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INTRODUCTION

The feedback and awareness survey of the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme was arranged and performed in 2009,
one and half years after launching the Programme. Its main idea was to assess the awareness of the potential
beneficiaries about the Programme and obtain useful feedback regarding their general interest in cross-border
cooperation with partners in Estonia/ Latvia, as well as assess interest in participating with projects in the
Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme and track the potential obstacles for participation.

Methodology

The survey was carried out within the Programme area in Estonia and Latwdaring August and September
2009, and it involved altogether 500 respondentg250 from each country). The respondents were selected on
the basis of a stratified sample i.e. random selection with certain pre-defined quotas for representation of
certain groups (sector, region etc.). A detailed overview of the sampling methodology and fieldwork can be
found in Annex 1. The survey was phone-based since it was important to get responses from the managerial
level representatives of the randomly selected organizations/ business companies.

The questionnaire used for the interviews consisted of different question blocks, focusing on 1) awareness of
the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme, as well as other ETC (European Territorial Cooperation)/ INTERREG and general
EU programmes, 2) interest and readiness to engage in cross-border cooperation with partners in Latvia/ Estona
and also other countries, and 3) obstacles to participate/ submit projects in the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme and
also the EU programmes in general.

Although the survey was mainly targeted at the potential applicants of the Programme, it unavoidably involved a
wider sample, as there are no statistical classifications and categorizations directly corresponding to the areas
supported by the Programme. However, we consider this obstacle rather as an advantage, since the advanced
statistical analysis actually helps us to draw some better profile of the potential applicants of the Estonia ¢ Latvia
Programme.

Besides the general overviews, the survey tracked correlations of factors and differences between sector/
country and other respondent groups. Thus the results allow to see, for example, how interest in cooperation
relates to the sector the organization comes from, how certain obstacle to participate in the Programme relates
G2 GKS I LILIX ekcOhené is abaMuld RinieyisioMEScaling methodology applied in one of the charts
in order to show how various obstacles for participation in the Programme tend to group.

The findings of the survey are presented according to the main question blocks with illustrative charts,

comments and explanations where relevant. Part of the presented charts show general overviews, while others

look at the group differences and relations between different factors. For the lattercharts, a6 F ¢ aevYvYoz2f A a
the chart labels to indicate the statistical significance of the differences between the particular groups. It is

important to note that not all the charts that look like demonstrating some pattern, actually show a real

statistically supported tendency. ThereforeitisimpoNIi I y i (2 OK S Qildedivke® statigtichl & & Y0 2 €
significance has been shown by the calculated indicators) when looking at particular curves. The overall

summary and conclusions of the survey are provided at the end of the report and supplemented by some
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The field work of the survey was carried out by the Tarty based social and market research company Klaster(in
cooperation with subcontracted partners in Latvia, Factum Grou)p The statistical data analysis was performed
by an expert in social research analysis, Associate Professor of the University of Latvia, Ivars Austers.



SURVEY RESULTS

1. AwarenessEstoniag Latvia Programme, ET{€uropean Territorial
Cooperation) INTERRE@nd BU programmes

The first question block of the survey focused mainly on the general awareness of the Estonia ¢ Latvia
Programme, also in the context of their awareness about other ETC/ INTERREG programmes and the EU

programmes in general. Also some open questions were added at the beginning of the survey, to i NJ O

general feelings and associations regarding cross-border cooperation and EU contribution.
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The survey started with a question of what associations respondentshad g A (i K K S -borBeN)Y & ONER & &

O22LISNI GA 2y 0Si¢S tprdedta seéenyfak the gdnefaRnotipris diedepalrt fram the
Programme). The following chart shows the general associations in a summarized way.

What comes in your mind when you hear “cross-border cooperation
between Estonia and Latvia”?
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It is interesting to see that people very often think immediately in terms of projects and funding, even though
the phrase itself does not imply any projects or help from some supporting institution (and, since this was the

first question of the survey, no such hints were given). ThenSE G f I NAS&{d 3 NP dzLJa
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(though significantly smaller, below 40) had mentioned some particular field-specific cooperation in their free

associations. The following chart reflects those respective fields.



