

According to Fischer&Zaucha (2009), the EU Baltic Sea Strategy has largely been 

influenced by the LTP, but so far the LTP is the only one to consider the challenges of 

strengthening the urban-rural relationship in order to prevent decreasing and out-

migrating population (Fischer, Zaucha, 2009). 

 

 

 

                                                           
4 Source Figure 4: http://www.vasab.org 
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NorVISION 

Following the recommendations of the ESDP, which emphasised that every Interreg 

programme must present a spatial vision for its programmes, NorVISION was created 

as the spatial vision of the Transnational Interreg IIC Programme of the North Sea 

Region. As Jensen (2002) points out, the NorVISION document starts with the 

statement that the North Sea Region (NSR) should reflect the ESDP mindset where 

Interreg projects should help to overcome differences and difficulties (Jensen, 2002). 

“NorVISION- A Development Perspective for the North Sea Region” was developed as an 

Interreg project itself. It started in 1998 in the IIC programme period and was presented 

in 2000 as a “physical-functional” vision with a regional and national framework for spatial 

planning in a period of 10-20 years. NorVISION was only one out of 45 Interreg 

projects in the NSR programme aiming at pointing out the future of the region with a 

cross-sectoral perspective, emphasising sustainable and polycentric development, a new 

urban-rural relationship, and other themes as the knowledge society, infrastructure, and 

protection of nature and cultural heritage (Jensen, 2002). 

NorVISION contained 10 different Visions, each represented by distinct Strategies, 

which in turn were concretised by project proposals. The document was seen as a 

regional understanding of the ESDP (BLST, 2000).  

The next chapter will continue to describe the intergovernmental collaboration of the 

Member States and their effort to find common guidelines towards territorial cohesion. 

The follow-up of the ESDP document was the “Territorial State and Perspectives of the 

European Union”. 
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2.1.3 - The Territorial State and Perspectives of the European 

Union 

Towards a Stronger European Territorial Cohesion in the Light of the 

Lisbon and Gothenburg Ambitions 

This document, which was adopted at a ministerial meeting in Luxembourg in 2005, 

could be seen as a complement to the ESDP, a scoping document which later on served 

as a background document for the Territorial Agenda. These documents were prepared 

by the Member States themselves, therefore they are no formal documents produced by 

the EU Commission. 

The background of the Territorial State (TS) was the Constitutional Treaty, which 

defined territorial cohesion as an objective of the EU. The very beginning started with 

the Amsterdam Treaty in 1997, which mentioned the EU Community and the Member 

States as promoters of social and territorial cohesion, and as providers of other services 

of general economic interests (EC, 1997). Several Cohesion Reports were presented 

during the years of the Constitutional Treaty-preparation (initiated in 2001), giving a 

wider explanation of the concept of Territorial Cohesion by stressing the need for a 

more balanced development, and the necessity of more coherent sectoral and regional 

policies, which have to support interregional co-operation in order to improve territorial 

integration. The Constitution and the set-up of the Territorial State were two different 

processes working in parallel, one as a product of the Community, the other on the 

Member State’s initiative.  The Constitutional Treaty was completed in 2004, only one 

month before the Rotterdam meeting when the work of the Territorial State started. 

The year after, only one month after the Luxembourg-meeting where the final report 

(TS) was presented, the EU Constitution was rejected by both France and the 

Netherlands in their national referendums, and the discourse of Territorial Cohesion, as 

part of the Treaty, took a new path, while the Territorial Agenda continued its 

development (Waterhout, 2008). But first, some short information about the Territorial 

State and Perspectives of the European Union.  

At an informal ministerial meeting in Rotterdam 2004 and in Luxembourg 2005, the 

planning ministers decided to initiate an analysis of the EU territory, putting together 

the Territorial State-report based on research findings from the European Spatial 

Development Observation Network programme (ESPON) and examples of best-

practises from the Interreg Programmes. For this reason, as pointed out by Faludi 
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(2009), the Territorial State is an evidenced-based document, because the ESPON 

programme is based on the findings made by about 600 researchers and the evidence 

suggests that territory really matters (Faludi, 2009). The report gives high priority to six 

different challenges that reflect the ESDP document rather well, but there are also some 

new aspects (Luxembourg Presidency, 2005): 

• Promoting urban development networking in a polycentric pattern 

• Strengthening urban-rural partnership 

• Promoting trans-national competitive and innovative clusters of regions 

• Strengthening Trans-European technological networks 

• Promoting trans-European risk management 

• Strengthening ecological structures and cultural resources 

 

The importance of the Territorial State was given by the recognition that the EU 

policymaking, which has territorial impact on regional development, must take in 

consideration the regional characteristics and situations, and that territorial sustainable 

development is about solving problems like unbalanced structures, rising energy prices, 

climate change, demographic change and migration, etc. Thus it puts forward the need 

to introduce a territorial approach to the Lisbon (2000) and Gothenburg Agendas 

(2001), which focus on “sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social 

cohesion” (European Council, 2000), and on concerns of environmental sustainability. 

Another important factor in this period of time is the accession of the ten new Member 

States, i.e. the enlargement of the EU in 2004, and the need for an updated European 

territorial view, because at a sudden the ESDP was not sufficiently farseeing. 

In the next part the thesis will look at the proceedings of the elaboration-process of the 

Territorial Agenda and further on how this is linked to the EU Territorial Cohesion 

Policy. 
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2.1.4 - The Territorial Agenda of the European Union 

Towards a More Competitive and Sustainable Europe of Diverse Regions 

As is the case with the document Territorial State and Perspectives of the European 

Union, the Territorial Agenda (TA) was signed by the Ministers responsible for Spatial 

Planning at a ministerial meeting, without the interference of the European 

Commission, but this time in Leipzig, May 2007, during the German Presidency. The 

Territorial State was just a “transit-document” through the Territorial Agenda-process, 

which can be deduced back to the Constitutional Treaty as mentioned above. A few 

months later the First Action Programme was presented in November 2007 (EP, 2007). 

Comparing to the Territorial State-document, the final version of the Territorial Agenda 

is a very short paper and could be seen, as Faludi states (2007), as a more political 

document which does not give political backing to the Territorial State-document 

(Faludi, 2007).  

The Territorial Agenda is structured in the following way: 

• Section 1: stating that tomorrow’s territorial challenges are in need of immediate 

attention. 

• Section 2: about strengthening regional identities and making better use of 

territorial diversity. 

• Section 3: outlining new territorial priorities for the EU. 

• Section 4: identifying actions to implement the Territorial Agenda. 

The first section points out the Lisbon and Gothenburg Strategies and how they can be 

strengthened by putting weight on territorial cohesion policy. In the second part the 

document describes six challenges that EU is facing: 

1. Diverse impacts of climate change on the EU and its neighbours 

2. Rising energy prices and different opportunities for new energy supply 

3. Integration in the global economy 

4. Impact of enlargement on cohesion, particularly as regards new members 

5. Overexploitation of regional capacities 

6. Effects of aging and migration on public services, housing markets, settlement 

structures and social cohesion. 
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At the third section, the Territorial Agenda continues on the three guidelines evidenced 

already in the ESDP, reflecting the priorities outlined by the Territorial State-document 

discussed earlier. 

In the fourth and last section, the document is listing all the things that the Member 

States and the EU Community have to do to pursue the goal of the Territorial Agenda, 

e.g. the continuation of the ESPON 2013 Programme, to support the Programmes of 

EU Territorial Co-operation (Objective 3), including the Interreg programmes, and not 

least, to jointly debate on the fundamental European territorial policies. It also points 

out the next-coming Presidencies and the hosting countries’ tasks concerning the 

Territorial Agenda (German Presidency, 2007). 

The importance of this document is the idea of the territorial cohesion as a “prerequisite of 

sustainable economic growth and job creation” (Faludi, 2007), and the emphasis on the value of 

the transnational and interregional co-operation within EU, but also outside its borders. 

The Interreg programmes are clearly seen as a means and instrument to implement the 

EU policies and strategies (German Presidency, 2007). 

The First Action Programme was set up during the Portuguese Presidency a few 

months after the Territorial Agenda-presentation, and included a list of guiding 

principles and a timeframe on how to implement the Territorial Agenda. One of the 

actions which took place was the establishment of the COPTA - Cooperation Platform 

for Territorial Cohesion, where to meet, gain and share information about the 

Territorial Agenda, and support its implementation. It has a webpage available for all 

interested EU citizens and participating stakeholders. See http://www.eu-territorial-

agenda.eu/Pages/Default.aspx. 

The Territorial Agenda will be revised in 2011 during the Hungarian Presidency and it is 

important that the Member States remain completely committed to the Territorial 

Agenda, its process of implementation and follow-ups, but Böhme (2009) argues that 

this is not so certain any more. The lack of commitment has transpired during the 

French and Czech Presidencies in the end of 2008 and in the beginning of 2009 

(Böhme, 2009). 

What is also important to remember, is the remake of the Constitutional Treaty into the 

Lisbon Treaty, signed in December 2007, where Territorial Cohesion, along with 

Economic and Social Cohesion, is seen as the third objective of the Cohesion Policy. 
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With the agreement on the TA a few months earlier, Faludi claims (2007), the Ministers 

proved to have accepted that the EU Commission needed to present a territorial 

cohesion policy, even though the Commission had no formal competence in the very 

close concept of spatial planning. Faludi (2007) argues that, one reason for this process 

of acceptance, albeit slow, is the intensive learning experience from the Interreg 

programmes that have formed a transnational community of thousands of practitioners 

(Faludi, 2007). 

The Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion was presented in 2008 and has, because of the 

ratified Lisbon Treaty, returned to the agenda of EU politics. This is what the next 

chapter will be about. In contrast to the Territorial Agenda, the Green Paper on 

Territorial Cohesion is a conventional EU document. 

An EU Green Paper is a non-binding document that aims at starting a discussion and a 

debate on a certain issue, giving suggestions for possible directions on which interested 

people can contribute with their thoughts and points of view (EC, 2010).  
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2.1.5 - Territorial Cohesion 

As explained above, a Green Paper is a discussion and consultation document on which 

the Member States and other interested stakeholders are asked to reply on, making their 

remarks and standpoints that subsequently will influence the preparation of the 

formal/final document. 

The Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion (subtitle: “Turning Territorial Diversity into 

Strength”) was presented by the EU Commission in 2008, following the “instructions” of 

the Territorial Agenda, which requested a Communitarian follow-up of the Territorial 

Agenda document.  

The Green Paper recognised the effort made by the Member States and their valuable 

contribution to the cohesion-debate through the documents of the ESDP, the Interreg 

Programmes, ESPON, the Territorial State and Perspectives on the European Union, 

the Territorial Agenda, and emphasised that planning competences will always remain 

within the national sovereignty. The Green Paper made perfectly clear that it did not 

intend “to call into question national and regional competences in these areas” (EC, 2008). The 

document also pointed out different EU policies that had to be coordinated in order to 

boost the effect and impact on EU territory and has inspired to the further development 

of two very important and fresh Community Strategies; the Baltic Sea Strategy and the 

Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning. According to Salez (2009), the Baltic Sea 

Strategy is an exercise about “putting into practice the principles of territorial cohesion” because it 

is a strategy for a big transnational macro-region with different stakeholders on different 

administrative levels, which jointly seeks to overcome common problems and 

difficulties, finding synergies and solutions by co-ordinating cross-sectoral policies 

(Salez, 2009). Chapter 4 will further develop the discussion of whether the macro-

regional strategies are to be considered as part of the Cohesion Policy, or as 

independent beings with a more integrated and place-based policy approach.   

At the end of the Green Paper, a group of six main-themes for further discussion were 

presented (EC, 2008): 

1. Defining territorial cohesion; 

2. Defining the scale and scope of territorial action; 

3. Improving territorial co-operation 

4. Better coordination between territorial and sectoral policies with territorial 

impact 

5. Identifying new territorial partnerships 
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6. Improving understanding of territorial cohesion 

As mentioned above, the Green Paper asked for a deeper understanding of the concept 

and a proper definition, and it became clear that this varied according to whom was 

asked - Faludi (2009) defines it in this terms; “Territorial cohesion refers to a situation whereby 

policies to reduce disparities, enhance competitiveness and promote sustainability acquire added value by 

forming coherent packages, taking account of where they take effect, the specific opportunities and 

constraints there, now and in the future.” (Faludi, 2009), while Salez (2009) sums territorial 

cohesion as; “The will to achieve balanced, inclusive and sustainable development of territories and to 

make value of their specific potential, by taking an integrated, partnership-based approach to organising 

cooperation between territories at all levels and coordinating the policies applicable to these territories.” 

What is meant is that territorial cohesion is both a political objective and a method of 

governance (Salez, 2009).  

The Swedish Government is also one of the respondents to the Green Paper and has 

delivered its own definition of Territorial Cohesion, by stating that “Territorial cohesion 

invites to take action and to cooperate across the territory and across administrative and political 

boundaries to provide citizens with best possible opportunities in terms of living conditions and quality of 

life, and provide enterprises with best possible development perspectives for a sustainable economic growth 

relying on specific territorial potentials, where ever they are settled” (Ministry of Enterprise, 2009). 

On the other hand, the Cohesion Report from June 2009, which briefly summarises the 

outcomes of the consultation requested by the Green Paper, states that: “The goal of 

territorial cohesion is to encourage the harmonious and sustainable development of all territories by 

building on their territorial characteristics and resources.”  

Thus, it is possible to assign Territorial Cohesion the objective to make more efficient 

use of the “Territorial Capital” of all European regions. According to OECD (2001), 

territorial capital is the economic potential of a region determined by “geographical location, 

size, factor of production endowment, climate, traditions, natural resources, quality of life or the 

agglomeration economies provided by its cities [...], understandings, customs and informal rules [...]”, 

etc. The Swedish Government means that the instruments and measures to advance the 

territorial potential are through cross-sectoral, intergovernmental co-operation with 

focus on multi-level governance and emphasise on the regional differences (Ministry of 

Enterprise, 2010). 

In April 2009, the Barca-report was published on request of Danuta Hübner, the 

Commissioner for Regional Policy (now former-), motivated by different points of view, 
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diverse expectations of the Cohesion Policy and its objectives, and due to the general 

impact of the global economic crises. Thus, the need for a re-formulation of the Policy 

itself became clear and a new Policy Model was worked out and presented in the 

Report, comparing it to the present Cohesion Policy. The document is offering 

proposals for a more complete place-based policy, matching the current world-situation 

and the need of the European Member States. 

The Barca-Report tried to assess the outcome of the Territorial Co-operation (e.g. 

Interreg), as part of the Structural Funds Programme and of Cohesion Policy, but 

without managing to find unanimous positive results, there have been both good and 

bad, and sometimes vague achievements. According to Barca (2009), the positive effects 

have been the stimulation of economic, social and cultural exchanges; the creation of 

networks, and the creation of new Regional Identities. The difficulties of assessment 

depended, Barca continued, on lacking comparability between EU and national policies 

and legislation; vague programmes which sometimes also lacked in competencies for 

knowledge transfer and how to take care of the practical results (Barca, 2009). 

In December 2009 the Lisbon Treaty came into force and the discussion about the EU 

Cohesion Policy has gained new interest, bringing the competence-matter to the 

forefront, where the Commission now gains power to propose legislation in the field of 

territorial cohesion, and together with the Member States, shares issues of spatial 

planning. The EU competence is provided for in the Lisbon Treaty and thus the 

Member States need to emphasise their role regarding Spatial Planning and Territorial 

Cohesion when it comes to co-operate with the EU Commission (Böhme, 2009). 

The Lisbon Treaty announces: 

“The Commission shall submit a report to the European Parliament, the Council, the Economic 

and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions every three years on the progress made 

towards achieving economic, social and territorial cohesion and on the manner in which the 

various means provided for in this Article have contributed to it. This report shall, if necessary, 

be accompanied by appropriate proposals” (Title XVIII, Article 175, 2nd paragraph). 

It becomes clear that the paragraph above gives the EU Commission the fully right to 

present proposals in order to achieve territorial cohesion.  

As Böhme (2009) points out, the division of tasks between the Member States and the 

Commission on territorial issues, is related to their different approaches, where the 

Commission has the capability to “1) Use its apparatus to strengthen common views, 2) Influence 
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more directly both EU and national policies, and 3) Boost intergovernmental co-operation.” 

According to Böhme (2009) it is necessary to pursue a well-functioning collaboration 

between the intergovernmental and Community processes (Böhme, 2009). 

The standpoint of the Swedish Government (2010), on the repercussions of the 

integration of Territorial Cohesion in the Lisbon Treaty, is that the new treaty “can 

strengthen the position of the “territory” as a base for policy design within different sector policies” and 

“the Commission can play an important role as facilitator and coordinator” (Ministry of Enterprise, 

2010). When dealing with territorial matters, which is not only a task of 

intergovernmental co-operation or a question solved by the intervention of the EU 

Commission, the Swedish Government maintains that, it is important not to forget the 

involvement of the other stakeholders on different geographical levels, stakeholders 

which can be seen as important accommodators of Territorial Cohesion (Ministry of 

Enterprise, 2010).   

In a press-release from 19 February 2010, Mercedes Bresso, the new President of the 

Committee of the Regions, warned against seeing the EU cohesion policy as a mere tool 

for implementing the new Europe 2020 Strategy5 (former Lisbon Strategy) and stresses 

that  "Cohesion policy should be driven by the EU Treaty, rather than by EU 2020 agenda” (CoR, 

2010). Cohesion Policy is about re-distribution of financial means in order to decrease 

the economic and social gaps between European Regions, hence an important tool for 

European integration (EC, 2010). 

Recently (12th March, 2010), a second seminar organised by the DG Regio,  was held as 

a follow-up on the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion, where more than 120 regional 

stakeholders participated to discuss the debate-questions, and especially the 2nd point; 

what scales should be used in policy intervention. The first seminar was launched in 

September 2009 and a third meeting is planned for in July 2010 (EC, 2010). The seminar 

gave an opportunity for stakeholders and policy-makers at national and EU level, to 

exchange points of view on the Green Paper, but without influencing the negotiation of 

the future policy.  

So forth there had been more than 390 answers responding on the call of the Green 

Paper on Territorial Cohesion, one of them came from the European Council of Spatial 

                                                           
5 The new strategy for growth and jobs will be formally adopted in June 2010, Source: European Council 
(2010), “Conclusions 25-26 March”, agreement on the strategy Europe 2020, CO EUR 4 CONCL 1, 
Brussels – Downloadable at 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/113591.pdf 
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Planners (ECTP) which opinion Faludi refers to when stating that “it is only by involving 

professional practitioners in the field of spatial planning that EU spatial development policy will have a 

chance of success” (Faludi, 2009). 

Another point of view has been presented by Patrick Salez (2009), representing the 

European Commission - DG Regio by arguing that “the lack of territorial cohesion is costly to 

society”, and the need for more place-based policies is urgent (Salez, 2009).  

What becomes perfectly clear is that the many opinions and standpoints need to be 

debated for all 6 discussion-questions launched by the Green Paper, and that it will take 

a while. So what will happen next in the field of territorial cohesion is still to see. 

2.1.6 - Conclusions 

This chapter has discussed the different “Territorial Documents” which in one way or in 

another are connected to the development and evolution of the Interreg programmes. 

The intention has been to explain very briefly the concepts of the ESDP and the Spatial 

Visions, and further on, the “Territorial State and Perspectives of the European Union”, 

the “Territorial Agenda” and the EU “Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion”. An 

interesting point with all these documents, except the Green Paper, is that they are all 

products of the Member States’, or other organisations’ (VASAB), own 

intergovernmental collaboration and initiatives, without the direct interference of the 

EU Institutions. Therefore, they are clear examples of a bottom-up and horizontal 

approach, where the Member States themselves influence the European Integration 

process, the content of the policies, i.e. Cohesion Policy, and the development of the 

Interreg Programmes, which are financed by the EU Structural Funds. 

The Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion communicated by the European Commission 

in 2008 would not have been the same without all these documents, because they are all 

mentioned in the end of the paper as net-contributors to the discussion and debate on 

Territorial Cohesion. The Green Paper also contributes to further development of two 

very important and fresh Community Strategies; the Baltic Sea Strategy and the 

Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning, which the thesis will discuss further on. 

In light of the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in December 2009, the EU Cohesion 

Policy has gained more interest, and as a result of the Territorial Agenda, the European 

Commission automatically secured a new competence in territorial cohesion, related to 
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spatial planning, which formerly was a strict area of the Member States’ competency. As 

stated by the Swedish government, the EU Commission can act as an overarching co-

ordinator and facilitator in order to enhance the intergovernmental and cross-sectoral 

co-operation. The question is whether there is a loss of national sovereignty regarding 

territorial management and if the Member States are aware of this, or if they, as stated 

by Faludi (2007), have get used to it through the intensive learning experiences from the 

Interreg work. Another idea might be that the Member States have difficulties to decide 

and hesitate where to draw the line of national sovereignty.   

The role of the professional practitioners in the context of territorial cohesion will be 

further developed in Chapter 5 and 6, where the Swedish and Danish Planning 

Authorities, and their international standpoints will be described and debated. 
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2 - Setting the Context 

2.2 - Background of the EU Funding and the Interreg 

Programmes 

Introduction 

The chapter above introduced the most important documents which have led to the 

discussion about Territorial Cohesion within the EU, as an aim to pursue the goal of the 

Lisbon and Gothenburg Strategies. The Interreg programmes were mentioned as one of 

the explicit outcomes of the ESDP-document and in this chapter the thesis will 

continue to explain how these programmes are structured and what goals they have.  

The following sub-chapters will also introduce the Structural Funds, their internal sub-

division and purpose. Very shortly, the ESPON Programme will be described, which 

also was an outcome of the EDSP-document. 

The source of information for the major part of the chapter, where other sources not 

are mentioned, are the web-pages of EU Regional Policy Inforeg; see: 

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/object/index_en.htm. 

2.2.1 - The EU Structural Funds 

The existing EU Cohesion Policy has three main Objectives, through which the policy 

aims to create prosperity, competitiveness and a more equal distribution of economic 

means in all European Member States, but also outside its borders. In the period 2007-

2013 the Structural Funds, which support the Objectives economically, are granted 

35.7% of the EU budget, the second largest budget item. The Objectives are: 

1. Convergence 

2. Regional Competitiveness and Employment 

3. European Territorial Co-operation 

There are different types of structural funds sustaining the objectives and the picture 

below shows how some of the funds support more than one objective. 
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Figure 5: The EU Structural Funds 
6 

 

As shown in the figure, the Structural Funds are divided in three groups: 

• Cohesion Fund 

• ESF= European Social Fund 

• ERDF= European Regional Development Fund 

The Cohesion Fund concerns 15 Member States, i.e. countries with a Gross National 

Income (GNI) less than 90% of the EU-average, supporting e.g. the development of 

Trans-European transport Networks (TEN) and the enhancement of the environment. 

In order to improve the employment situation in Europe, the European Social Fund 

(ESF) supports e.g. the efforts to raise the employment-rate among women, 

unemployed, and migrants, the accessibility to life-long learning and knowledge, and to 

combat discrimination on the job markets. 

The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) supports all kinds of 

Objectives, aiming at equalising the unbalances between the European regions, creating 

economic, social and territorial cohesion within its territory, but also by engaging the 

non-member countries along its borders. 

The following sector will describe the Objectives of the Cohesion Policy that the 

Structural Funds are financing.  

The purpose of the Convergence Objective is to enhance the economic growth in 

European regions with a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) less than 75% of the EU-

average. At the moment this is valid for 18 Member States (84 regions), but also for 

                                                           
6
 Source Figure 5: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/object/index_en.htm 
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some countries that are very close to the threshold and therefore are in a “Phasing-out” 

position, i.e. for another 16 regions. Currently, this objective receives 81.54% of the 

Structural Funds, which are divided, as mentioned above, by three different types of 

funds; ERDF, ESF and Cohesion Fund. 

The second Objective; Regional Competitiveness and Employment, concentrates its 

efforts on enhancing entrepreneurship, the accessibility to knowledge, investments in 

human resources, and protection of the environment, in order to strengthen the 

competitiveness and attractiveness of the European Regions. 19 Member States (168 

regions) may apply for the ERDF and ESF funds, which together allocates 15.95% of 

the funding budget in this area. 

The third, and last Objective; European Territorial Co-operation, is applicable for all 

Member States, not only the least developed countries, and it is here, for example, that 

the support for the Interreg programmes is found. The aim of the territorial co-

operation is mainly to conduce to better jobs and economic growth, but also to promote 

networking between local, regional and national authorities, exchange of experiences, 

and to pursue an integrated development of the EU territory. This objective receives the 

less amount of money from the Structural Funds, currently only 2.52% financed by the 

ERDF. 

There are also other funds and programmes available for economic support, but this 

thesis does not intend to develop this discussion any further, with the exception of the 

European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI), which replaced the 

MEDA and TACIS instruments the 1st January 2007. ENPI is financing (10% of the 

total budget) the participation of Belarus and Russia in the Baltic Sea Region 

Programme because of their difficult economic situation and as non-members of the 

European Union. For more detailed information the reader is kindly requested to 

consult the EU web-page:  

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/object/index_en.htm. 

The next sub-chapter intends to describe the different Strands of the Interreg 

Programmes. 
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2.2.2 - The Interreg Programmes 

The Interreg Programmes are one of the actions within the third Objective of the 

Cohesion Policy; European Territorial Co-operation, (former Interreg Community 

Initiative) economically supported by the ERDF.  

There are three different types of Interreg Programmes; A-Cross-border Co-operation; 

B-Transnational Co-operation, and C-Interregional Co-operation. These strands will be 

explained in the following parts. 

A- Cross-border Co-operation 

In the current programme period there are no less than 52 different cross-border 

programmes along the EU borders. The programmes deals with different kinds of 

projects aiming e.g. at enhancing management of the natural resources, building 

networks of transport and communication, creating bridges between urban and rural 

areas, promote entrepreneurship, and to overcome cultural and linguistic barriers. 

The map below shows all the geographical areas that are eligible for Strand A-

programmes. 

 

Figure 6: Interreg Strand A-Cross-border Co-operation 
7
 

                                                           
7 Source Figure 6: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/atlas2007/eu/crossborder/index_en.htm 
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Strand A receives ca 74% of the ERDF-budget supporting Territorial Co-operation.  

B-Transnational Co-operation 

Currently there are 13 Programmes within the Transnational Co-operation, see figure 

below: 

 

Figure 7: Interreg Strand B-Transnational Co-operation 
8
  

The Transnational Programmes cover 21% of the ERDF-budget and strive at creating 

networks in the field of innovation and research, to improve the environment, the 

                                                           
8 Source Figure 7: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/cooperation/transnational/index_en.htm 
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accessibility, and to promote sustainable urban, especially polycentric development. The 

programmes cover larger areas, called macro-regions, and these macro-regions have 

been the base for the establishment of the Baltic Sea Strategy, which in turn has inspired 

the EU to initiate what will become the Danube Strategy. See Chapter 4. 

This thesis is focusing on the Transnational Programmes of the Baltic Sea and the 

North Sea Regions, which will be further described in Chapter 3. 

C-Interregional Co-operation 

The less heavy post for the ERDF-budget is the Strand C-Interregional Co-operation, 

which receives only 5% of the financial means. In this programme the regions that 

collaborate do not have to have common borders or to be part of the same macro-

region, they can liberally co-operate with whom they like, but the issues of collaboration 

must focus on exchange and transfer of knowledge, and sharing projects of best-

practice.  

There are two priorities of the programme; Innovation and the knowledge economy, 

and Environment and risk prevention (http://www.interreg4c.net/). 

Within the Strand C, there are also three other programmes of co-operation; Urbact II, 

Interact II, and ESPON II. This thesis does not intend to present them further, except 

the ESPON II Programme, which shortly will be described in the next sub-chapter. 

2.2.3 – Shortly about ESPON II 

As described in the introduction of the chapter, the Interreg Programmes, but also the 

creation of the European Spatial Planning Observatory Network (ESPON), were a 

result of the development of the ESDP.  

ESPON was created 2002 and can be described as an international network of 

researchers and institutes which task is to: “Support policy development in relation to the aim of 

territorial cohesion and a harmonious development of the European territory by (1) providing 

comparable information, evidence, analyses and scenarios on territorial dynamics and (2) revealing 

territorial capital and potentials for development of regions and larger territories contributing to 

European competitiveness, territorial cooperation and a sustainable and balanced development”. 

(http://www.espon.eu/).  
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This thesis will not go any further describing the ESPON Programmes, but the existing 

results of its research are helpful tools in the planning processes at European, 

transnational, national, cross-border and regional/local level.  

During the current programme period the research has met the demand in a more direct 

way, and according to Waterhout (2008), the ESPON results will therefore be more 

useful for spatial planners and the Europeanization of planning will continue (Waterhout, 

2008). 

The 2013 ESPON Database (from ESPON II Programme) will be available in March 

2010. 

2.2.4 – Conclusions 

The outcome of the “Territorial Documents” introduced above, i.e. Interreg and ESPON, 

which are controlled by the EU Commission through its funding and Operational 

Programmes, has become a means of support to the Cohesion Policy. The past sub-

chapters has introduced and explained the structure of the EU Funding and how the 

various Interreg Programmes look like, just to facilitate the understanding of how it is all 

linked together. This information is useful when reading the following chapters about 

the Transnational Programmes of the Baltic Sea and the North Sea Regions, and the 

Baltic Sea Strategy.  

The next chapter intend to clarify the national planning systems in Sweden and 

Denmark, where especially the Danish case is interesting since they re-organised the 

whole administrative system in 2007. 
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2 - Setting the Context 

2.3 – Background of the Administrative Structures and 

the National Planning Systems  

Introduction 

“Setting the Context”, represents the theoretical “spine” of the thesis, and in the last 

two sub-chapters the most important documents of the European Union concerning 

Spatial Planning and Territorial Cohesion have been presented, and the content and 

meaning of the Structural Funds and Interreg programmes have been described. This 

final background chapter intends to explain, very briefly, the administrative structures 

and planning systems in Sweden and Denmark.  

The reason for this is that these concepts are all inter-related and necessitate a clear 

understanding before continuing on the analytical part of the Planning Authorities and 

their role within the European context. 

2.3.1 - The Case of Sweden 

The Administrative Structure 

The administrative structure is regulated by the Swedish constitution where the 

Instrument of Government from 1974 (Regeringsformen) contains the basic rules on 

the form of government. The Parliament has 16 permanent Committees, where the 

Housing Committee deals with issues concerning spatial planning (i.e. physical 

planning), expropriation, housing policy, and the administrative division of the country. 

The country is divided into 25 provinces (landskap), 21 counties (län) and 290 

municipalities. The Committees make all the proposals of the government, 

parliamentarians, etc, and they can make their own initiatives in the field of activity. 

The Government is divided in 13 ministries, e.g. matters concerning physical planning 

on national level are handled by the Ministry of Environment, while the Ministry of 

Enterprise, Energy and Communications deals with spatial planning on a global level 

with a European perspective (Commin, 2010). 

The work of experts is shared by the government agencies, such as the National 

Transport Administration (which substitutes the Swedish Road Administration 
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(Vägverket) and the Swedish Rail Authority (Banverket) from the 1 of April 2010), 

National Land Survey (Lantmäteriet) and the National Board for Housing, Building and 

Planning (Boverket), which all have regional organisations (except Boverket) or direct 

contacts with the County Administrative Boards and Municipalities. Boverket is the 

central government authority for urban environment-issues and the management of 

natural resources, physical planning, building and housing. The work of developing 

spatial planning methods is one of the agency's main tasks, and it also makes regulations 

concerning building and housing.  

The state agencies are regulated by a general ordinance, specific instructions and budget 

given them by the Parliament and issued by the Government.  

On regional level it is the County Administrative Board (Länsstyrelsen), which is placed 

directly under the Government that is responsible for the state administration in the 

county and ensures that the state and municipal activities are co-ordinated with the 

environmental and regional policy. The County Administrative Board promotes the 

development of the county and aims at a good management of the natural resources.  

Ever since 2003 Sweden is going through a process of re-organisation of the political 

administrative levels and the question is whether the 21 Counties should be merged into 

6-9 big Regions. Some Regions (Skåne, Västra Götaland) were established for a certain 

period of trial and this experiment has now become permanent, followed by two other 

counties which have applied for a new Regional status (Gotland, Halland), but it is not 

definite if the whole territory of Sweden will follow these examples in the creation of 

bigger regional entities. On regional level the wish for change is strong, but the national 

government is hesitating. The work will continue at least until 2014 (Nordregio, 2008).  

According to Johansson (2009), the Swedish EU membership has made the need for 

increased regional competence in social and economic development more urgent, but it 

also comes from the enlarging geographical areas where the citizens live their daily lives, 

i.e. due to commuting-patterns, etc. The citizens’ lives are not any longer limited to the 

home-municipality; they have a regional employment character, which makes pressure 

on natural resources, sustainable economic growth, equality and integration (Johansson, 

2009). At the same time there is a raising request on better quality of public service, e.g. 

health care, and a higher level of economic efficiency. These are some of the reasons 

which promote the idea of merging regions, on the other hand, the critics argue that it is 

not sure that the effectiveness will increase with larger regions and they claim that it is 
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not democratic to decide on merging regions without a national referendum, they also 

assert that the organisation of society does not have to be the same in the whole 

country. At the moment the discussion seems to be stranded because of the political 

fear of losing votes and according to Johansson (2009) a complete change of the 

Swedish administrative system will only occur if constrained, or if the reform is 

supported by consensus (Johansson, 2009). 

The municipalities have a long tradition of self-government and they have the power of 

taxation. The tasks of the municipalities are ruled by the Local Government Act, but 

finally the division of public tasks on the three different levels - state, counties and 

municipalities, is determined by the Swedish Parliament. 

 

The Planning System 

The 23 of March 2010 the Swedish government presented their proposal for a new 

Planning- and Building Act to the national parliament, with the intention to make it 

lawfully effective in May 2011. Until then it is the current Planning- and Building Act 

from 1987 (revised 1994) that has the executive power (Boverket, 2010). The changes of 

the Planning Act will not be overwhelming, but there will be some modifications on 

regional level where the County Administrative Boards will get more control over 

regional land-use claims, and co-operation between the national, regional and local levels 

will be enhanced (Boverket, 2010). 

The legislative act of 1987 regulates the roles of the administrative authorities and the 

various Plans on different hierarchical levels. Together with the Environmental Code, 

the Planning- and Building Act constitutes the legal basis for spatial (land-use) planning 

in Sweden. 

The different types of plans regulated by the law are: Regional Plan, Municipal 

Comprehensive Plan, Detailed Comprehensive Plan, Detailed Development Plan, 

Special Area Regulations, and Property Regulation Plan.  

In Sweden the municipalities have the strongest position in planning decisions, so-called 

“Planning Monopoly”, meaning that no change to land-use can be made unless it is 

regulated by a municipal plan, and they also have the right to veto planning, with only a 

few exceptions. By law the municipalities are obliged to produce a Municipal 



~ 50 ~ 
 

Comprehensive Plan that covers the whole municipal territory and it must be revised or 

considered at least once during the period of office, i.e. every four years. This document 

is not legally binding but forms a framework for decisions regarding land-use and water 

areas. Sometimes the municipality decide to make a Detailed Comprehensive Plan 

showing only a smaller part of the municipality, but the plans that are legally binding are 

the Detailed Development Plans. This plan implements, in a period of 5-15 years, the 

ambitions of the comprehensive plan and divides the obligations between the 

municipality and the land owners. This plan shows which areas are to be used for 

housing and other sectors as trade, sports, streets, roads, parks, protected areas, etc. 

Regional planning today concerns only a few areas in Sweden, the metropolitan areas of 

Stockholm and Gothenburg. As a consequence of the EU membership and the co-

operation supported by the structural funds, the interest of regional planning has 

increased and the role of the regional levels has gained more importance. Several 

municipalities can jointly work on a Regional Plan through an appointed regional 

planning body, thus the instrument of a Regional Plan exists, but it is not so common.  