Associations with field-specific cooperation

education_ Nature

Another open question respondents were asked to answer was about the fields in the context of which they
have heard about EU funded programmes in general (as feedback about the general EU contribution). The
following chart summarizes the answers.

Fields in context of which you have heard about EU funded programmes
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The awareness level about the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme, as well as about the other ETC/ INTERREG

programmes was measured accordingtol & OF £ ST g KSNBE ™M Y-RIKy 10 Sa KISB NRy 2R YIS
3-GKIASNIIAOALI GSR Ay AYT2NNI (A OScaKA IS & 3L ILBEBAI SRRTHRYND 2L8IM
following charts show the awareness level of the respondents about the respective programmes. They also look

separately at the respondents from each country. Later in this report, the awareness level will also be analyzed

in its correlation with other aspects, like interest in potential cooperation, sector etc.

Regarding the level of awareness about the Estonia - Latvia Programme, it is important to remind here, that
even though the survey was mainly aimed at the potential applicants of the Programme, it could not avoid a
much more general sample of respondents (due to the wide variety of fields the potential applicants could
technically come from). Thus it is understandable that many of the respondent organizations work on a very
local level, have never been thinking in the direction of cross-border cooperation and have not shown active
interest in relevant support programmes.

As could be expected with this wider sample and the rather narrow scope of the Programme (compared to

G NR2dza YFAYAOGNBIFY 9! LINPANIYYSaos deKabouthEEstdaiag a a K2 g
Latvia Programme is relatively low. At the same time, it is the same as for the already longer operating and

altogether wider INTERREG/ ETC programmes, which can be regarded as very positive for the relatively new

Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme.

The results are presented in the further charts.

Please indicate how much you have heard about ,Estonia — Latvia Programme”
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Please indicate how much you have heard about ,,European Territorial Cooperation” or ,INTERREG"
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Looking at the awareness level about the EU programmes in general, of course, the picture is different. Since
there is large amount and variety of the EU programmes, practically everyone should have heard about the EU
contribution in some field. The answer scale was consequently based on the assumption that all organizations
have normally heard at least something about the EU programmes, even if they do not know anything more and
have never had interest in them. The chart below shows that there is, in fact, quite large amount of those who
do not have more than very vague knowledge that such programmes exist, and have apparently little interest in
finding out more (since for those, who do have interest to find out more, there are various sources,
intermediaries and info centres available).

How much have you heard about EU funded programmes?
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As can be seen, the general awareness pictures are rather similar in both countries. There are some differences
regarding the number of organizations that have applied or participated in the Estonia ¢ Latvia or ETC/
INTERREG programmes , which might be related to the generally smaller and thus more concentrated
Programme area in Estonia.

Another visible country difference can be noted for respondents that have attended various seminars and
informative events on the EU programmes in general. It could be explained by seminars and informative events
being generally more typical form of communication about various programmes in Latvia, also due to the fact
that the EU programmes are administered by a variety of different institutions and often the optimal solution is

bringing the information to the potential applicant. Meanwhile in Estonia, there is active regional representation

of Enterprise Estonia’ (including county development centres), which serves largely as a one-stop-agency for
very different kinds of support programmes.

The following table summarizes the main sources of information about the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme and
INTERREG/ETC programmes (those who have received it) and the EU programmes in general.

Source of information
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As shown in the chart above, media, internet, intermediary organizations and business contacts generally serve
as the most popular sources of information about different programmes, including the Estonia ¢ Latvia

! Enterprise Estonia (EAS) is one of the largest institutions within the national support system, promoting business and
regional development in Estonia. It provides financial assistance, advisory, cooperation opportunities and training for
SYGNBLINBYSdzNEE NXaSINOK SadlofArakKySydas LldzotA0 FyR
and Tartu, as well as closely cooperates with development centres in each county.

0 KANR



Programme. In Estonia, an important intermediary is Enterprise Estonia, which was distinguished by many
respondents. A group of respondents have also received information about the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme
through seminars and direct emails, just like about other ETC or INTERREG programmes. Various business/
professional contacts is another source of information mentioned by the respondents of both countries. The
sources of information are generally similar for the Estonia ¢ Latvia and other programmes.

The next type of charts show correlations between various factors, and the one below looks at how the level of
awareness about the Programme relates to the sector and the country. There are two curves, one showing the
tendency in Estonia, the other in Latvia. The answers are measured inscale from1¢a f 2 ¢ & & & 2 ahd ¢
shown on Y axis.

How much have you heard about ,Estonia - Latvia Programme™?

Coumry

— Estonia
--- Latvia
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Estimated Marginal Means

1,25

T T
Public Private Rlele]
Sector”

Looking at the awareness level and sector, it is visible from the chart (as well as shown by the statistical

indicators> G fF ¢ a&vYoz2ft o0SA ygdificandifdRencastidthierd dreSignificant ddferénde®  a
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heard about the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme and sometimes also attended events or studied information
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As the private sector forms an important target group for the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme, the survey looks at
0KS &dSO02NJ RAFFSNBYyOSa Ay Ylyeée FdzNIKSNI ljdzSadAizyas |
awareness level and interest in cooperation.

The same tendency for sector differences is observable also for awareness about the INTERREG/ ETC
programmes and the EU programmes in general. We explain this difference by the fact that the INTERREG/ ETC
and also the EU programmes in general are more often aimed at the public sector, and the private sector
companies have traditionally used their own sources of income or national programmes for various kinds of
activities. With the changing economic situation and the special support programmes available in specific
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business fields, the interest from the private sector is likely to increase. However, in order to successfully get the
message about the Programme to the potential private sector applicants, it is important to both use the events
of the entrepreneurs and coordinate the efforts with relevant umbrella/ support organizations or agencies,
which private businesses approach first to learn about the available support programmes (such as Enterprise
Estonia and Latvian Investment Development Agency).

The next charts look at the same sector differences with regard to ETC/ INTERREG and other EU programmes.

How much have you heard about ETC/ INTERREG ?
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How much have you heard about EU funded programmes?
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—— Estonia
=== Latvia
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2,5

2,25

T T
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For both questions there are significant public and private sector differences in case of Estonia’, and in both
countries the public sector is most and the private ¢ least aware about the programmes.

2 Although the curves look similar, statistical indicators in both questions show significant sector diferences only for Estonia.
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The respondents have been divided in 2 general groups ¢ those from the border area (bordering regions/
counties) and those who are further or more distant. It was technically not possible to create more levels and
have more precise divisions within this survey, yet also these 2 general groups show some statistical tendencies.

The survey shows that the awareness about our Programme is significantly linked to the distance from the

border ¢ organizations in the border areas have heard of the Programme more. The chart also shows slightly
higher level of awareness among Estonian respondents; however, this difference is of no statistical significance.

How much have you heard about _Estonia - Latvia Programme”™?

Courry
19 — Estonia
--- Latvia

—
K=
1

Estimated Marginal Means
i

—
o
1
r

I
Close Distant

Distance to border*

This tendency is quite understandable, as 1) a lot of cooperation projects have already taken place near the
border and a number of information activities have also been carried out there; 2) people in the border areas
are also more interested in the cross-border cooperation (as will be shown later) and consequently ready to
search for information and make efforts to attend the available seminars about the Programme.

The previous tendency is no more in place when looking at the awareness about the ETC/ INTERREG

programmes - this is logical, as ETC/ INTERREG programmes focus on different regions and border areas,

therefore closeness to or distance from Estonian ¢ Latvian border is no more relevant. Regarding the EU

programmes in general, the awareness is linked to the distance from the border in just the opposite way ¢ the

more distant from the border, the higher is awareness about the EU programmes. It can be explained with the
O2yOSYy iGN GAZ2Y 2F 3ISYSNIfk YFAYAOIGNBIY 9! LINRBANI YYSaQ
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bigger cities further away from the border area, as well as concentration of the active organizations and capable
applicants in urban areas. These latter findings are illustrated in the charts below.