Although regional (spatial) planning is not that widespread, there is another strategic 

document for regional development and that is the Regional Development Programme 

(RUP), which has been mandatory for all Counties since 2007. These regional 

programmes are in close connection to the “National Strategy for regional competitiveness, 

entrepreneurship and employment 2007-2013”. Both strategies “should form the basis for a dialogue 

between the national and regional levels on the key regional development issues” (Ministry of 

Enterprise, Energy and Communications, 2006). As stated, the RUP, does not concern 

spatial planning, neither does the overarching national strategy, the RUP only presents 

the vision for the future development of the region. As a consequence of the European 

co-operation, it is likely that the territorial dimension in these types of programmes will 

gain more importance in the future (NUTEK, 2007). 

On national level the State is only involved in (spatial) planning issues concerning areas 

of special interest e.g. railways, harbours, airports and roads, and can act against (veto) 

municipal planning if the decision is contradictive to national interests defined by law.  

The public participation is very important and ruled by law. 
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2.3.2 - The Case of Denmark 

The Administrative Structure 

To be able to understand the administrative organisation in Denmark, and the role of 

“By- og Landskabsstyrelsen”, whose work and Interreg-involvement will be described 

further on, it is important to describe the changes that have been going on during the 

last decade. Denmark has lately been subject to an administrative reform on the regional 

and local structures with large impacts on the planning system, a reform which became 

operative in 2007 with a transitional period of trial from 2006 to 2009. The reform has 

run rather smoothly and the time of implementation has also been rather quick (Aalbu 

et al, 2008). Three official reports were made between 1998 and 2004 but it was the last 

one which introduced the remake of the governmental structure. It all started in 2002, 

and in a couple of years a Structure Commission was set up, and analysis and different 

models were worked out. In 2004 the first Governmental proposal was presented and in 

the same year, the new legislation was ready. The year after, in 2005, the legislation was 

approved and the first local government elections were held. 

So what was it all about? The aim of the administrative reform was to enhance the 

quality of public service and to create a more cost efficient administration, and not least, 

to utilize the resources in a more sustainable manner. For this purpose the 271 

municipalities were merged into 98 bigger territories and the 14 Counties became 5 

larger Regions (North Jutland, Middle Jutland, South Denmark, Zeeland, and 

Copenhagen Area including Bornholm). Basically the reason for this reform was to 

avoid centralising too much power of decision-making in Copenhagen, delegating it to 

the municipalities. 

The biggest changes were on the regional level; the regions lost their right to raise taxes 

and many tasks were moved to the municipalities or to the state. What still remained of 

regional responsibility were health care and the elaboration of Regional Development 

Plans. The municipalities now became responsible for social welfare, environment, 

culture, and spatial planning of both urban and rural areas. The state took over tax 

management, secondary education, management of EU structural funds, and tasks 

within spatial planning of national interest on a larger scale, e.g. sector plans like 

Transport Plans, Natura 2000 Plans, Water resource Plans, etc. 
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The Planning System 

The parallel Planning Act Reform in 2007, which modernised the Planning Act from 

1992, aimed at strengthening the national planning and to decentralise the planning 

issues to local level.   

The municipal plans are the most important planning documents showing 

comprehensive land use in both towns and in the countryside, they are mandatory to 

land and property owners, and are working as a framework and steering-tool for the 

local plans. The local plans, on the other hand, are concretising the objectives and 

strategies of the municipal plan and are legally binding to property owners. The local 

plan delivers the specific site; the municipal plan delivers the policy and framework. 

The council for each region answer for the development of the Regional Development 

Plan, which is a new type of planning document, considered to be an important tool for 

the creation of a dialogue between the public institutions and other stakeholders about 

regional development and growth. The plan shows the visionary and cross-sectoral 

intents of the region; it is a strategic plan, not a zoning plan. The Regional Development 

Plans have been elaborated by the Regional Councils in co-operation with the 

Municipalities and the six Regional Growth Forums (5 regions + the island of 

Bornholm). The Regional Growth Forums consists of regional businesses, institutions 

of education and research, municipalities and other organisations in the region, which 

develop Regional Business Strategies, considers regional growth conditions and makes 

recommendations on financing issues. The regional forums respond centrally to the 

“Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen” (Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority). 

The Regional Development Plans include recreation, nature and environment; business 

and tourism; culture; employment; education and training, and the first plans were 

adopted in 2008, each one of them reflecting the specific potentials of that precise 

region. In 2011 there will be a revision of the Regional Development Plans. 

The regional councils have the right to veto municipal plans which contradict the 

regional planning documents.  

According to the Danish Regions, there is a larger strategic focus than before. Regional 

spatial planning existed until 2007, but now it does not anymore. The Regional 

Development Plans are no physical, geographical maps showing the use of land, they are 

just strategic plans for regional development. The Municipalities must follow the 



~ 53 ~ 
 

indications made by the Regional Development Plans. True land-use mapping and 

spatial planning are completely governed by the Municipalities (Danish Regions, 2010). 

In the meanwhile, the State - through the Ministry of Environment, is responsible for 

ensuring national interests and has therefore the right of veto if a municipal or regional 

plan is contradicting national interests. Every four years the Ministry publishes an 

overview of national interests which must be taken into consideration by the 

municipalities. After each election to the Parliament, the Ministry of Environment has 

to present a fresh national framework in a National Planning Report, which is 

mandatory for both regions and municipalities. The last National Planning Report was 

from 2006. The proposal for the new report was ready in 2009 and is now subject to 

comments from all authorities and other organisations. 

By- og Landskabsstyrelsen (Agency for Spatial and Environmental Planning), which is 

responding directly to the Ministry of Environment, has been outsourced into seven 

decentralized “Environment Centres” which aim is to monitor how the legislation is 

practically working in the local areas. Centrally the agency is doing the administrative 

work of the National Planning Reports, makes follow-ups on projects dealt with in the 

report, deals with the other national interests, sector plans, and has the contact with the 

Ministry of Environment and is engaged with national policy-making.  

The seven Environment Centres (Aalborg, Ringkøbing, Århus, Odense, Ribe, Roskilde, 

Nykøbing) are all dealing with environmental planning issues concerning water 

resources, natural interests and coastal protection, while only three of them (Århus, 

Odense, Roskilde) are occupied with environmental assessments of infrastructure and 

other polluting activities. 

The Environment Centres have taken over much work of planning which was done by 

the Counties before. They have direct contact with the municipalities and they control 

whether the municipalities are following their obligation of comprehensive planning.  

Interreg issues are handled by the Environment Centres of Århus and Odense, which 

respectively are responsible for the North Sea and Baltic Sea Regions. They deal with 

the Transnational Interreg Programmes solely, because this is the only type of Interreg 

programme that By- og Landskabsstyrelsen is involved in. An overarching secretariat 

which is co-ordinating the Danish Interreg work is located in Odense. 



 

2.3.3 - Conclusions
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Conclusions 

: Comparison between the Swedish and Danish National Planning Systems

The figure summarises the descriptions in the sub-chapters above and intends to show 

how the administrative levels are structured and what kinds of planning tools are 

available in both countries. What becomes perfectly clear is that both countries have a 

strong municipal planning intervention and that the regional levels are rather weak, even 

if there is a Swedish attempt to change the regional competence through the new 

Planning and Building Act, and with the tentative regional administrative reform.

what implication does the regional weakness have on Interreg projects 

with territorial and spatial planning components. 
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3-The Transnational Interreg 

Programmes 

Introduction 

Chapter 2.2.2 explained the differences between the various kinds of Interreg 

programmes; one of them is the Transnational Interreg Programme which focuses on 

larger “macro-regions”. According to the European Commission (2009), the definition 

of a macro-region is; “an area including territory from a number of different countries or regions 

associated with one or more common features or challenges” (EC-Samecki, 2009).  

Currently there are 13 macro-regions within the European Union supported by the 

Transnational Interreg Programmes; two of them are the Baltic Sea Region and North 

Sea Region which will be further discussed in the following sub-chapters. The very next 

chapter will shortly explain how these programmes are organised and how the project 

procedures function. 

Countries which are not members of the EU can also participate in the transnational 

programmes and receive EU funding for this, in relation to their national economic 

situation. 

In the Baltic Sea Region Programme, external countries like Russia, Belarus and Norway 

are participating, while in the North Sea Region Programme only Norway is taking part 

as a non EU-member. Russia and Belarus receive up to 90% of the economic means 

from the EU through the ENPI, while the Norwegian stakeholders are economically 

supported up to 50%, by the Norwegian Government (JPC, 2009). 

3.1 –Organisation of the Transnational Interreg 

Programmes and the initial Project Procedures 

All Interreg programmes are governed by, and structured in different types of 

authorities and committees. The following section will introduce and describe their 

responsibilities. 

• The Joint Technical Secretariat (JTS): 

The JTS is responsible for the daily management of the programme and 

supports applicants with information, gives advice during the application 
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process and attends the candidates until the project is finished. The JTS 

gives support to the Monitoring Committee, the Steering Committee, the 

Managing Authority and the Certifying Authority. The JTS also makes the 

first selection of those projects which will be accepted to participate in the 

Interreg programme and receive economic support, and it is also 

responsible for the official Programme Web-site. 

• The Monitoring Committee (MC) and Steering Committee (SC): 

The MC is responsible for ensuring the quality and effectiveness of 

implementation and the accountability of Programme operations. The SC 

is responsible for approving or rejecting the project proposals. Decisions 

are reached by consensus. All countries that are taking part of the 

programme send their representatives to the committee-meetings. Most of 

the time, people who takes part in the MC are members also of the SC. 

• The Sub-Committee: 

Every country has its own national sub-committee that is responsible for 

providing the national MC- and SC-members with information regarding 

the local and regional standpoints in certain project-issues. It has an 

advisory role and is a very useful “tool” for knowledge gain for the MC 

and SC. 

• The Managing and Certifying Authority (MA&CA): 

In the Baltic Sea Region the Investitionsbank Schleswig-Holstein is acting 

as Managing- and Certifying Authority, which means that they are, on 

behalf of the Member States, responsible for the implementation of the 

programme and to make up the financing contracts with the lead partners 

of the projects. In the North Sea Region, the JTS and the Danish 

Enterprise and Construction Authority (Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen – 

EBST) are responsible for this. 

• The Audit Authority (AA): 

The AA verifies the effective performance of the management and 

control system of the programme, and ensures sample revisions of the 

projects. The AA is assisted by the Group of Auditors which includes 

representatives of the participating countries. (BSR & NSR, 2010) 
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The project-procedure starts with a pre-assessment where the co-ordinator of a project 

can send the idea and project proposal to the JTS, which makes a confidential 

consideration of the strengths and weaknesses of the project. It is a very good 

opportunity for the project leader to receive comments and feed-back on this early 

stage. 

Almost once a year the JTS makes new “calls” for project applications during a period 

of ca 1-2 months, when applicants send in their projects, which will be assessed by the 

JTS in an “eligibility check” and technical assessment, before continuing the final 

assessment and selection procedure in the Steering Committee. The projects must 

reflect the overarching goal and “priorities” of the programme. These “priorities” have 

initially been proposed by the Joint Programming Committee (JPC) on indication made 

by the Community Strategic Guidelines and then accepted by the EU Commission. 

When the Steering Committee has approved the project, the real work begins. 

The structural funds available for economic support have been divided between the 

different priorities. These means are allocated by the Member States in consultation with 

the EU Commission and cannot be moved from one priority to another without a new 

adoption by the Commission.  

This thesis will not develop the project-procedures any further and suggests the reader 

to consult the web-pages of the single programmes for additional information. 

 

3.2 –The Baltic Sea Region Programme 

The European Member States that participate in the Baltic Sea Region Programme 

(BSR) are: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Sweden, and the 

Northern parts of Germany. Counting Norway, Belarus (whole countries) and parts of 

North-West Russia, implies that there are totally 11 countries participating in the BSR 

(JPC-BSR, 2009). 

What makes the co-operation in this macro-region so particular and sometimes very 

complex, is the heterogeneity of the national socio-economic situations, culture, the 

political backgrounds and the seniority as EU Member States (VASAB, 2004). It was 

only for 50 years, that the countries were separated and isolated by the “Iron Curtain”, 

in reality the Baltic Sea Region has a long historical tradition of collaboration and trade, 
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leading back to the Vikings and the Hanseatic Epoch, the latter running from the 12th 

until the beginning of the 16th century. Countries of Great Power have changed the 

political borders back and forth over time, contributing to the mutual influence and 

dependence (Blažauskas et al, 2009).  

The collaboration between the Baltic countries started long before most of them 

became members of the EU. Chapter 2.1.2 described the spatial vision for the Baltic Sea 

initiated by VASAB in 1992, thus the Baltic co-operation was given even before the 

Swedish membership in 1995 and several years ahead the Baltic “new-comers” in 2004. 

In the Baltic Sea Region there are many other organisations operating for an enhanced 

collaboration, both NGO’s and governmental establishments, e.g. HELCOM, CBSS, 

BCM, BSSSC, UBC, etc (Löwendahl&Pursiainen, 2009). 

The figure below shows the countries that participate in the BSR Programme: 

 

Figure 9: The eligible area of the Baltic Sea Region Programme 
10 

                                                           
10 Source Figure 9: JPC (Joint Programming Committee), (2009), Operational Programme BSR: “Baltic Sea 
Region Programme 2007-2013”, downloadable at http://www.eu.baltic.net/   
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The Transnational Programme BSR stems from the Interreg IIC and IIIB Community 

Initiatives with the overarching strategic objective “to strengthen the development towards a 

sustainable, competitive and territorially integrated Baltic Sea Region by connecting potentials over the 

borders” (JPC-BSR, 2009). This main objective is henceforth divided in four priorities: 

1. Fostering of innovations across the BSR (ca 27.4% of total funding) 

2. Improving external and internal accessibility of the BSR (ca 18.5% of total 

funding) 

3. Managing the Baltic Sea as a common resource (ca 27.0% of total funding) 

4. Promoting attractive and competitive cities and regions (ca 20.0% of total 

funding) 

The rest of the funding (7.1%) goes to technical assistance co-ordinated by the JTS. 

The chosen priorities are reflecting the Community Strategic Guidelines (CSG) adopted 

by the European Council in 2006, as a support to the Cohesion Policy trying to 

implement the Lisbon and Gothenburg Strategies.  

The objective of Priority 1 is to increase the socio-economic growth through the 

support to innovation sources and their connections to SMEs (Small Medium 

Enterprises), and to enhance the transfer of knowledge. 

Priority 2 focuses on accessibility, which does not only mean to improve the 

infrastructure and ICT networks, but also to combat barriers to innovation-diffusion.  

The third Priority concentrates on the environment and the management of the natural 

resources, taking in account the climate change and renewable resources of energy. 

Priority 4 aims to create opportunities of co-operation between metropolitan areas, 

cities and rural areas in order to increase the potentials of attractiveness to inhabitants 

and investors (JPC-BSR, 2009). 

The expected common results of the supported projects are: 

• Increased political recognition of projects results 

• Increased sustainability of transnational co-operative networks 

• Unlocked public/private investments 

The final result of the programme is determined by the success and impact of the 

expected general objectives and specific results set for each priority (JPC-BSR, 2009). 

Totally there are 46 approved projects going on in the Baltic Sea Region and during the 

last call, open between 4 of January until 22 of March 2010 (3rd in order), the Secretariat 
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received 61 new applications on which they now have to decide on which will continue, 

and which will not.  

3.3 –The North Sea Region Programme 

The European Member States that participate in the North Sea Region Programme 

(NSR) are Belgium, Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden and United 

Kingdom, while Norway is joining as a non-member of the EU. With exception of 

Denmark and Norway, all countries are represented only by a few regions, not the 

whole country.  

This transnational co-operation is unique for its heterogeneous population density, with 

sparsely populated and naturalistic areas in the north, and heavy populated, mostly 

urban areas in the south. The common feature of the programme is the importance of 

its coastline with rich maritime natural resources. 

The figure below shows the eligible area of the North Sea Region Programme.  

 

Figure 10: The eligible area of the North Sea Region Programme 
11

 

                                                           
11

 Source Figure 10: EC (2010): 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/atlas2007/transnational/north_sea_en.htm 
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The transnational programme has its origins in the Interreg IIC Community Initiative 

and the spatial vision declared by the NorVISION-document introduced in Chapter 

2.1.2. The main aim of the NSR-programme is “to make the North Sea Region a better place 

to live, work and invest in [...] by 1) increasing the overall level of innovation taking place across the 

region, 2) enhancing the quality of the environment, and 3) developing sustainable and competitive 

communities” (EC, 2010). 

The main objectives are divided in four priorities (EC, 2010): 

1. Building on the capacity for innovation (ca 20.9% of total funding) 

2. Promoting the sustainable management of the environment (ca 28.5% of total 

funding) 

3. Improving accessibility in the North Sea Region (ca 28.5% of total funding) 

4. Promoting sustainable and competitive communities (ca 17.1% of total funding) 

Additionally, there is a fifth group of funding-related issues (ca 5% of funding) and that 

is the technical assistance covering administration, monitoring, evaluation and control 

by the JTS (EC, 2010). 

Priority 1 focuses on encouraging a transnational partnership between business, 

industry, researchers, universities and public administrations in order to boost 

innovation and to create positive milieus for small and medium sized enterprises 

(SMEs).  

Priority 2 addresses the impact of climate change on society and the environment, and 

highlights the importance of integrated coastal zone management (ICZM) and the 

danger of marine pollution.  

Priority 3 aims at improving the accessibility within the North Sea Region in order to 

enhance the economic and social situation, e.g. multi-modal transport corridors and 

cargo logistics. 

The fourth Priority concentrates its efforts on those geographic areas that are suffering 

from economic regression and out-migration, with social pressure as a consequence. 

The priority aims at creating new conditions for job-creation and innovative 

competences (EC, 2010). 

Within these four priorities there are totally 15 areas of intervention, which are not 

independent of each other, but rather a complement and they are strongly interrelated.  
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The NSR Programme put emphasis on the European policies in order to make a 

significant contribution by trying to fulfil the aims of the Lisbon strategy and the 

Gothenburg agenda (JPC-NSR, 2008). 

There are totally 39 different projects going on in the North Sea Region and the last call 

(5th in order), open for project applications between 1st March - 7th April 2010, resulted 

in 26 new project applications. 