Estimated Marginal Means

Estimated Marginal Means

How much have you heard about INTERREG?
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2. General nterest in crossborder cooperation

TKS ySEG o0ft201 2F ljdzSaidAz2ya | &aas abdrBedcoopekafion B & LI2 Yy RSy i .
partners in Latvia/ Estonia, as well as partners in other countries.
The first question of this block asked the respondents to indicate their cross-border cooperation interest with

different countries or country groups. The aim of this question was to have a general overview of the cross-
border interest and country preferences respondents have.

What interest does your organization/ company have in regular cross-border
cooperation with

s, g
/
é

i |I' et
Latvia
Country

This is an important chart, showing the general interest in cross-border cooperation with various countries for
both Latvian and Estonian respondents. It can be seen that cooperation interest does not differ greatly with
regard to cooperation partners. The calculated correlations (Appendix 3) show that interest in cooperation with
any country is linked to interest in cooperation with any other country, and this tendency is characteristic for the
whole sample.

This means that stronger cooperation interest with, for example Lithuania or Finland, generally does not imply
less interest in cooperation with Latvia or Estonia, but on the opposite - the organization is more cross-border
oriented in general and thus more interested in any cooperation. In other words, these survey findings show
that the cross-border cooperation interest is not so much geographically, culturally or historically determined as
it might be assumed.
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The next group of charts show the cross-border interestsin relationto i K S NB & kddnyhRsBcyoriaaihe
distance to the border.

A somewhat surprising finding is that the general interest in cross-border cooperation significantly differs
between Estonia and Latvia. It also differs significantly between the sectors, as will be shown in the following
charts, yet it is not significantly related to the distance from the border.

What interest does your organization/ company have in regular cross-border
cooperation with EstonialLatvia
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What interest does your organization/ company have in regular cross-border
cooperation with EstonialLatvia
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Interesting that the differences between Estonian and Latvian respondents are significant also with regard to
cross-border cooperation with partners in other countries. This finding suggests that Latvian organizations are
generally more eager to cooperate across the border, regardless of the partner country. Only with regard to

cooperation with Finland, the interest is shown to be similar for Latvian and Estonian respondents.

While there might be some also some cultural differences involved, it is very important to note that the survey
y2i NBIff
but does not cover Tallinn. Understandably, many of the more internationally focused organizations in Estonia,
as well as just larger public bodies and associations, are based in the capital outside the Programme area, and

have therefore been excluded from the sample.

included only respondents in the Programme area, whA OK A &

w

e
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The general tendency is presented in the next charts (which understandably show irrelevance of the distance to
the EE-LV border, yet significant differences between the Latvian and Estonian respondents and the sectors).

What interest does your organization/ company have in regular cross-border

cooperation with Scandinavian countries (or certain from them)
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What interest does your organization/ company have in regular cross-border
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What interest does your organization/ company have in regular cross-border

Means

cooperation with Finland
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The next charts show a clear tendency for the public and NGO sectors to be more interested than private sector

in the cross-border cooperation in general.
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What interest does your organization/ company have in regular cross-border

cooperation with Scandinavian countries (or certain from them) What interest does your organization/ company have in regular cross-border
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The next chart presents the overall picture regarding this general interest in cooperation with partners in Latvia
or Estonia. The other following chart shows the cross-border cooperation experience the respondent
organizations have had, which was the next question. Both of these charts present a generally similar pattern,
with Latvian respondents claiming to have more cooperation interest, as well as more cooperation experience
(possibly with Estonian partners outside the set area).

A

NI
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What interest does your organization/ company have in cooperating with similar
organizations/ companies in Latvial Estonia?

] Courtry
f0.0% ClEstonia
PLatvia
30,0% E/
e
- i
H oy 7 s
R — o VA
a Y i /
oy
oy oy s
% %
000 77 77 o772
1 2 3 4
1- No interest

2 - We would be interested to attend joint events and meet with such organizations/ maintain contacts or cooperate as far
as it does not require any special effort from us

3-We would be ready to invest some effort to search for such organizationsssaolish contact (using joint events or

visits to the other country, giving calls etc.), initiate some ideas and take part in joint projects

4 - We would be ready to invest greater effort and use all available tools to find such organizations (alsh taitsigr

visits of the local municipalities or other intermediaries in Estonia/ Latvia), actively attend and initiate joint events to
maintain the contact, propose ideas and initiate joint projects

What experiencel ties has your organization/ company already had in
cooperating with similar organizations/ companies in Latvial Estonia?

Counry

CJEstonia
Latvia
50,09
=
S 40,0%
LL)
2
L1
o
20,09
0.0%
1 2 3 4
1¢None

2 - We have heard about such organizatiomhiad some occasional meetings (in thematic events, occasional visits etc.)
3-We have established some cooperation with such organizations
4 - We have a regular strong cooperation and joint projects (planned or ongoing)
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Similarly as for the previous question, assessing cross-border interest in context of various countries, there are
statistically significant differences in the cooperation interest with similar organizations in EE/LV and relevant
experience between the countries and sectors (distance to the border being of no relevance).

What interest does your organization/ company have in cooperating with
similar organizations/ companies in Latvial Estonia?
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What experiencel ties has your organization/ company already had in
cooperating with similar organizations/ companies in Latvial Estonia?
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Respondents were also asked about the possible obstacles for cooperation with partners in the other country
(EE/LV). Here, the question is not yet about the participation in the Estonia ¢ Latvia programme (that will be
assessed in the next question block), but the generall cooperation interest.

What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonia/ Latvia?

[Do not see a need for
2,57 cross-border

EE cooperation in any of
our activities]

[Physical distance]

_[Lack of information
=Jabout such similar
organizations]
o | [Language barrier]
[Latvians/ Estonians
are not the primary
ones to cooperate
with]
[Lack of time or
human resources to
initiate and develop
cooperation]
__[We are not interested
“because we are
competitors]

o

1,571

Mean

0,57

Estonia

Country

Respondents also had an option to give their own answer for this question. Several of the Estonian respondents
mentioned the different levels of development as the reason for not being interested in cooperation. One of the
private sector respondents said &the 6 dzA A y S&da Odzf G dzNE RAFFSNER Ay [FOGBALF |

Some other open answers - & lrlocalnaturecg S OF yy 20 YIylF3S S@8KSANENI ABY y&c
projectsini KS . It GAO {GFdiS&a 6KSNB Al ¢g2dAd R YI |, & AaSYRISy a 2§
y20 ¢l ya G2 O WeINdd S/ Ad Aftakgh-tiedaéter@ihis\v@eidSedldot correspond to the

general tendency shown before).
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3. Interest and obstacles for participation/ submission of projects

The third question block looked at the interest in participation in the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme, as well as
various obstacles organizations face.

The first question looked at the general interest in the Programme and readiness to possibly participate in it
with projects. The answers demonstrate very similar country and sector differences as in the previous block
questions about the general cooperation interest.

To what extent is your organization/ company willing to search for information
and get involved in an EU programme that supports cooperation with partners

in EEILV?
Coutry
ClEstonia
Latvia
60,0%
=
3 40 0%
3 %
o /
20,0%= % %
. 7
Mot likely Ready to search Ready to Ready to initiate
for more participate in an and lead a
infarmation and already developed  cooperation
attend informative project and project, find
events cortribute with solutions for

zome wark possible obstacles
(finding partners,
co-financing

The further charts look again at how this interest in the Programme/ willingness to search for the information
and readiness to get involved is linked to other factors ¢ country, sector and distance from the border. The
interest is measured in scale 1-4, 1 meaning ono intereste, 4 ¢ ¢high intereste.



To what extent is your organization/ company willing to search for information
and get involved in an EU programme that supports cooperation with parthers

in EEILV?
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The above chart shows statistically significant difference between the countries, distance from border is not
relevant, while the chart below shows statistically significant difference also between the sectors.
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and get involved in an EU programme that supports cooperation with partners

in EEILV?

2,54

Means

T
Pubilic

Privlate
Sector”

T
MNGO

Country*

Estonia
=== Latvia

21



22

The next question assessed various obstacles for participation in the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme. Some of these

are related to the cooperation factors discussed before, but some are more linked to the aspects of the

Programme. The respondents were provided with a following list of possible obstacles (based on the feedback

ay R adzyYYFINASAE FTNRY (GKS t NPINIYYSQA AYTF2NNIGAZ2Y &SYA
asked to assess the significance of those. There was also an open answer option.