The next chapter will explain the concepts and contents of two different Interreg 

projects, one from the Baltic Sea and one from the North Sea Region. 

 

3.4 –Analysis of specific Interreg projects in the BSR and 

NSR  

Introduction 

The initial intention of the thesis was to analyse 2-3 different projects from the Baltic 

Sea and the North Sea Regions, but as the work proceeded, it became clear that this 

kind of analysis would not have contributed to the understanding of the involvement of 

the Planning Authorities as much as thought in the beginning. The reason for this was 

the maturing awareness that the National Planning Authorities do not influence the 

content of the projects as much as they could have done. Thus, this chapter aims at 

exploring the situation in two different projects, one from the Baltic Sea Region and one 

from the North Sea Region, projects which are dealing with important issues, and to 

some extent, brand new topics: Climate Change and Maritime Spatial Planning.  

In this way this chapter intends to reflect the situation and the different standpoints of 

the Planning Authorities in matters concerning Interreg and spatial planning, which will 

also be further discussed in Chapter 5. 

The selection criteria among the projects was, firstly that they had to have participating 

partners in both Sweden and Denmark, but not necessarily as lead-partners, secondly 

that they had to deal with spatial planning to some extent (reflecting the interest of the 

National Planning Authorities). This limited the choice between four different projects 

in the Baltic Sea and between three different projects in the North Sea Region.  
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In the Baltic Sea Region they were: 

1. “EWTC II” : East-West Transport Corridor (Swedish lead-partner) 

2. “BaltSeaPlan”: Maritime Spatial Planning (Ger) 

3. “Baltic Compass” : Sustainable solutions in agriculture (Swe) 

4. “New Bridges” : Management of urban-rural interaction (Fin) (BSR, 2010) 

The North Sea Region had three potential projects to choose between: 

1. “Aquarius” : The farmer as water-manager (Den) 

2. “MP4” : Public and Private open spaces (UK) 

3. “SURF” : Sustainable urban fringes (UK) (NSR, 2010) 

The final reasons why choosing “BaltSeaPlan” and “Aquarius” were the novelty of the 

Maritime Spatial Planning-issue and the basic fact that these projects already have some 

information available on-line about the proceedings of the projects. Last but not least, 

the project called “Aquarius” is very interesting, because the Danish planning authority 

“By- og Landskabsstyrelsen” participates as partner with its Environment Centre 

located in Aalborg. 

3.4.1 – The Baltic Sea Region Project: “BaltSeaPlan” 

The BaltSeaPlan project was initiated in the beginning of 2009 by a German lead-

partner, the Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency (BSH), with the intention to 

create a joint understanding of the instruments and processes necessary to fulfil the EU 

requirements to introduce an Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning (IMSP) and to draw 

up national maritime strategies in the EU Member States. The aim is to develop a 

common vision for the Baltic Sea regarding shipping, wind farming, mineral extraction, 

nature and shore protection, etc. The threats of climate change and the already fragile 

eco-system of the Baltic Sea make a multi-sectoral approach necessary. The project will 

continue until the beginning of 2012 (BSR, 2010). 

The EU countries that participate in this project are Germany, Poland, Denmark, 

Sweden, Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia. Four Russian partners had to drop out due to 

lacking ENPI-funding. 14 partners from 7 Baltic countries are participating in this 

project with the final aim to produce guidelines and policy recommendations for the 
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realisation of the EU Maritime Policy, the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan and the 

VASAB Declaration (BSP, 2010).  

In the Baltic Sea Region only Germany and Poland have practical experience with 

spatial planning on the sea. No other BSR country has adopted a legal basis for such 

planning yet (BSP, 2010).  

The Swedish and Danish partners participating in the project are the KTH – the 

Swedish Royal Institute of Technology, the Swedish Environmental Agency (SEPA), 

and NERI – the Danish National Environmental Research Institute.  

The role of the Swedish partners is to contribute to the preparation of a trans-boundary 

maritime spatial plan for the Pomeranian Bight, located in the southern part of the 

Baltic Sea, with focus on shipping routes, offshore wind-farms, nature protection and 

fishery. In co-operation with the University of Gothenburg, SEPA will make an 

assessment of the Swedish policies and experiences in Maritime Spatial Planning with 

focus on conflict management and stakeholders’ participation. 

Even if Boverket does not participate as an active partner in any project, it shows some 

interest in the project of BaltSeaPlan, albeit to a minor degree, participating as an 

associated partner at various meetings and with interest of collecting information about 

the project via the other Swedish partners. Boverket’s involvement was actualised on 

request by the German lead-partner to the Swedish Ministry of Environment. 

According to Larsén, Boverket follows the project with a rather peripheral approach 

(Larsén, 2010). 

The Danish partner concentrates on the environmental issues and will mainly deal with 

the effects of increased shipping volume. Different scenarios will be analysed and 

suggestions for the best shipping-routes will be made (BSP, 2010). 

A special working group will prepare concrete proposals for maritime spatial plans and 

strategic environmental impact assessments (SEA) on seven selected pilot sites 

throughout the Baltic Sea, aiming at offering a vision on how the coastal and marine 

space should be used. The areas have been selected in order to involve more than one 

partner and to test the transnational mechanisms of co-ordination. The map below 

shows where these areas are located – see Figure 11 (BSP, 2010). 

One of these areas, the Pomeranian Bight, (see Figure 12) is located on the maritime 

borders between Germany, Poland, Sweden and Denmark, around the island of 
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Bornholm. The working group will propose solutions for shipping routes, wind-farms, 

mineral extraction, nature protection and fishery in a more detailed maritime spatial 

plan, according to the BaltSeaPlan 9-Steps approach: 0) Decision whether MSP is 

needed; 1) Context Assessment; 2) Pre-planning; 3) Definition of aims and objectives 

for the area; 4) Refined stock-take; 5) Problem Analysis; 6) Finding solutions; 7) 

Drafting the plan; 8) Implementation of the plan; 9) Evaluation of the results (BSP, 

2010). 

 

 

 

Figure 11: The Maritime Spatial Planning Pilot Areas 
12

 

                                                           
12 Source: Figure 11: BaltSeaPlan web-site: http://www.baltseaplan.eu 
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Figure 12: The Pomeranian Bight Plan Area 
13

 

 

The findings from the research and planning issues will be collected in a Marine Data 

Base, structured and managed as a GIS-map of the Baltic Sea. 

3.4.2 –The North Sea Region Project: “Aquarius” 

This project was initiated in the beginning of 2009 by a Danish lead-partner, the Danish 

Agricultural Advisory Service (DAAS), with the intention to develop management 

practices among the farmers in order to reduce the risks of flooding, droughts, water 

shortage and nutrient transport as a consequence of climate change. The project is 

contributing to the implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive, which 

promotes the elaboration of water management plans in all EU countries. Through 

Aquarius the partners want to create the platform on which future water management 

plans can be built, taking climate change into account when planning for the 

environment (DAAS, 2008). The final results from the project will be published in a 

manual for farmers as a set of recommendations on planning for land and water 

management. The project will continue until the end of 2011 (NSR, 2010). 

                                                           
13 Source: Figure 12: BaltSeaPlan web-site: http://www.baltseaplan.eu 
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The partners come from Denmark, The Netherlands, Germany, Norway, United 

Kingdom and Sweden. On Denmark’s behalf, the national planning authority, By- og 

Landskabsstyrelsen, is also participating through its Environment Centre located in 

Aalborg. Sweden is represented by five different partners, all coming from the Region of 

Halland located on the West-coast of Sweden. The municipality of Laholm, the 

University of Halmstad and the County Administrative Board of Halland are some of 

them (AQ, 2010). 

All countries are working with their own pilot areas (the Netherlands has two) and it is 

meant that the learning from each partner will be disseminated among the others. 

The Swedish project area is located around the river Smedjeån, close to Laholm on the 

Swedish West-coast, see Figure 13 below. The land-use consists mainly of forest and 

arable land. The main problems in the area are lacking irrigation-water and flooding in 

the lower part of the catchment area (AQ, 2010). 

The Danish pilot area is located on the East-coast in the northern part of Jutland, 

around the Fjord of Mariager, see Figure 14 below. Agriculture with pasturage is the 

main use of land (75%), but there is some forest as well, but to a smaller degree. The 

main problem of the fjord is eutrophication, due to the high loading of nitrogen and 

phosphorus from the catchment area. The agricultural losses of nutrients are very highly 

dependent on climate, thus climate change is expected to aggravate the situation in the 

future (AQ, 2010). The Danish partners will focus on using an integrated environmental 

and agricultural advisory approach to make the farmers in the area aware of these new 

opportunities and limitations that climate change will bring along. By raising their 

awareness of these matters, they will act as partners in taking care of the environment of 

the fjord and through this awareness, be able to act as local water managers in close co-

operation with local authorities and the responsible Environment Centre (DAAS, 2008). 
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Figure 13: The Catchment area of Smedjeån, Sweden 
14 

 

Figure 14: The Catchment area of Mariager Fjord, Denmark 
15

 

 

The success of the project depends very much on the existence of suitable institutions 

and on economic arrangements. Aquarius will consider the barriers and difficulties for 

the farmers and will attend that these may be overcome (AQ, 2010). 

                                                           
14, 15 Source Figure 13 and 14: Aquarius web-site:  http://www.aquarius-nsr.eu/PilotAreas/ 
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and differences:  
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Conclusions 

In the following figure a comparison has been made between the Baltic Sea Region 
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According to a governmental decision from the 18th February 2010, Swedish Boverket is 

one of the governmental authorities with commitment to implement the EU Baltic Sea 

Strategy, but also to assist the Ministry of Environment in issues regarding Maritime 

Spatial Planning (Ministry of Environment, 2010). All authorities have to produce a 

report, which must be ready 1st of June 2011, where they present the undertaken tasks, 

the results, the organisation of the work, etc. With this in mind it is surprising that 

Boverket does not participate with more interest in the BaltSeaPlan. 

On request of the Swedish Government, a special investigation was initiated in the end 

of November 2009, which has the intention to deliver proposals on how maritime 

spatial planning related to the Swedish Territorial Sea and Exclusive Economic Zone 

(EEZ) could be developed, and which legislative changes will be necessary. The 

commitment will end in December 2010.  

The Danish standpoint in maritime spatial planning has until very recently been rather 

underdeveloped. The Danish Planning Act only regulates the terrestrial part of the 

Danish territory and there is no overarching policy or strategy covering maritime 

management. In only one sector there is a spatial plan covering the Danish Exclusive 

Economic Zone (EEZ) and that is for offshore wind-farms. Otherwise the different 

sectors are separately responsible for their own applications, draft-legislation, 

monitoring, etc.  

The Danish use of marine waters is thus regulated by a great number of sectoral laws. 

Although sea use management is carried out on single-sector basis, it is considered by 

the governmental authorities to work rather well (WWF, 2009).  

Until very recently there has been no plan to change the current system, but the 21st of 

January 2010, a proposal for a new law regarding a National Maritime Strategy was 

presented to the Danish Parliament by the Danish Minister of Environment, as a 

response to the request of the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive from 2008. 

The law aims to be adopted in June 2010 and makes clear that the authority which will 

be responsible, is the national planning authority; By- og Landskabsstyrelsen, 

responding directly to the Ministry of Environment (Danish Government, 2010). 

Considering the Aquarius-project in NSR, the task of BLST-Environment Centre 

Aalborg is to extract the learning points on how to incorporate climate change into 

future water management plans. Older Interreg-projects also contribute to its 

development and success. The Environment Centre, which is responsible for 
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implementing the Water Framework Directive, is co-financing the project (DAAS, 

2008). 

According to the lead-partner, it is obvious that the learning from Aquarius will be an 

important contribution to future planning, both on the organisation (how to involve 

stakeholders in the planning process and encourage taking up the challenge of acting as 

water managers) and on the content (how to incorporate the impact of climate change 

into future planning). These lessons will be taken into account in the water management 

planning process in the future and will help all authorities involved in the 

implementation of the water framework directive in the next generations of plans to 

come (DAAS, 2008). 
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4 – The Baltic Sea Strategy 

4.1 – Background of the Baltic Sea Strategy 

Introduction 

In late 2006, the European Parliament published a report calling for a strategy in the 

Baltic Sea as recognition of the problems, but also of the opportunities and resources 

available in the region. Eight out of nine countries in the region are EU Members, 

which facilitates the co-operation, but the opportunities have not yet been taken in full 

advantage.  The transnational interdependence means that actions in one area will very 

quickly bring consequences in others. According to the communication presented by 

the EU Commission, the Region has the basis to become a “model of regional co-operation 

where new ideas and approaches can be tested and developed over time as best practice examples” (EC, 

2009). 

In the end of 2007, the European Council made a request to the European 

Commission, in its Presidency Conclusions, to present an EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea 

Region no later than June 2009. The Council endorsed the Commission to take into 

account the new Integrated Maritime Policy (signed in the same Presidency 

Conclusions), to help addressing the environmental challenges, and to promote the 

collaboration with European non-members such as Iceland, Norway and Russia (in the 

so-called Northern Dimension). According to the EC, this kind of integrated multi-

sectoral and macro-regional strategy constitutes a first step towards the implementation 

of the Integrated Maritime Policy, and not least, a possibility to put emphasis on the 

application of Territorial Cohesion (EC, 2009).  

According to WWF (2009), the reason to put emphasis on the need for an EU strategy 

was that countries like Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland joined the EU in 2004 and 

the region was still facing problems and challenges like deteriorating water-environment, 

poor transport-links with large bottlenecks and un-sufficient energy supply. A better 

coordination of institutions was urgent and for the first time a comprehensive strategy 

was developed covering a large number of existing EU policies targeted on a “macro-

region” (WWF, 2009). 

The expression “macro-region” was developed during the preparation of the strategy 

and has already been defined in chapter 3.1 earlier in this paper. According to the EU 
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Commission, a macro-regional strategy is defined as “an integrated framework that allows the 

European Union and Member States to identify needs and allocate available resources thus enabling the 

Baltic Sea Region to enjoy a sustainable environment and optimal economic and social development” 

(EC-Samecki, 2009).  

After the initial Communication and presentation of the Strategy, a period of 

consultation was opened up to the Member States, local and regional authorities, 

different stakeholders, NGO’s, experts and private citizens, giving them an opportunity 

to present their points of view on the Baltic Sea Strategy. Totally 109 different 

authorities, institutions and individuals responded to the consultation (EC, 2009). 

Chapter 5 will describe the Swedish and Danish planning authorities’ contributions to 

the Strategy, which differs, as we will see, very much. 

The information and positions from the consultation process have been analysed by the 

European Commission and in general they were taken into account in the final version 

of the Strategy (EC, 2009). 

The Baltic Sea Strategy (BSS) was adopted by the European Commission the 10th of 

June 2009, during the Swedish Presidency, and the European Council signed the paper a 

few months later, in the end of October 2009. 

Over the course of 2010, the Strategy will be implemented with a stakeholder forum 

taking place the 13-15 October 2010 in Tallinn, Estonia, and the Commission has to 

write a report on the progress made and on the results achieved so far, presenting it to 

the European Council no later than June 2011 (EC, 2009, 2010). 

According to Samecki (2009), the Member States in the Baltic Sea Region all expressed a 

clear political will, from the very highest level. This leadership was indispensable in 

creating credibility and energy for the preparation of the Strategy, and the involvement 

of different stakeholders, too, has been a positive feature of the Strategy (EC-Samecki, 

2009). 

 

4.2 – The aims and content of the Baltic Sea Strategy 

The overarching problems and challenges of the Region are mainly due to severe 

ecological danger, uneven economic development, insufficient energy transmission and 

supply networks, gaps in transport links, and shortcomings in maritime safety and 

security. The Strategy aims at co-ordinating actions by the Member States, the regions, 
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the EU, the pan-Baltic organisations, financing institutions and NGO’s, in order to 

support a more balanced development in the Region. The Strategy focuses on four 

different “Pillars” of issues: 

a) Environment 

b) Economy 

c) Energy and Transport 

d) Safety and Security 

An Action Plan has been published, which emphasises 15 different priority areas with 

70 various actions and totally 80 “Flagship” Projects. The priority areas are: 

a) Environment 

1. To reduce nutrient inputs to the sea to acceptable levels 

2. To preserve natural zones and biodiversity, including fisheries 

3. To reduce the use and impact of hazardous substances 

4. To become a model region for clean shipping 

5. To mitigate and adapt to climate change 

b) Economy 

6. To remove hindrances to the internal market in the Baltic Sea Region including 

to improve co-operation in the customs and tax area 

7. To exploit the full potential of the region in research and innovation 

8. Implementing the Small Business Act: to promote entrepreneurship, strengthen 

SMEs and increase the efficient use of human resources 

9. To reinforce sustainability of agriculture, forestry and fisheries 

c) Energy and Transport 

10. To improve the access to, and the efficiency and security of the energy markets 

11. To improve internal and external transport links 

12. To maintain and reinforce the attractiveness of the Baltic Sea Region in 

particular through education, tourism and health 

d) Safety and Security 

13. To become a leading region in maritime safety and security 

14. To reinforce protection from major emergencies at sea and on land 

15. To decrease the volume of, and harm done by, cross border crime (EC, 2010) 
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Every priority area has its appointed co-ordinator who is responsible for the 

management of the priority-issue, organisation of meetings and the writing of yearly 

reports to the EU Commission on the proceedings of the work. These co-ordinators 

collaborate in close relation to the Flagship lead-partners which give feed-back on the 

specific flagship projects (EC, 2009, 2010; SEPA, 2010). 

The achievements identified by the action plan will entirely rely on existing institutions 

and financial means; this implies that no new authorities will be established, nor will 

there be any additional funding or new legislation. Therefore it is important that the co-

ordination between the Member States (and non-members), the implementation of 

existing EU policies (over 30 policies) and EU legislation, and the use of existing EU 

funding will be enhanced (EC, 2009). 

The European Commission has the role as an overarching co-ordinator, who does the 

monitoring and follow-up. The European Council prepares the policy development and 

the Member States implement. All countries have a national contact point, for Sweden 

and Denmark these are located at the Government Offices of Sweden and the Danish 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (EC, 2009). 

The “Flagship” projects have been initiated by the Strategy Action Plan but are being 

developed through the Interreg Baltic Sea Region Programme, which takes an active 

role for the implementation of the Strategy. The Priority Co-ordinator has to confirm 

with a written document that the project is considered to be a flagship project within 

that specific priority area (EC, 2009). According to Savbäck (2010), this letter could be 

seen as a “recommendation” and “quality-criteria” when presented at the Joint 

Technical Secretariat (JTS) within the Interreg Baltic Sea Region Programme. Thus, the 

four different pillars and the 15 priority areas become important measures for the future 

project applications in the Interreg programme (Savbäck, 2010). 

Some examples of flagship-projects are: 

• Remove phosphates in detergents 

• Create marine protected areas 

• Establish a fund for innovation and research  

• Promote environmental technologies 

• Encourage sustainable aquaculture 
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• Connect the Baltic States to the energy networks 

• Improve transport infrastructures 

• Establish joint curricula in universities  

• Integrate the maritime surveillance systems  

• Better co-operation in case of marine pollution (EC-Lindholm, 2009) 

 

4.3 - Conclusions 

It is too early to speak about the future of the Baltic Sea Strategy and its implications on 

the economic, social and territorial cohesion of the region, i.e. to fulfil the 

implementation of the Lisbon and Gothenburg Agendas, and not least the Territorial 

Agenda. What is already clear, is that the European Union will see more of these “place-

based” macro-regional strategies, the next to come, in the end of 2010, is the Danube 

Strategy, which is developed among both EU-members like Germany, Austria, the 

Slovak Republic, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Romania, and 

non-members such as Croatia, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, the 

Republic of Moldova and Ukraine (EC, 2010). 

Currently there is an important lobbying for a macro-regional strategy within the North 

Sea English Channel Region, and a lot of discussion regards the European macro-

regional strategies in general and their contribution to territorial cohesion (CoR, 2010). 

According to Dubois et al (2009), “macro-regional strategies may be seen as a tool of European 

integration and increased territorial cohesion.” (Dubois et al, 2009). The elaboration of macro-

regional strategies makes it possible to promote the territorial dimension of EU policies 

and co-operation, because “the benefits of defining more “localised” policies are beyond dispute” 

(Salez, 2009). A one-size-fits-all approach does not work in a European Union of 27 

Member States and 271 regions. 

Someday in the future, maybe there will be macro-regional strategies for the Alpine and 

Mediterranean regions as well, but the question is whether it is possible to cover the 

whole European territory with this kind of macro-regional policies.   

There have been some critics of the Baltic Sea Strategy as well; according to Peter 

Schmitt (2010), the BSS is indeed a place-based strategy but it “suffers from a comprehensive 

territorial perspective” and he states that the VASAB Long Term Perspective (LTP), (see 

chapter 2.1.2), could “serve as a complement and explicit territorial strategy that takes into account 

the function and problems of different types of territories within the Baltic Sea Region”. Peter Schmitt 
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argues and fears that a macro-regional strategy, even if it is place-based, is not so clearly 

linked to territorial cohesion that it should be, because generally territorial cohesion 

focuses on better economic performance of different types of territories/regions, thus 

he sees a need for a co-ordination between the actions/policies and the location of the 

territory that they are supposed to have an impact on (Schmitt, 2010). 

Faludi (2010) argues that, if spatial planning is to be formulated as macro-regional 

strategies, then it becomes a vehicle, both to territorial cohesion and for EU policy-

making in general. If so, Faludi continues, the interest in spatial planning is certain to 

increase (Faludi, 2010).   

The debate launched in Chapter 2.1.5 (Territorial Cohesion), weather the macro-

regional strategies are to be considered as part of the Cohesion Policy, or as 

independent beings with a more integrated and place-based policy approach, induces the 

Baltic Sea Strategy, according to Samecki (2009), to be summarised as an opportunity 

for transnational co-operation to constitute an excellent laboratory for multi-level 

governance on common development challenges and opportunities, and a means for an 

integrated and co-ordinated implementation of multi-sectoral EU policies, aiming at 

increased economic, social and territorial cohesion. The macro-regional strategy is a new 

way of making Europe more effective (Samecki, 2009).  

The next chapter will relate to the interviews made with the Swedish and Danish 

planning authorities, describing, inter alia, their involvement and thoughts about the 

Baltic Sea Strategy. 
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5 - The National Planning 

Authorities and their relation to the 

EU Transnational Interreg 

Programmes 

Introduction 

Chapter 2.3 described the background of the administrative structures and the national 

planning systems in Sweden and Denmark. By making a comparison between Sweden 

and Denmark the intent of this thesis is to gain more knowledge about the approaches 

used by the Planning Authorities regarding the EU Transnational Interreg Programmes 

and to investigate their mutual influence. For this reason a literature review has been 

done and interviews have been made at the Swedish “Boverket” (National Board for 

Housing, Building and Planning), at the Danish “By- og Landskabsstyrelsen” (Agency 

for Spatial and Environmental Planning) and at “Danske Regioner” – the national 

organisation of the Danish Regions, with the intention to clarify and to find the answers 

of the following questions: 

1. What level and/or type of involvement do the Swedish and Danish Planning 

Authorities have in the design-process of the programmes and generation of the 

projects? 

2. How does the outcome of the Interreg programmes feed-back into the Planning 

Authorities, influencing their future policy-making?  

3. How is the knowledge from the Interreg experience transmitted to the 

authorities on national, regional and local level, and in what way is it taken care 

of? 

4. How are the BSR and NSR programmes being reflected in National and 

Regional Policies and Planning? 
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5.1 – Presentation of Boverket - Sweden  

Introduction 

Boverket participates with two appointed members in the Steering and Monitoring 

Committee at the Transnational Interreg Programmes regarding the Baltic Sea and the 

North Sea Regions. They work as the Swedish Government’s representatives with 

knowledge about infrastructure and accessibility, spatial planning, and environmental 

issues. The Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and Communications is the head of the 

Swedish delegation and responsible for the formal part and the regulations. Besides 

Boverket and the Ministry of Enterprise, Tillväxtverket (Swedish Agency for Economic 

and Regional Growth) takes part in the Baltic Sea Region Programme, while the North 

Sea Region Programme has an appointed member from the Västra Götaland Region 

(West Sweden Region). The Swedish delegations consists therefore of only three 

members in each programme committee. 

There are two other committees where Boverket also takes part, but only as listening 

and commenting members. The so-called National Sub-Committees consist of the 

regional politicians and the civil servants who have been elected and nominated by the 

Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions on appointment by the Swedish 

Government and Tillväxtverket. There is one National Sub-Committee for each 

programme area. 

During the interviews, reflections were made on the importance of an early 

Governmental appointment of the Committee members, at least one year before the 

start of the programme period, because there are always things going on and if Sweden 

has no established delegation ready, no-one can take part of the initial meetings, 

information will be lost and the initial advantages of being among the first on certain 

issues will substantially be lost. Up till now there have been some problems with this 

and the Swedish start-up process in the beginning of the programmes has been rather 

delayed. 
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5.2 - Presentation of By- og Landskabsstyrelsen and  

Danske Regioner - Denmark 

Introduction 

As a consequence of the Danish administrative reform in 2007, as described in chapter 

2.3.2, much work of By- og Landskabsstyrelsen (BLST) was decentralised to the seven 

Environment Centres dispersed over the country, and the commitment of the 

transnational Interreg programmes was outsourced to Odense (Baltic Sea Region) and 

Århus (North Sea Region).  

During the last year (2009) there have been some additional changes of the working-

procedures at BLST. Due to heavy working-load, too much stress, etc, about one year 

ago, it was decided that the central office of BLST in Copenhagen should not be 

responsible for the representation at the Steering and Monitoring Committees in the 

Baltic Sea and North Sea Programmes any more. The re-organisation has taken more 

time than planned and during the whole year there have been no representatives at all 

from the BLST, nor from the Environment Centres. There was no-one to send 

according to the interviewed person at BLST. During this last year the national 

organisation of the Danish Regions (DR) has therefore acceded a heavier role of 

responsibility and the Steering and Monitoring Committees have only had two Danish 

representatives, while there were three permitted. 

Ever since the administrative reform, when the Danish Counties were merged into 

fewer and bigger Regions (from 14 to 5), the national organisation of the Danish 

Regions has gained more responsibility and economic power within the programmes of 

regional development, programmes which did not exist before. According to the 

members of DR, the projects have not become more, but larger, with more 

responsibility and with bigger lead-partners.  

The general impression among the Danish authorities is that the co-operation and the 

exchange of information between them, regarding the work of the transnational Interreg 

programmes, has always been very good and very un-formal, and since they are very few 

persons with this commitment, they know each other very well. They do not perceive 

any need to change the situation or work-procedures. 

The other Danish institutions which participate in the committees are Erhvervs- og 

Byggestyrelsen (EBST) (Danish Enterprise and Construction Authority) which has the 
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responsibility of the EU financial means and the administration of the Interreg 

programmes, and Kommunernes Landsforening (KL) (Local Government Denmark), 

which is the organisation of the local governments and municipalities. The EBST 

participates in the SC and MC, while KL participates together with the others in the 

national Sub-Committees of both programmes. Every Member State should have three 

representatives in the SC and MC, while the composition of the Sub-Committees can 

vary. For example, in Sweden the Sub-Committees are rather big with 15-20 

representatives from local and regional levels, while in Denmark they are only four in 

each Committee. The Sub-Committees have representatives from all administrative 

levels in Denmark; local, regional and national, representing the public institutions. The 

appointment is very un-formal but comes from a political decision.  

 

5.3 – Research Questions 

Introduction 

By answering the four research questions below, the following sub-chapters will 

describe the involvement of the Swedish and Danish Planning Authorities, the Danish 

Regions, and the Swedish and Danish standpoint in Interreg issues in general. 

Therefore, a literature review has been done and interviews were made with Ms Järda 

Blix and Mr Olov Schultz at Boverket (Sweden), Ms Helle Fischer at By- og 

Landskabsstyrelsen (Denmark), and with Ms Anette Prilow and Mr Michael Koch-

Larsen at the Danish Regions.  

Järda Blix is Boverket’s representative in the Monitoring (MC) and Steering Committee 

(SC) of the Baltic Sea Region Programme and Olov Schultz is responsible for the North 

Sea Region Programme. Until one year ago Helle Fischer was BLST’s representative in 

the Baltic Sea Region Programme (BSR) and she also has experience from VASAB 

where she still participates. Anette Prilow is DR’s representative in the MC and SC of 

the North Sea Region Programme (NSR) and she is the Chairman of the Sub-

Committee for this region, she is also involved in the Baltic Sea Strategy. Michael Koch-

Larsen is DR’s representative in the MC, SC and is the Chairman of the Sub-Committee 

in the Baltic Sea Region Programme.  

 



~ 91 ~ 
 

5.3.1 - What level and/or type of involvement do the Swedish 

and Danish Planning Authorities have in the design-process of 

the programmes and generation of the projects? 

Sweden  

From Boverket’s side, the participation in the Steering and Monitoring Committees 

means that it is during these meetings that decisions are made regarding which projects 

will get funding from the EU Structural Funds and which will not. All member 

countries of the Baltic Sea, or North Sea Region respectively, act as collaborators but 

also in concurrence. According to Olov Schultz, the decision-making procedure 

demands great skills of negotiation and bargaining power between the national 

delegations.  

The Steering Committee (SC) and Monitoring Committee (MC) are responsible for a 

fairly uniform distribution of projects within the different priority groups and can for 

this reason, if they see that one priority is lacking projects, take initiatives to organise 

seminars where project partners can meet, discuss projects, and create networks and 

new relations, facilitating project creation and development of new project groups. 

During the project discussions between the national delegations, Boverket sometimes 

makes interventions with recommendations and comments on projects in other 

countries when they think that some aspects, for example planning perspectives, are 

missing. According to Järda Blix, Boverket can in this way influence the projects, albeit 

in a smaller degree. In other cases the Swedish delegation gladly supports a project, if 

Swedish partners will be accepted to join it.  

At the National Sub-Committee meetings Boverket only takes part of the discussion and 

listens to the opinions of the Regional authorities and civil servants, gaining knowledge 

about the standpoint of the Regions regarding all Swedish project proposals. According 

to the staff members of Boverket, these Sub-Committees are a very useful source of 

information, which reflects the regional interests in a broad sense. 

The Programme period is divided according to different “Calls” for project applications, 

running over the whole period (2007-2013). After each call, when the Secretariat has 

made a first selection, the national delegations receive the assessments and the project 

documents and they will have very little time available to read all documents, meet with 
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their National Sub-Committees, and then come together in the Steering/Monitoring 

Committee and make the final decisions.   

Knowing which projects are the most important from a regional perspective, the 

Swedish group has the task to convince the other national delegations to support them. 

According to Olov Schultz, Boverket has no agenda of its own but is acting as a 

Swedish team member and the bargaining procedure is an open process which is always 

going on. It is a very important commission because if only one country oppose a 

project proposal, the whole thing will be lost. Consensus is needed by the programme 

regulations (Rules of Procedure).  

At Boverket there is, so far, no working-group that concentrates its work exclusively on 

Interreg issues. The people involved have other working priorities which they focus on. 

In a whole year only 3-5 weeks are spent on the Interreg programmes totally, which is 

too little according to the employees. The staff members also point this out as a 

problem, especially for the readings of the project documents, which are very 

demanding. Too little time for the readings affect the knowledge gain about the various 

projects and the staff members agree that this limits their possibilities of intervening at 

the Committee meetings, which in the end can be harmful for the Swedish projects. It is 

a problem both from an organisational perspective, where the Interreg Programme 

Secretariat is distributing the documents too late (or has decided the SC-meeting too 

close), and a matter of priority at Boverket itself. The Sub-Committee-, and other SC- 

and MC- members have the same problem, likewise other National Authorities 

involved. Ulf Savbäck, which has been the appointed Interreg-representative from the 

Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and Communications, and now is working at the Prime 

Ministers’ Office for the Baltic Sea Strategy, states that the Ministry’s expectancy on 

Boverket are ca 100 working-hours/programme/year, which in reality is even much less 

than what they spend in time already (Savbäck, 2010). 

Changes are going on; the Secretariat has promised to be quicker for the next 

appointment at the Steering and Monitoring Committees, and Boverket has decided to 

establish an internal working group, which will come together helping each other with 

the readings and pointing out various aspects of interest or difficulties. 

The knowledge about the former programme periods is vague because both staff 

members started with Interreg issues in correlation to the start-up of the new 
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programme period in 2007, but they know that the involvement of Boverket has 

changed a little bit over time. During the first programme periods one of the Heads of 

Department at Boverket was involved in the Interreg Programmes, now they are simple 

administrators with a lower grade of responsibility and this can be seen as a lower grade 

of prioritisation from Boverket’s side. 

Järda Blix tells that during the last two periods, Boverket has not been directly involved 

in any Interreg projects, but in Interreg II C, Boverket participated as a partner in 

“Matros” and was also sub-partner in other projects, e.g. “Baltsurd”. Olov Schultz 

maintains, that taking part of the Committees puts Boverket in a role of challenge 

ability, making it impossible to be (lead)-partner of a specific project and at the same 

time be part of the decision-making process, because of conflicts of interest. A later 

check-up clarifies that according to the regulations this is still possible; by making up a 

special agreement, i.e. a “Declaration of Impartiality”, which is signed by all members of 

the Committees, this problem can be avoided. Quite erroneously internal arrangements 

have restricted Boverket’s actions as project-leaders or project-partners, limiting its own 

possibilities to intensify its international footprint and importance (Löwendahl, 2010). It 

might also be a question of budget priority.  

During the interviews there was an opportunity to discuss the new EU Baltic Sea 

Strategy which is an “integrated approach to identify needs, solutions and match them to available 

resources” in the Baltic Sea Region (Lindholm, A - EU Commission, 2009).  

The Baltic Sea Region Programme lies under the “umbrella” of the Strategy and the new 

projects in the coming programme periods will therefore, as much as possible, reflect 

the four priority areas of the Strategy, which are 1) Environment, 2) Economy, 3) 

Energy and Transport, and 4) Safety and Security. Olov Schultz argues that changes in 

the Programme might be needed, which in that case must be accepted by the EU 

Commission.  

According to Järda Blix the “Flagship” projects and environmental issues will gain more 

importance and will be given a higher priority, while projects concerning urban 

development probably will lose importance and will have difficulties in finding their 

role. Maritime Spatial Planning is a brand new concept which will be emphasised by the 

Baltic Sea Region Programme; Boverket will not be directly involved in this, but rather a 

new governmental Agency for Marine and Water Environment issues 

(Regeringskansliet, 2010). 
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Before the adoption of the Strategy, organised meetings made it possible for 

stakeholders to comment, reflect and make remarks on the contents, but Boverket did 

not participate and has therefore no role in its composition, they only attended at a 

hearing just before the Strategy presentation in June.  

The contribution of Boverket and its involvement in the Interreg programmes is seen 

by both staff members as an opportunity to mediate and emphasise the importance of 

Spatial Planning at a transnational level and where the Swedish commitment should be 

seen as part of the EU membership. According to Olov Schultz, EU is not only a matter 

of Interreg issues but also a question of bigger international courses of events, where 

Interreg is a source of information, and where Boverket participates to better take care 

of the shared and cross-sectoral competences within spatial planning. Järda Blix 

maintains that it is important to see the relationship between the different levels of 

planning and to strive for a cross-sectoral way of thinking. 

 

Denmark 

According to Helle Fischer, it is very unfortunate that BLST has not been present 

during the last year and it is difficult to say if this absence will have any effects and 

impact on the specific projects, but it is certainly a significant loss when there is no 

opinion from the Ministry of Environment when it comes to the selection of the 

projects in the Steering Committees. When Helle still worked with Interreg she was 

responsible for the Baltic Sea Region Programme as a representative in the SC, MC and 

the Sub-Committee. She also worked, and she still is active in VASAB, as mentioned 

before. The combination of these two tasks has been a good basis for both of them. She 

is still responsible for international issues and has the role as co-ordinator in 

administrative tasks towards the EU Commission. A rather new issue regards the 

Maritime Spatial Planning where she also has the leading role at BLST. The total 

workload from the Interreg when it was topical was about 20% of the working-hours, 

sometimes less, but in close relation to the committee meetings there were much more 

time spent on the readings. Just as the Swedish delegates experience it, also the Danish 

side perceives the available time for the readings as very short because of the massive 

amount of papers. It is necessary to chose between the projects and where to put most 

effort and concentration, mostly on the Danish projects, of course. According to Helle 

Fisher the Danish delegation was/is rather active in the Committee-meetings and well 
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prepared, working hard for getting the best Danish projects approved and making 

remarks on the other projects if needed, a view which is perfectly shared by the Danish 

Regions.   