Lack of information about the participation possibilities

We would nothave our own cdinancing

We would not have our own pfenancing

Due to the current situation/ regulations our organization/ company is not allowed to take any financial commitments
Lack of cooperation partners

We are afraid of too complicated project adnstration procedures

¢KSNB FNBE 20§KSNJ LINPAINFY& 2dzNJ 2NBFYATIFGA2yk O2YLI yeé FTAYRA
Lack of time/ human resources to write a project

Lack of time/ human resources to implement a project

Lack of pract writing skills

Lack of English language skills

It is hard to get support for our intended investments

Our company/ organization is currently not interested in ctumsler cooperation

Latvians/ Estonians are not our target group

Other (please specify!)

The following overview charts show general obstacles faced by different respondent groups according to their
country, sector, and interest (those who in the previous questions had expressed high interest in cross-border
cooperation with partners Latvia/ Estonia (3 or 4) and those who had expressed low interest (1-2)). A separate
chart looks specifically at the private sector respondents with high interest in cross-border cooperation that are
one of the target groups of the Programme.

The overall picture is similar for all the different groups ¢ lack of co-financing, pre-financing and difficulties to
get support for investments are the major problems, followed by lack of information and cooperation partners,
restrictions for financial commitments, lack of human resources and other obstacles that are quite equally
regarded as of medium importance.

[221AYy3 G GKS LINAGFGS aSOG2N) gAGK KAIK AyiSNBadsz 2
Y2NB | LILINB LINA I 4GS 2 NJASHH ndspbBdghiis, SviioiregatdddRhiB adhn BbEt&Ia, svabe also
asked to mention the particular other programmes, these will be reviewed further in this report.

Theimportance ofthe2 0 a G Ot S Gt I O1 2F AY TF2NXNI (A 2génerallgrdgdafed G KS LI
by the respondents as between 2-3 in the 4-point scale, and it is faced by the private sector somewhat more

than the public and NGO sectors. It is understandable in the overall context, where the EU programmes are

generally aimed more at the public and third sector, and private companies follow the information on those less

actively. It confirms the need for the Programme to continue active work with the business intermediaries and

distribute the information through sources that are commonly used by the private sector companies.
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Obstacles for participation in EE/LY Programme
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The following two charts compare the overall situation with that regarding
we can see that the obstacles faced are rather similar to the previous, both

Obstacles for particpation in EU programmes in general
Statistics: Mean

4
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the EU programmes in general, and
in the sector and country view.
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The next charts look at how the importance of these various obstacles (mentioned in the chart titles) is linked to
the country, sector and distance from the border of the organization.

What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[We are not interested because we are competitors]

Country

— Estonia
[u] === Latvia
1,35 o

Means

1,25 &

115

CIOISE Distlant
Distance to border
wS3AFNRAY3I GKS 20640l OD826BRI i8S 0$PLdZAFIBRNBSENBROA¥LIS
the distance from border does not real play a significant role. Though it might seem that organizations in the
border areas feel less like competitors, also from the chart above, there is no statistically significant link.

What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Lack of time or human resources to initiate and develop cooperation]
2,38

Country

— Estonia

=== Latvia
2,36

2,349

2,324

Means

2,3

2,26

2,26

T T
Close Distant

Distance to border

The above chart shows that lack of time and human resources as obstacle for developing cooperation is more
typical for Latvian organizations in the border regions, whereas in the case of Estonia the tendency is opposite ¢
the obstacle is faced less in the border regions, but more in other parts of the Programme area.
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What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Latvians! Estonians are not the primary ones to cooperate with]

Country*

— Estonia
—= - Latvia

2,2

Means

T
Close Distart

Distance to border

Even though it might seem that organizations in the border area are feeling more like cooperating with partners
in the specific neighbouring country, whileothera R2 y2 (i 4SS (KS&a$S LI NIYSNa | &
gAUKESY (KS adzNBSe RAR y2i0 aK2¢g lye adldAradAraort NBf
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What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Language barrier]
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The language barrier, however, has been demonstrated to be a more important obstacle for the organizations in
the border area. There is also statistically significant difference between the countries ¢ the language barrier is
faced as a more important obstacle by Latvian respondents.