During the preparation and development of the programmes both BLST and DR have 

been rather involved and committed; BLST (Helle Fischer) participated actively in the 

discussion-team set up by the EU Commission concerning urban planning and the 

relation to environmental pollution of the Baltic Sea and North Sea Regions in order to 

influence the programmes of the Member States. The DR has also taken part of the 

working-groups which were involved in the development-procedures of the 

programmes in the current period, and they will be committed to this also in the next-

coming programme-period. Additionally, Helle Fischer was part of the discussion-team 

regarding the current Interreg programme-period and its framework some period before 

the start, and put forward the Danish position in meetings with the EU Commission, 

and BLST was active as much as possible, receiving also political back-up from the 

Danish Government in this commitment.  

When it comes to the specific projects, BLST (centrally) did not try to influence them, 

nor does the DR. BLST gladly saw itself as a contact-point during the application 

period, but most of the time the questions regarded more technical issues and then the 

Programme Secretariat was more suitable for answering. This contact-point at BLST has 

now been outsourced to the Environment Centres in Odense and Århus and it is too 

early to say what the outcome of this transformation will be. Anette at DR has still not 

met her committee-colleagues from the Environment Centres. She states that the 

experience of the new system is too vague and new, and suspects that the localised 

Environment Centres has not that strategic view on the regional development, so she 

thinks that it was better before but remembers that it is too early to anticipate the future.  

As described above in Chapter 4, the Baltic Sea Strategy has become an important part 

of the BSR Interreg Programme, or vice versa, and the programme will reflect the 

Strategy more and more in the next-coming programme-period, according to the 

Danish delegation. The projects that directly reflect the pillars of the Strategy will have 

precedence to the others, but as Anette (DR) states, the Strategy is very broad and many 

projects will fit into it. Helle Fischer welcomes the Strategy and finds it very useful to 

emphasise some important issues, but fears that it is too sectoral and not that cross-

sectoral comparing to the current and former Interreg Programmes. She fears that the 
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territorial aspects promoted by DG Regio will get lost in the division between 

environment, economy, accessibility and security, but at the same time she shows to be 

very interested in what the future will bring, it is too early to be dooming, she means. 

Unlike Boverket, both BLST and the DR have been very committed to the development 

of the EU Baltic Sea Strategy. 

Helle Fischer contributed to the development of the Strategy via her commitment in 

VASAB. Denmark had the Chairmanship of VASAB during the period of elaboration 

of the Strategy and Helle was nationally involved in spreading information, with focus 

on spatial planning, among the different Ministries about the transnational co-operation 

in VASAB.  

The Danish Regions, on the other hand, was active in the framing of the Strategy by 

their participation in the BSSSC (Baltic Sea States Sub-regional Co-operation). The DR 

acted as co-ordinator and initiator of the collaboration between BSSSC and five other 

organisations of the Baltic Sea Region; UBC, B7, BSC-CPMR, BDF and Euroregion 

Baltic, in the development of a position paper on the EU BSR Strategy. The position 

paper was handed over to the former DG Regio Commissioner Danuta Hübner in the 

end of December 2008, with concrete proposals of action-areas, a model of 

Governance, and a related appendix with 13 examples of Flagship projects. 
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5.3.2 – How does the outcome of the Interreg programmes feed-

back into the Planning Authorities, influencing their future 

policy-making?  

Sweden 

Chapter 2.3.1 described the administrative system in Sweden and the ongoing change on 

regional level. Much of this work is due to the EU Regional Policy and according to 

Järda Blix; there is a lot of learning from the Interreg projects which can be applied on 

the Regional levels. Blix maintains that the strong Regions which exist today have, 

among other things, been developed through Interreg. She points out the example of 

the new Co-ordinated Infrastructure Policy where all means of transport have been 

assembled into one single action plan, whose underlying benchmarks come from 

regional system analyses, which per se are rather new. Many of these analyses consist of 

elements which have been part of former Interreg projects. Changes are underway 

regarding the legislation of spatial transport planning and also towards a new system of 

investment planning.  

Olov Schultz observes that most planning issues have a regional perspective, howsoever 

the municipalities possess the planning monopoly, and the Interreg work shows that not 

only national legislation is useful, but also other regional ingredients must be taken into 

consideration. According to Schultz, the input from the Interreg Programmes is 

important when reflecting upon the new Swedish administrative organisation and how 

the Municipalities, the Regions, the Nation and Europe could be connected. In this way 

Interreg does not influence only Boverket’s working concepts, but the whole Swedish 

society on all administrative levels and authorities.  

The Governmental motion of a new Swedish Planning and Building Act (presented to 

the Parliament in the end of March 2010) emphasises the growing role of the County 

Administrative Boards as more responsible in regional spatial planning issues, even if 

the planning monopoly will remain at the municipalities, and according to Schultz, it is a 

good opportunity to strengthen the interconnections between European, National, 

Regional and Local perspectives. The County Administrative Boards need to collaborate 

with the Regional Unions and while Boverket has no sub-organisations on regional 

level, the County Administrative Boards are the representatives of the State with which 

to develop a regional co-operation. 
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According to Järda Blix, the outcome of the Interreg projects which has been very 

useful for her own work is the development of new methods, how to establish informal 

planning arenas, and how to develop this further at a level of regional planning, 

especially transport issues. The experience itself is a very precious source, useful at 

seminars and conferences organised by Boverket. Olov Schultz mentions the work in 

the Committees as very rewarding and profitable, where Boverket gains knowledge 

about the other countries, how they valuate different projects and how they consider 

their own national and regional administration organs, and not least, the information 

exchange concerning other countries’ thoughts about the future, e.g. climate change.  

 

Denmark 

In contrast to Swedish Boverket, the Environment Centres of BLST are participating as 

partners in no less than four different Interreg projects. The other projects are; 

CLIWAT, WATERPRAXIS and Ballast Water. Chapter 3.4.2 described one of them: 

Aquarius, which intends to put the EU Water Framework Directive into practice. The 

results and learning of the Danish project will be used by the Environment Centre to 

develop national water management plans and national strategies in that specific field. 

This is a perfect example of the limitations that Boverket puts itself into, as discussed in 

the sub-chapter above. The Danish Regions are not participating as partners in any 

project at the moment, but they are not foreign to this possibility. 

The central organisation of BLST only acts as a contact-mediator and organiser of team-

meetings in correspondence to the start-up of the programmes, where to tell the other 

ministries about the content of the programmes.  

In general, the different Interreg projects are not subject to any particular follow-up by 

the BLST, nor by the Danish Regions. According to Helle Fischer they have discussed 

this issue in the Sub-committees, because BLST cannot do this job by itself, and they 

would like to make an evaluation of the former Interreg IIIB programmes, to see at 

what level the former Counties, then still existing, were involved, and what the results 

were. The problem is that there are no resources, neither financial or human, nor time 

enough to spend on this evaluation-project. Helle Fischer maintains that Sweden, which 

is a much bigger country, on the other hand, has more financial means to its disposal 

and has always been very active in the whole Interreg apparatus, at least on regional 

level. 



~ 99 ~ 
 

According to Helle Fischer, the development and evolution of BLST and its 

commitment to the Interreg issues during the last years, have nothing to do with 

Interreg itself, but are rather consequences of the prioritisation of the Ministry of 

Environment. Interreg is about regional development and spatial planning, which are 

only very small parts of the big organisation, which is the Ministry, and they are not the 

main tasks either. Regional policy is neither on the Ministry’s table (environment) and 

therefore the Interreg Programmes have been of minor priority and it has been difficult 

to make them visible. As stated by Helle, spatial planning enters when problems emerge, 

therefore BLST has always been seen as the “irritating little child” in the big family, and 

it is difficult when there are no other colleagues to talk to, because she was the only 

person at BLST who worked with Interreg issues. As a result of the above, the 

experiences from the Interreg issues did not influence BLST’s way of working. 

According to Helle, BLST does co-ordinate the Interreg work in general and it organises 

conferences and it does spread the information about Interreg among other colleagues 

involved in international issues, so maybe it is time to publish a report on the results. 

The standpoint of the Danish Regions is that, the most positive experience from the 

Interreg is the acquired international perspective on many of the other working-areas 

and the knowledge-gain about similar issues comparing to what DR are doing normally, 

also outside the Interreg programmes. Anette maintains that it is positive to see what is 

happening in other countries, to learn from each other’s experiences and to find 

inspiration to new projects. The net-working between “equals” is also very positive and 

the way of knowing people from other countries and know whom to call if any trouble 

regarding Interreg turns out. According to Anette, the most important thing is that 

Interreg conduces to regional development in Denmark in general and has a great value 

for national growth. The organisation of Danish Regions benefits from the experiences, 

has gained more responsibility, but the work has become much more intensive since 

BLST has been missing during the last year, which is perceived as a little bit heavy.  
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5.3.3 - How is the knowledge from the Interreg experience 

transmitted to the authorities on national, regional and local 

level, and in what way is it taken care of? 

Sweden 

According to Järda Blix the evaluation process in the Committees is very complex, very 

technical and necessitates large quantitative engagement and a lot of work, hence most 

of the time, the assessments are done by external consultants. Boverket does not have 

the time to follow this kind of evaluations or how they work.  

Part of Boverket’s commitment to the Interreg Programmes is the requirement of yearly 

feedback and evaluation reports prepared for the Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and 

Communications, where Boverket selects some of the projects (both with Swedish and 

foreign partners) and makes analyses and comments. One of the last reports of 

Boverket (Sept. 2009), in line with the “Learning Assignment”, (“Samarbete över 

nationsgränserna berikar planeringen” = ”Crossborder collaboration enriches the 

planning”), has been distributed among the Swedish municipalities, the regional 

organisations, the County Administrative Boards and other central authorities, with the 

purpose to illustrate examples of Swedish Interreg best practise-projects, reflecting new 

planning methods, new forms of collaboration and practical procedures of spatial 

planning. According to Boverket, spatial planning is particularly valid for five fields of 

action: adaptation to climate change, coastal and maritime spatial planning, landscape 

analyses with urban planning, land-use for infrastructure, and analysis of regional spatial 

structures. The report intends to persuade and encourage different stakeholders to 

participate in new territorial co-operations within the EU Interreg Programmes. At the 

moment there have been no organised seminars or conferences to present the results of 

the analysis, but next year, in the beginning of 2011, there will be a new conference 

within the “Interreg Forum” (see below) and Boverket is planning to host some 

seminars in this occasion. 

The idea for the next report is to study the relationship between the programmes and 

the overarching policy guidelines, like e.g. the Baltic Sea Strategy. This report will be 

ready to deliver to Tillväxtverket for a joint co-ordination in the end of April 2010.  

The employees of Boverket describe other activities aiming at spreading the knowledge 

about Interreg, like the “Interreg Forum”, as a part of the “Learning Assignment”, and 
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other seminars and conferences which are organised by Boverket at a Regional, 

Municipal and often at County level.  

The “Interreg Forum”, organised by Tillväxtverket, Boverket, Sida and the Swedish 

Association of Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR), is a conference with workshops 

aiming at gathering all those people who work with, or are interested in regional 

development and the opportunities given by the EU territorial co-operation. The 

conference has so far been arranged twice, in 2006 and 2008, and as mentioned above, 

the next meeting will be in 2011.17  

Boverket is not the only authority involved in the “Learning Assignment”, and 

Tillväxtverket and SALAR, together with Sida-Baltic Sea Unit, have maybe a bigger role 

in this governmental commitment. All authorities mentioned above have participated in 

a joint progress report co-ordinated by Tillväxtverket. According to this report the 

“Learning Assignment” is divided in four parts: 1) National Programme Administration 

(Tillväxtverket is responsible for this part), 2) Thematic exchange of regional Interreg 

experiences (SALAR is responsible), 3) Follow-up and Analysis (Sida-Baltic Sea Unit is 

responsible), 4) Communication Arenas (Tillväxtverket is responsible). The aim of the 

“Learning Assignment” is to increase the number of projects by reaching new target 

groups and broaden the Swedish participation in territorial co-operation. The purpose is 

also to enhance the quality of the projects by developing existing and new methods and 

tools, to work out techniques for efficient learning, and not least, to emphasise the 

results and impacts of the territorial co-operation projects (Tillväxtverket, 2009). 

In order to understand how the regional and local levels employ and apply the reports 

produced through the “Learning Assignment”, contacts were made with two regions 

and two municipalities. This is of course not a sufficient number of contacts, but serves 

as a hint of direction. It was interesting to acknowledge that all cases have an action plan 

available for international co-operation, on both regional and local levels, and this action 

plan is very much oriented towards what happens in the own municipality and in the 

own region. Within the organisations there are employees responsible for collecting 

knowledge, facilitating international networking, emphasising the advantages of 

international co-operation within their specific fields, disseminating their knowledge and 

experiences on internal seminars and meetings, and finally supporting external 

persons/citizens that need help, but as mentioned above, the achievements are often 

concentrated on the own projects going on. Very little priority, if at all, is given to 

                                                           
17

 The official website of this forum is: http://www.interreg.se   
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spreading the information about the content of the reports published by the big 

authorities like Tillväxtverket, Sida, SALAR and Boverket. In one case, the person 

responsible did not know that Boverket publishes its own reports concerning the 

Swedish Interreg-work. According to another person, these reports are useful to get an 

overarching view on what is happening on the Swedish territory, but the most useful 

source of information are the partners from former Interreg-projects. In order to 

maintain the privacy of the people involved, the references are omitted. 

National Media, like newspapers and television, does not play a bigger role in spreading 

knowledge about Interreg and it could be questioned whether Interreg is “everyman’s 

business” or not. For sure, it would require more time in investigation and specific 

knowledge, on Media’s behalf, to make Interreg understandable and easily presentable, 

knowledge and time which maybe are not available, and which also would request 

longer series of reportage. However, Boverket publishes its own journal called “Planera, 

Bygga, Bo” (Planning, Constructing, Living) where the experiences from the Interreg 

work are described. Unfortunately this journal is not ubiquitously distributed, but 

remains within a small group of expertise and interest. According to Boverket’s staff 

members, it is not easy to deliver information about experiences which have not been 

lived by the receiver him/herself and very often the most useful experiences have not 

been registered or written about at all, because they were taken for granted.  

In spreading information and knowledge to the authorities involved, partners and to all 

others that might have any interest about the single Interreg programmes and projects, 

the internet is a very useful source, and the Programme Secretariats have the 

responsibility to publish news and updated material on the official websites. The 

Secretariats receive the EU funding and have employees involved in this kind of work. 

On Boverket’s website it is possible to find its own publications and the latest reports 

about Interreg. 

The network-building among different stakeholders is also of central importance for the 

diffusion of knowledge, becoming one of the major aims of the Interreg work. The 

hope is that these networks will continue their influence and work even after the 

conclusion of the Interreg projects. One example is SEBTrans Link, which was a 

transport project from the former Interreg programme period 2000-2006 that later on 

was transformed into an association. Now this international association works for the 
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dissemination of knowledge and other lobbying activities on behalf of the transport 

corridor. 

 

Denmark 

By- og Landskabsstyrelsen (BLST) does not put much effort on spreading the 

knowledge about Interreg, but they do put some information on their website, even if it 

is, as stated by Helle, rather penurious regarding Interreg issues. Helle confesses that it is 

her own fault, she is responsible for it, but she does not have the time to update the 

website. BLST do organise some conferences for regional and local actors in 

correspondence to new project-calls within the programmes of BSR and NSR, where 

BLST shows some project examples of best-practice. BLST also participates in work-

shops concerning the Baltic Sea Region to discuss important experiences and learning. 

According to Helle Fischer it is not possible to avoid re-doing the same things 

sometimes, even if projects and learning from them have been exposed, it is the good 

experience that is transmitted, not the bad practices or mistakes. If there are any good 

methods to gather and collect experiences, then it is fine to do so, but if not, it is only 

valuable lost time. Helle maintains that a report is read when it arrives, then it will end 

up in the shelf, forgotten. 

On Danish Regions’ behalf, they have published only very few reports, just to declare 

how the financial means have been distributed, and they do organise conferences in 

correspondence to the project-calls, where they invite regional actors and stakeholders 

to inform about the approved projects, which have Danish lead-partners and partners, 

especially on regional level. According to Anette, the organisation of Local Government 

(KL) probably does the same thing regarding projects with local and municipal partners. 

The website of the Danish Regions is a natural source of information about what is 

happening and it is updated continuously.  

Both BLST and DR have almost a resigned attitude towards media and find it very 

difficult to earn the interest of media concerning Interreg issues. Helle tells that a 

project from the North Sea Region about a bicycle-track has been made visible, and 

another occasional project from the Baltic Sea Region has been presented, but that was 

not even Danish. Anette maintains that media is only interested in telling stories about 

conflicts that have negative impact, not about things that are doing well. According to 
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Anette, it is hard for media to convey this difficult theme in a few minutes, and she 

finds that media has difficulties in spreading information about other EU-issues as well. 

There are a lot of good experiences that are suitable to tell more about, but it is not the 

task of the Danish Regions to do this, Anette continues, maybe on national level, 

because Danish Regions have tried without any success. 

A great concern for Helle Fischer at BLST, is the fact that all Interreg issues have been 

outsourced to the Environment Centres and she fears that the flow of information 

could be hampered when the Transnational Programmes are being governed by a sub-

organisation on a more regional/local basis, just because there are no physical and direct 

dialogues with the Ministry. According to Helle it is still too early to say how it will look 

like in the future, but it will be interesting to see how the Environment Centres will 

manage to perform when the development of the new programme-period after 2013 

will be initiated. This work initiates long before the official start by making enquiries, 

discussing political standpoints, both within the EU and the two macro-regions of the 

Baltic Sea and the North Sea. Helle states that it will be exciting to see how the 

Environment Centres will relate to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which is responsible 

for this process, and see how closely they can follow their directives. This dialogue 

could be a little more difficult for an Environment Centre comparing to if located 

centrally at the Ministry of Environment, but as Helle says; if it does not work, they only 

have to change the procedures, making it function. 
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5.3.4 – How are the BSR and NSR programmes being reflected in 

National and Regional Policies and Planning? 

Sweden 

The Swedish “National Strategy for Regional Competitiveness, Entrepreneurship and Employment 

2007-2013” is a strategic document and framework with a top-down approach, aiming at 

coordinating other strategic planning documents and programmes on European, 

national, regional and local levels, e.g. the National Employment Policy and the EU 

Cohesion Policy. But the strategy might also be seen with a bottom-up perspective, 

where local actors initiate projects that are reflecting the regional visions of the Regional 

Development/Growth Programmes, projects which are financed by national means and 

the European Structural funds, and therefore implicitly influenced by the national 

strategy (SWECO, 2009). 

The National Strategy describes five main challenges to economic growth and 

competitiveness which Sweden is facing at the moment, and presents guidelines for the 

regional programmes; 1) Innovation and renewal, 2) Skills supply and improved 

workforce supply, 3) Accessibility, 4) Strategic cross-border co-operation, and 5) 

Sparsely populated regions in Northern Sweden and city conditions.  

The strategy has been developed through a series of detailed analyses of regional data 

and interviews with local, regional and national representatives, and other interest 

groups, industry agents, unions, etc. (SWECO, 2009). 

According to Tillväxtverket (2009), the National Strategy is being reflected in the 

various types of Interreg projects with a rather high level of correspondence, but there 

are projects which have no reflection at all, among the national guidelines, e.g. Maritime 

Spatial Planning and Management of Climate Change. Most of the projects are 

concentrated in the first and third challenge-points, and among the projects that are 

focusing on environmental problems (Tillväxtverket, 2009). 

The report “Nya Dimensioner på Regional Utveckling” presented by SALAR in March 2008, 

regarding the Baltic Sea Region in the former Interreg programme period 2000-2006, 

highlights that the influence on national legislation and regional planning becomes a 

question of political anchorage and engagement. If the local and regional polity feel that 

they are involved in the Interreg projects, more likely they are willing to dedicate time 

and effort, supporting new ideas, structural changes and new legislative frameworks, and 

are eager to present them at a higher political level. The report states that many Regions 
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have seen the Interreg projects as a means to implement regional visions of the Regional 

Development Programmes, a statement which is supported by the high number of 

regional stakeholders involved in the projects (SALAR, 2008). 

According to Järda Blix, the same persons who work with Regional Planning are very 

often responsible for the Interreg projects too, and therefore she sees a correspondence 

between Interreg Programmes and Regional Development Programmes. Olov Schultz, 

on the other hand, finds the linkages momentarily rather weak, at least in some areas, 

and very dependent on how things are organised in different parts of the country. For 

example, infrastructural planning is a regional issue, but lately the transport authorities 

have been subject to big re-organisations at National level (See question 5.3.2).  

The Interreg projects which focus on transportation, Schultz continues, hardly fit into 

the long-term agendas claimed by the regional infrastructure plans, and he queries 

whether the smaller budget of the Interreg projects is appetising for the infrastructure 

stakeholders, which have already a very voluminous budget available. According to 

Schultz, this is the reason why there have been so few project applications within the 

third priority of “Accessibility” in the North Sea Region Programme.  

In the Baltic Sea Region Programme the “Accessibility” priority is also the less 

represented (6 projects), while the former programme period held 24 different projects 

within the measure of “sustainable communications”.  

 

Denmark 

As described in chapter 2.3.2 the Ministry of Environment publishes a National 

Planning Report every four years, after each election of the Parliament. The National 

Plan is proposed by the Minister of Environment and then the National Planning 

Report is prepared centrally by the BLST (under the Ministry of Environment). The 

National Planning Report is a political document and a comprehensive framework for 

regional and municipal spatial planning which overviews the national interests.  

Recently, the Danish Government was re-elected and a new Minister of Environment 

was appointed to the post. The question is whether this situation will change some of 

the content or influence the preparation of the next Planning Report. According to both 

Helle and Anette, probably there will be no changes, as the new Minister comes from 

the same political party as the former one, but it is difficult to say with certainty until the 

final document is presented.  
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Anette tells that the Danish Regions have presented their comments on the National 

Planning Report, comments which basically criticise the Plan for neglecting the regional 

role by not mentioning the Regions, and the missing inspiration that could have been 

derived from the existing Regional Development Plans. The Danish Regions maintains 

that the National Planning Report does not contain any concrete proposals by the 

Parliament on what direction the country should take, and it does not include any ideas 

on how to manage the current economic crisis (Danish Regions, 2009). In a separate 

document, the Danish Regions maintains that the Regional Development Plans could 

be an important contribution to the National Planning Report and they make a list of 

important issues that are missing in the Report. According to DR, the different Regions 

are facing different challenges that are reflected in the Regional Development Plans, 

therefore these plans could contribute to make the National Planning Report very up to 

date, facing Denmark’s future challenges. The main-issues that should be emphasised 

much more in the National Planning Report are, according to the Danish Regions; 

Coherent strategic planning; infrastructure and transport; globalisation and 

internationalisation of the Planning Report; natural resources; urban and rural districts. 

The Regions state that the use of the EU structural funds is not highlighted enough in 

the National Planning Report (Danish Regions, 2009). 

According to Helle Fischer the political relevant comments have been taken care of in 

the final Planning Report. Politically the document could be approved anytime and 

adopted in a few months. 

As the National Planning Report is prepared centrally at BLST, Helle Fischer maintains 

that there is no influence of BLST’s regional Environment Centres on the Regional 

Development Plans, but she is hesitant whether the Environment Centres have any 

dialogue with the Regional Growth Forums.  

Helle maintains that there is little or no direct connection, or mutual influence, between 

the Regional Development Plans and the EU Interreg Programmes. Anette on the other 

hand, admits that a region, which participates in a successful Interreg project and 

collects a lot of good experiences, maybe is more proponent to use its newly gained 

knowledge to prepare the next Regional Development Plan or at least the next Action 

Plan. It is difficult to say with certainty, Anette continues, because the first plans came 

in 2008, and hitherto there is no explicit reference to the Interreg work. According to 

Anette, Interreg can be very useful for the implementation of the action plans of the 
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Regional Development Plans, action plans which are published every year with 10 new 

points of action. 

According to the Zeeland Region (Region Sjælland) (2008), the international co-

operation is a “strategic possibility to create regional growth and innovation”, and it will try to take 

advantage of its potential of having metropolitan neighbours, which gives new chances 

of regional growth for regional organisations, authorities and enterprises (Region 

Sjælland, 2008). The Economic Growth Forum of Zeeland, on the other hand, relates to 

the EU structural funding, through both Objective 2 and 3 (Interreg), to support their 

development activities (Vækstforum Sjælland, 2006), and makes recommendations to 

the regional council on support for business development projects and to the State on 

the use of EU funds (Ministry of the Environment, 2007). 

One of the 10 actions highlighted in the 2009 Action Plan of Region Zeeland, is the 

Interreg IVA project IBU-Øresund, which is about infrastructure and urban 

development where the activities are co-ordinated with the activities of the Economic 

Growth Forum, and which is a project in co-operation with the Swedish Region Skåne 

and the Region of the Capital (Copenhagen), (Vækstforum Sjælland, 2009). 

 

5.4 – Conclusions 

The chapter above have described the Swedish and Danish Planning Authorities’ 

standpoints and the approach of their involvement in the Transnational Interreg 

Programmes of the Baltic Sea and North Sea Regions. 

This chapter will summarise the findings by making a comparison between the two 

countries, showing that many points differ and very few are similar. 

One of the main findings, is the different approach of partnership within the Interreg 

projects; Swedish Boverket is quite erroneously blaming its conflicts of interest and 

does not participate as an active partner in any project, while By- og Landskabsstyrelsen 

(BLST) is participating as partner in four different projects. According to the regulations 

this is possible because all members of the Steering and Monitoring Committees have to 

sign a “Declaration of Impartiality”. Then it is free to be part of the decision-making 

process, and at the same time, act as a (lead)-partner. Of course it is not possible to 

decide on the own projects, then the partner/decision-maker has to leave the room. 
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According to Löwendahl (2010), the internal policies of Boverket restrict its actions in 

this way and limit the possibility to develop the organisation further and to make an 

international footprint regarding Interreg-issues.  

Another big difference between Sweden and Denmark is constituted by the importance 

of knowledge transfer. Boverket puts very much effort, together with the other 

Swedish institutions and authorities (Tillväxtverket, Sida-Baltic Sea Unit, SALAR), in 

producing feed-back reports to the Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and Communication, 

they organise work-shops and conferences and all together they have set up an Interreg-

forum with meetings every second year, and an official website (http://www.interreg.se) 

available for all interested stakeholders and citizens. The commitment to the “Learning 

Assignment” is taken very seriously in Sweden, while the Danish standpoint in this 

matter is rather weak. It seems that they have no obligation to produce any feed-back 

reports, and BLST have not produced any either, while the Danish Regions has 

published a thin document on the distribution of economical funding.  

Both the Swedish and the Danish Planning Authorities perceive the time available for 

the readings in correspondence to the committee-meetings as very scarce, but the 

difference between them is that Danish BLST dedicates more time (20%) in general on 

the Interreg issues, while the Swedish Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and 

Communication, which is Boverket’s commissioner, only expects and demands a very 

low share of commitment, even less than Boverket’s representatives dedicate in reality 

(10%).  

The organisation of the Sub-committees differs between the two countries; the Danish 

Sub-committees consist of four persons in both programmes, while the Swedish Sub-

committees are composed by 15-20 appointed members. The Danish organisation is in 

general much less formal than its Swedish counterpart, according to the Danish 

representatives. 

The involvement of the Planning Authorities in the development of the EU Baltic Sea 

Strategy has been very diverse; Boverket did not participate at all, albeit it attended the 

hearing of the presentation of the Strategy. BLST, on the other hand, actively 

contributed to the establishment of the Strategy through its participation in VASAB. 

According to a report written by SWECO, the Swedish National Strategy is reflected 

in the various Interreg projects with a rather high level of correspondence, even if there 
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are some issues that are not described in the National Strategy at all, such as Maritime 

Spatial planning and Climate Change. Similar investigation-reports of the Danish 

situation have not been found; therefore it is difficult to say whether there are any 

manifestations or clear evidence on this matter. The Danish National Planning Report 

does not mention the Interreg programmes explicitly, nor does the Regional 

Development Plans, albeit the Regional Development Plan of Region Zeeland indicates 

that the international co-operation is an important tool of implementation. The Danish 

Regions has criticised the Ministry of Environment for the absence of internationality in 

the National Planning Report. 

To sum up, both countries find in the Interreg Programmes and their specific projects a 

rich source of good experiences, such as networking, a gained international 

perspective, the exchange of information and learning. 

The next chapter, which is also the last chapter of the thesis, will go through the 

document so far and highlight some points, by developing a discussion about the 

findings and by delivering some future concerns. 
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6 – Final Conclusions and Future 

Concerns 

Introduction 

The initial part of the thesis presented the development of the European debate on 

spatial planning and territorial cohesion, and in the chapters that follow, the paper 

investigated the EU structural funds and the various types of Interreg programmes, the 

administrative structures and planning systems in Sweden and Denmark, the 

Transnational Interreg Programmes of the Baltic Sea and North Sea Regions, the EU 

Baltic Sea Strategy, and finally described the intervention of the National Planning 

Authorities as national appointed representatives in the Steering and Monitoring 

Committees of the two Transnational Interreg Programmes mentioned above. 

This last chapter aims at developing a discussion about the different findings of the 

research, with the additional intent to present some future concerns. 

6.1 – Discussion and Personal Reflections 

In light of the European discussion about Territorial Cohesion and due to the 

ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, the EU Commission has recently gained a completely 

new field of competence, which until now was administered only by the Member States. 

Territorial Cohesion is closely linked to Spatial Planning, meaning that the former is the 

goal and objective, the latter is the instrument to pursue it. Some scholars argue that the 

Member States slowly have learned to accept the apparent loss of national sovereignty 

regarding territorial management and have got used to the involvement of other 

countries or EU institutions, through their commitment in the intergovernmental co-

operation such as the Interreg Programmes. This acceptance would not have been 

possible twenty years ago, e.g. in the beginning of the ESDP process, but still the 

planning competence is at heart of the Member States, maybe there is only some 

diffidence where to draw the line of national sovereignty. Therefore it would be possible 

to expect an increased interest by the Member States and their National Planning 

Authorities to work more actively within the EU and with the EU programmes dealing 

with Territorial Cohesion or Spatial Planning, in order to enhance their 

intergovernmental importance. Instead, it seems that the aspect of Multi-level 

Governance has become more and more important, overriding the national 
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governments by delegating much of the work to regional, local and non-governmental 

stakeholders and seeing the European Commission as an overarching co-ordinator and 

facilitator. This requires a regional administrative organisation and competence in spatial 

planning, which currently is completely missing in both Sweden and Denmark. 

Denmark reformed its administrative structures only a few years ago, by decreasing the 

regional importance in spatial planning whereas the national and local levels were 

strengthened. In Sweden, on the other hand, attempts are made to reinforce the 

position of the County Administrative Boards in spatial planning through the proposal 

of the new Planning and Building Act, and the creation of new regional entities has been 

on the agenda for a while, even if the reform currently only regards a few regions in the 

southern and most populated part of the country. The argument for an emphasised 

regional level does not only depend on its increasing importance due to the Swedish EU 

membership or to Interreg-work, but on the structural changes that actually occur on 

regional basis every day. Due to the increasing movement of the citizens, i.e. their 

commuting patterns within the enlarged labour markets, and the request of enhanced 

public service (e.g. health care and transport infrastructure), it has become necessary to 

assess the common challenges and needs of, not only one municipality, but of several 

municipalities together, that sometimes are not even located in the same County. As 

described by Boverket, the new Coordinated Infrastructure Policy is one example where 

regional system analyses have been the basis for policy-development. It is clear that the 

local and regional stakeholders, also on political level, are aware of this necessity and 

they do make calls for an immediate administrative change, which seems harder to 

perform on a higher political level. As described by Johansson (2009) (see chapter 2.3.1) 

the possibilities are two; either the Swedish government is obliged to change the 

structural system, or consensus is reached. In my opinion the latter is hard to achieve 

and the former throws the Swedish citizens in a political empowering position that they 

are not aware of and which implications they do not know much about. The regional 

and local lobbying on national level seems to be, in my perspective, the only way to 

achieve the changes that are needed and obviously we need more perceptive and 

courageous politicians on national level. For sure, it is too expensive for the Swedish 

society not taking the regional level into account, inter alia because the EU policies 

address their financial means, as the structural funds, principally to regional entities, and 

having strong regions facilitates their intervention and enhances the possibilities of 

action for further regional development. Boverket is the only governmental authority 



~ 115 ~ 
 

that has no regional organisation and the Danish reform of By- og Landskabsstyrelsen 

(BLST) might be an attempt to converge towards the regional level. With this, it is not 

said that Boverket should copy the Danish reform, because it does not appear without 

problems, but at least Boverket should develop its regional commitment with even more 

effort. 

Leading back to the discussion about territorial cohesion it seems that the “place-based” 

macro-regional strategies, such as the Baltic Sea Strategy, gain importance as a means to 

increase territorial cohesion and a way to promote the territorial dimension of the EU 

policies. In my perspective, the reason for this increased interest in macro-regions is due 

to the awareness that all regions are different, and as pointed out by the Territorial 

Agenda and the Green Paper on Territorial Cohesion, these differences should be 

turned into strengths. It is impossible to compare one region with another as the pre-

requisites are diverse, just like the opportunities and feasibilities. With a macro-regional 

strategy the co-ordination of collaboration and financial means is facilitated by sharing 

the common challenges, goals and accomplishments. There will always be some features 

that cannot be solved only on local, regional or national levels, but which have to be 

faced with a transnational approach, e.g. transport corridors, energy and ICT networks, 

environmental issues and problems inflicted by climate change.  

Here, the Transnational Interreg Programmes have an important task, as they are 

implementing and putting into practice the achievements evidenced as priorities for 

those specific transnational macro-regions. The Baltic Sea Strategy is an overarching 

“umbrella” for the Baltic Sea Programme, through which the Strategy realises its 

Flagship Projects of the Action Plan. The increasing importance of the macro-regions 

might implicate increased financing into the Transnational Interreg Programmes (Strand 

B) for the next-coming programme-period, while in this current period (2007-2013), the 

transnational programmes only receive 21% of the European Regional Development 

Fund (ERDF) supporting territorial co-operation (see chapter 2.2.2). Maybe the Macro-

Regional Strategies will receive their own funding in the future, even if the EU 

Commission currently is stating that no such extra funding will occur. Some of the 

projects are dealing with rather new issues, recently identified by the EU Commission as 

extremely important and agenda-setting, e.g. Integrated Maritime Spatial Planning 

(IMSP), as is the case with the project BaltSeaPlan.  

In my perspective, the Transnational Interreg Programmes (Strand B) have all the pre-

requisites and qualifications to be taken more seriously by the EU Commission and the 
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intergovernmental institutions in the future, as the issues of Territorial Cohesion are 

distinctively manifested on this level. 

In the meantime, Boverket acts as one of the representatives of the Swedish delegation 

in the Transnational Interreg Programmes, participating in the Steering and Monitoring 

Committees of the Baltic Sea and North Sea Regions. The Swedish group is sharing this 

task with the other Member States that participate in these programmes and has an 

important role of lobbying for the “Swedish projects” or other projects with a strong 

Swedish interest, and developing a discussion about the projects of the other countries. 

During the interviews it became clear that the Danish counterpart of Boverket, By- og 

Landskabsstyrelsen (BLST), has been missing in these committees for the whole year of 

2009, and it seems that the organisational problems have not been resolved yet. Thus, 

the delegations from Denmark will continue to be one person short. The implications of 

this absence are hard to foresee, but the emphasis on spatial planning and also on 

environmental issues are being threatened, which in the long term can be harmful for 

the Danish projects. Also in a more general and global perspective some repercussions 

might appear among the different projects of the programmes, as BLST always has been 

very active in its Interreg work, e.g. within the Baltic Sea Region Programme.  

The most striking difference between Boverket and BLST is the approach to act as 

potential partners in the different projects. Denmark’s BLST is participating as partner 

in four different projects, where it has an active role and expects to get feed-back in 

order to improve its own future work with new types of plans and methods. Boverket, 

on the other hand, says that it is impossible to be involved as partner if it is active in the 

Steering and Monitoring Committees. It is true that Boverket cannot decide on projects 

where/if it participates as co-financing partner, but as everyone else in these 

Committees, Boverket can sign a “Declaration of Impartiality” and in this way avoid the 

conflicts of interest or challenge ability. Boverket does participate as associated partner 

in the project BaltSeaPlan, but is not very active and is following the project primarily 

via the other Swedish partners.  

The Swedish contribution to the Baltic Sea Strategy was also very weak, while BLST and 

the national organisation of the Danish Regions were very active in the development of 

the Strategy. Boverket has lost an opportunity, which in my opinion, is very unfortunate. 

The standpoint of Boverket in these matters damages its own image and limits its role as 

potential agenda-setter, and holds back the opportunity to enhance its international 

footprint. It seems that Boverket has no agenda of its own, which in my perspective, it 
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should have. Not having a proper agenda, is hindering a more active participation in this 

kind of work and is compromising the future discussions on supra-national level, 

regarding the inclusion of Territorial Cohesion as an EU objective.  

This “lack of interest” might come from a higher political level as well, not only from 

Boverket’s own prioritisations, because the Ministry of Environment and the Ministry 

of Enterprise, Energy and Communications, are Boverket’s commissioners. Every year 

the Ministry of Environment makes official requests to Boverket about the main tasks 

to be elaborated by the authority and the reports that should be published, but the 

Ministry has unofficial expectancies of Boverket too, such as the working-time 

dedicated to Interreg, for example. According to me, it is strange and almost absurd that 

the Ministry expect so little dedication in time when it is so important for the Swedish 

projects that they are fairly represented and when Boverket also has pointed out the lack 

of time as a big problem in correspondence to the committee-meetings. Of course, the 

Programme Secretariats are partially culpable, but they have promised to increase their 

speed of delivery of the pre-selected projects to the Committees, therefore it will be 

interesting to see what will happen next. During the interviews, the different amount of 

working-hours dedicated to Interreg-work was emphasised, where Boverket spent less 

time, almost half of what BLST did. In my opinion there is a need for change in this 

field, and the working-group, newly started at Boverket, is a good idea in order to save 

time and to develop new methods of knowledge-gain.  

The interviews were a very pleasant ingredient and a very good source of knowledge-

gain, which emphasised the differences that still occur between Sweden and Denmark. 

My personal reflection is that in Denmark they are simplifying the Interreg work, 

making it less formal and uncompelled, whilst in Sweden the learning outcome is 

emphasised and well-documented through the “Learning Assignment”.  

As described in chapter 5.3.3, the employment of the various reports distributed among 

the municipalities and the County Administrative Boards is rather vague and not always 

taken in concern. The weak interest in reading reports might be, according to me, a 

good reason to put more emphasis on seminars and workshops organised by both 

Boverket and the Interreg Forum. Another good idea would be, in my perspective, to 

organise the website of the Interreg Forum as a Database with Swedish Interreg projects 

of best-practise, in order to distribute knowledge and reach even more people. 

The ministries have to emphasise their standpoints in issues of territorial cohesion, 

standpoints which the Ministry of Enterprise has clarified in a couple of documents to 
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the EU Commission and which Boverket should be aware of. From my point of view, 

Boverket should demand a more suitable budget to be able to follow the implications of 

territorial cohesion, to further develop its competences and involvement in transnational 

affairs, and the Ministries should recognise even more Boverket’s effort and importance 

in these matters. 

 

6.2 – Other Ideas for Transnational Co-operation 

As EU seems to be very far away for most of the citizens and they make the reflection 

that EU is “something” that only happens in Brussels, it would be necessary and also 

very interesting to show that EU in reality happens “around the corner”. All citizens are 

influenced by what takes place in the EU every day, but very much occur closer to them 

than they think, and many of these things are good things, which help to improve the 

citizens’ daily lives. 

According to me, a very important issue that was highlighted during the interviews was 

the lacking interest of Media in Interreg projects. Both the Swedish and Danish sides 

have poor experiences on media’s behalf, and my suggestion for the next-coming 

Interreg programme-period is to create a transnational TV-programme with a series of 

appointments, where all Member States participating in the Baltic Sea and North Sea 

Region Programmes produce its own episode showing the Interreg projects of best-

practice and its effects on the region and its inhabitants. This would help regional and 

local stakeholders to be made more visible and would increase the awareness of the 

citizens for what the EU stands for. It would also make the connections of the networks 

clearly visible, enhancing the European identity and integration. 

 

6.3 – Limitations of the Research 

This is the end of the thesis and the end of the research developed through these few 

months. It has been a very interesting work for me, and hopefully for the readers to get 

acknowledged with as well. There are of course issues that could have been developed 

further, but due to the limitations of type of work (Master thesis) and lack of time, it has 

not been possible. For example, more than one project per programme-area could have 
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been analysed and discussed, and every chapter could have been more detailed, but the 

final outcome, according to me, would have been the same. 

A subject that has not been discussed at all, but which is of great concern for all EU 

policies, programmes and projects are the Sustainability Appraisals (SA), or Territorial 

Impact Assessments (TIA). The impact assessments are meant to support political 

decision making by acting as a tool of coordination and emphasising the spatial impacts 

of the different policies. The study of these instruments would require another research 

in a new thesis and has therefore, quite consciously, been left out.  

During the work of the thesis, new questions have been raised and integrated, especially 

those concerning Territorial Cohesion and the link to the Lisbon Treaty, but also what 

will be the future of Boverket. In 2009 a governmental investigation (SOU 2009:57) was 

published concerning Boverket’s future development as a governmental authority. This 

thesis has not gone into that examination and is therefore leaving behind what ought to 

be done in order to develop the authority and enhance its pre-requisites, except the few 

reflections made above. 

The questions regarding territorial cohesion were asked to Boverket, BLST, Danish 

Regions and the Swedish Ministry of Enterprise via e-mail correspondence: 

“Within the EU there is a frenetic discussion going on regarding Territorial 

Cohesion, and due to the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in December, the EU 

Commission will gain new possibilities to influence the European Spatial 

Planning, which formerly was a competence of the Member States. Which are 

##’s standpoints in this? Which aspects will be induced and how can these 

influence ##’s prioritisations and its working procedures? How can ## act to 

conduct the Swedish/Danish will or say?” 

The questions have been answered by the Swedish Ministry of Enterprise and the 

Danish BLST (under the Ministry of Environment), but Boverket has not answered. Is 

this still a signal of a lacking agenda? 

Another subject which has not been discussed too much, which is connected to the 

questions above, are the implications of the EU Territorial Cohesion on the spatial 

planning profession and its, according to many scholars and also to Boverket, very weak 

position in the process of elaboration of the EU Structural Programmes and projects. 

Andreas Faludi is one of the scholars that put much hope into the debate of Territorial 

Cohesion as the “turning-point” for planning professionals, enabling an increased 
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influence and a more equally shared responsibility. What is absolutely clear is that the 

EU Programmes are broad cross-sectoral fields of application, which necessitate an 

extended cross-sectoral approach and methodology, in order to “capture” all threads 

and to be able to increase European economic, social and territorial cohesion. In my 

opinion, this might also require a new approach on behalf of the universities and the 

education they offer, which needs to be much more focused on these challenges in the 

future. 
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7 - Appendix 

7A – Interview Questions to Boverket (Sweden) 

1. When did you start working with Interreg-issues? How much time do you spend 
with Interreg-issues comparing to your total working-load? 

2. In which other kind of work are you involved in here at Boverket? 

3. How is Boverket involved in the different Interreg programs/projects during the 
current program period 2007-2013? 

4. What types of Interreg programs are you responsible for? What Interreg 
programs are you familiar with? 

5. Which role do you have? How do you look at your role in the Interreg-work? 
Could it be changed/improved? Which means would be needed? 

6. How has the role/tasks/engagement of Boverket developed during the different 
program-periods? (From the start of Interreg). 

7. How does Boverket follow up the different projects? 

8. What is good with the effort (contribution) of Boverket? 

9. What is less good with the effort of Boverket? How could it be improved? 

10. To what extent does Boverket influence the formation (design) of the content of 
the Interreg programs/projects? 

11. If the answer above is of less weight; how could Boverket be able to influence 
the content? With which effects? 

12. Has Boverket sometime taken its own initiatives for projects within the 
programs? If no; could it be possible? What type of project could it be? If yes; 
tell me about it. 

13. How would you describe Boverket’s participation in the formation of the EU 
Baltic Sea Strategy?  

14. How-in what way, will the future projects within the Baltic Sea Region reflect 
the Baltic Sea Strategy? 

15. What role does the composition and structure of the Sub-committees play in the 
elaboration of the project-contents and in the project selection procedure of the 
Monitoring Committee? Do you see any need for change in this matter?  

16. Who appoints the members of the Sub-committees? How would it be possible 
to influence the selection? 

17. How does Boverket look at these Sub-committees? What is the role of Boverket 
in the Sub-committees? 
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18. Boverket collaborates a lot with Tillväxtverket (Swedish Agency for Economic 
and Regional Growth) regarding regional development and transfer of 
knowledge and experiences of the Interreg programs (“Lärandeuppdraget” 
=Learning Assignment). In what way does Boverket contribute to this? The 
division of tasks; how does it work? Could/should Boverket be able to attain a 
higher degree of responsibility? 

19. In what way do the experiences from the Interreg programs/projects influence 
the working procedure at Boverket? Is it too much/too little? Is there any need 
for change? What in that case? 

20. How does Boverket benefit from the Interreg programs? 

21. In what way could the County Administrative Boards/Regions become more 
mature and take more responsibility for the Planning Profession and bring the 
experiences of Interreg further into the Systems? 

22. How could Boverket act to assist the transfer of knowledge into all authorities 
of decision making, from local, regional to central levels? 

23. What role and influence does Media have in the knowledge transfer? Is Interreg 
something for every mans-kind? 

24. Describe the linkages between the current Regional Planning/Regional 
Development and Spatial Planning and the Interreg programs? 

25. What does the hidden/open collaboration with other European Planning 
Authorities look like, i.e. when considering important projects?  

26. Is the Danish collaboration different comparing to other EU countries? 

27. What role does Boverket have in a wider perspective? 

28. During the meetings of Nordic Co-operation; how often are Interreg programs 
on the agenda? 

29. Looking back at the questions; is there anything that you think I’ve missed?  

30. Do you want to add anything else? 
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7B – Interview Questions to By- og Landskabsstyrelsen 

(Denmark) 

1. Since one year you don’t work with Interreg issues because of the re-
organisation of BLST, when these issues were outsourced to the Environment 
centres. Can you tell me more about it? 

2. How has the role as an organisation changed since the Administrative Reform in 
2007? 

3. In which other kind of work are you involved in? 

4. Which tasks do you have on the national level/central compartment of the 
BLST? 

5. How is Interreg work done on National level and at the Environment Centres? 

6. How does the exchange of experiences function between BLST, DR and EBST? 

7. Are all the Environment Centres engaged in Interreg issues, or is it concentrated 
to special centres? 

8. Which problems can emerge if the transnational Interreg programmes are run 
only on local regional/level? 

9. What kind of influence does BLST have on the regional development plans? 

10. How does the connection between BLST, the environment Centres and the 
Regional development centres function? How does the collaboration work?  

11. Who does the work of the Country Plan? 

12. The Ministry of Environment has received comments and critique made for the 
Country Plan proposal from 2009, how have these comments been taken care 
of? 

13. Denmark has a new Government and a new Minister for the Environment; how 
will this influence the Country Plan? 

14. When will the Country Plan be made official? 

15. Which are the consequences when the Country Plans have to change every time 
you have a new Government? Is it good or bad? 

16. Tell me about Plan09? 

17. How is BLST involved in the Interreg Programmes/Projects in the ongoing 
programme period 2007-2013? 

18. Tell me about the Interreg work you were involved in and your experiences? 

19. Which role did you have? How do you look at your former role in the Interreg-
work?  

20. How has the role/tasks/engagement of BLST developed during the different 
program-periods? (From the start of Interreg). 
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21. How does BLST follow up the different projects? 

22. What is good with the effort (contribution) of BLST? 

23. What is less good with the effort of BLST? How could it be improved? 

24. To what extent does BLST influence the formation (design) of the content of 
the Interreg programs/projects? 

25. If the answer above is of less weight; how could BLST be able to influence the 
content? With which effects? 

26. Tell me about the engagement of BLST as partner in the current programme 
period? (CLIWAT, WATERPRAXIS, Ballast Water, Aquarius) 

27. How would you describe BLST’s participation in the formation of the EU Baltic 
Sea Strategy?  

28. How-in what way, will the future projects within the Baltic Sea Region reflect 
the Baltic Sea Strategy? 

29. What role does the composition and structure of the Sub-committees play in the 
elaboration of the project-contents and in the project selection procedure of the 
Monitoring Committee? Do you see any need for change in this matter?  

30. Who appoints the members of the Sub-committees? How would it be possible 
to influence the selection? 

31. How does BLST look at these Sub-committees? What is the role of BLST in the 
Sub-committees? 

32. In what way is BLST involved in the distribution of knowledge regarding 
Interreg issues? 

33. In what way do the experiences from the Interreg programs/projects influence 
the working procedure at BLST? Is it too much/too little? Is there any need for 
change? What in that case? 

34. How does BLST benefit from the Interreg programs? 

35. How could BLST act to assist the transfer of knowledge into all authorities of 
decision making, from local, regional to central levels? 

36. What role and influence does Media have in the knowledge transfer? Is Interreg 
something for every mans-kind? 

37. Describe the linkages between the current Regional Development Plans and the 
Interreg programs? 

38. How are these Development Plans reflecting the National Strategy? 

39. How does the linkage between the Interreg programmes and the National 
Strategy look like? 

40. What does the hidden/open collaboration with other European Planning 
Authorities look like, i.e. when considering important projects?  
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41. What role does BLST have in a wider perspective? 

42. During the meetings of Nordic Co-operation; how often are Interreg programs 
on the agenda? Which role does BLST have? 

43. Looking back at the questions; is there anything that you think I’ve missed?  

44. Do you want to add anything else? 
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7C – Interview Questions to Danska Regioner (Danish 

Regions) 

1. When did you start working with Interreg-issues? How much time do you spend 
with Interreg-issues comparing to your total working-load? 

2. In which other kind of work are you involved in? 

3. How has the role as an organisation changed since the Administrative Reform in 
2007? 

4. Which is Danish Region's role in planning issues generally? 

5. How does DR influence the development of the planning-work on regional 
level? 

6. How does it function to make Regional Plans when it's the task of the 
Municipalities? 

7. How does the exchange of experiences function between DR, BLST and EBST? 

8. Has DR received any answers on the comments and critique made for the 
Country Plan proposal from 2009? 

9. Denmark has a new Government and a new Minister for the Environment; how 
will this influence the Country Plan? 

10. What does the Danish delegation look like for the MC and SC? 

11. How is DR involved in the Interreg Programmes/Projects in the ongoing 
programme period 2007-2013? 

12. Which types of Interreg programme are you responsible for? 

13. Which role do you have? How do you look at your role in the Interreg-work? 
Could it be changed/improved? Which means would be needed? 

14. How has the role/tasks/engagement of Danish Regions developed during the 
different program-periods? (From the start of Interreg). 

15. How does Danish Regions follow up the different projects? 

16. What is good with the effort (contribution) of Danish Regions? 

17. What is less good with the effort of Danish Regions? How could it be 
improved? 

18. To what extent does Danish Regions influence the formation (design) of the 
content of the Interreg programs/projects? 

19. If the answer above is of less weight; how could Danish Regions be able to 
influence the content? With which effects? 

20. Has Danish Regions sometime taken its own initiatives for projects within the 
programs? If no; could it be possible? What type of project could it be? If yes; 
tell me about it. 
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21. How would you describe Danish Region’s participation in the formation of the 
EU Baltic Sea Strategy?  

22. How-in what way, will the future projects within the Baltic Sea Region reflect 
the Baltic Sea Strategy? 

23. What role does the composition and structure of the Sub-committees play in the 
elaboration of the project-contents and in the project selection procedure of the 
Monitoring Committee? Do you see any need for change in this matter?  

24. Who appoints the members of the Sub-committees? How would it be possible 
to influence the selection? 

25. How does Danish Regions look at these Sub-committees? What is the role of 
Danish Regions in the Sub-committees? 

26. In what way is Danish Regions involved in the distribution of knowledge 
regarding Interreg issues? 

27. In what way do the experiences from the Interreg programs/projects influence 
the working procedure at Danish Regions? Is it too much/too little? Is there any 
need for change? What in that case? 

28. How does Danish Regions benefit from the Interreg programs? 

29. In what way could the Regions become more mature and take more 
responsibility for the Planning Profession and bring the experiences of Interreg 
further into the Systems? 

30. How could Danish Regions act to assist the transfer of knowledge into all 
authorities of decision making, from local, regional to central levels? 

31. What role and influence does Media have in the knowledge transfer? Is Interreg 
something for every mans-kind? 

32. Describe the linkages between the current Regional Development Plans and the 
Interreg programs? 

33. How are these Development Plans reflecting the National Strategy? 

34. How does the linkage between the Interreg programmes and the National 
Strategy look like? 

35. What does the hidden/open collaboration with other European Planning 
Authorities look like, i.e. when considering important projects?  

36. How does Danish Regions' hidden agenda in relation to other European 
authorities in the Interreg-process function, i.e. in correspondence to the 
presentation of important projects? 

37. What role does Danish Regions have in a wider perspective? 

38. Looking back at the questions; is there anything that you think I’ve missed?  

39. Do you want to add anything else? 