What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Lack of information about such similar organizations]
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T T
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Distance to border”

Lack of information about potential partners is a more important obstacle for Latvian organizations, as well as
for those further from the border.

What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Physical distance]

Courtry

—— Estonia
=== Latvia

1554

1,45

Means

1,35

T T
Close Distart

Distance to border
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Somewhat surprisingly, the importance of physical distance asanobstacleA & y 234 f Ay {1 SR G2

closeness to the border. This obstacle is generally of rather low importance for the respondents.



What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Do not see a need for cross-border cooperation in any of our activities]

2,57

2,259
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from border - organizations closer to the border see more of this need. There is also statistically significant
difference between the countries, which shows that Estonian respondents see less need for cooperation.

What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?

[We are not interested because we are competitors]
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sectors. Itis clearly visible from this chart that private companies in both countries face this obstacle a lot more.
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What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Latviansi Estonians are not the primary ones to cooperate with]
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Interesting, that the private sector respondents are also most sceptical about cooperation with the partners in
Latvia/ Estonia, especially Estonian private companies, as can be seen in the chart above. Estonian respondents

see that the others are not the primary ones to cooperate with as significantly more important obstacle.

What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?

[Lack of time or human resources to initiate and develop cooperation]

2,87
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There is statistically significant difference shown between the sectors in the lack of time and human resources as

an obstacle for participation in the Programme, showing that private sector faces it less. This is somewhat

surprising in the context of often received feedback that private businesses do not have the time and extra staff

to take on some EU projects that require a lot of administrative work. However, it has to be remembered that

the respondents evaluated this in the context of other obstacles, and for the private sector a significantly more
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important obstacle has been the lack of interest in cooperation. It is therefore likely that the other obstacles are
consequently assessed by the private sector respondents as less important. However, in case the interest was
higher, the whole picture could also be very different and the perceived importance of the other obstacles for
the private sector could rise significantly.

The chart below, in turn, shows that language barrier is a significantly more important obstacle for Latvian
respondents, but is not linked to the sector of the organization.

What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Language barrier]

Country*
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As can be seen from the two charts below, neither lack of information about the potential cooperation partners,
nor the physical distance significantly differs among the sectors or countries.
What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Lack of information about such similar organizations]
25 Country

—— Estonia
=== Latvia

26
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What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[P hysical distance]

1,71 Country

—— Estonia
=== Latvia

Means

T T
Public Private NGO

Sector

The last chart shows statistically significant difference between the sectors and countries regarding the
O22LISNI GA2Y 2040l 0fS GOENRSENYDP228IS8I A ZFHBY T 2 MR ORF 4
sectors and countries, and links to the findings before.

What are the main obstacles for cooperation with partners in Estonial Latvia?
[Do not see a need for cross-border cooperation in any of our activities]

Country®

— Estonia
=== Latvia

2,75

25

2,257

Means

1,75 5 e

T T
Public Private NGO
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Itis visible that Estonians in this study see much less need for cooperation in any activities than Latvians (as has
been shown already at the previous question block), and likewise the private sector companies see much less
need for cooperation in any of their activities than organizations of other sectors. This sector difference relates
to the other finding in this survey, that private companies in Estonia and Latvia see themselves much more as
competitors than other sector organizations. Consequently, the interest to share things and cooperate is
generally low in private sector.



Grouping of various obstacles

The chart below, based on multi-dimensional scaling methodology, reflects the general grouping of different
obstacles for participation in the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme. The physical closeness of the points indicates their

correlations, and the overall picture allows to see what obstacles usually go together.

Obstacles for participation in EEILY Programme

Multidimensional scaling
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pre_financing

O
co_financing

more_interesting_programs
o

no_crosshorder_interest
(8]

EE_LY_not_targets
-

time_HR_implementingcomplicated_procedures
o

English

O
lack_of_infa [¥] nj_ug iting_skills
o

Q
time_HR_writting_skills

lack_of_partners
o

Here, we can observe a grouping into 3 more notable groups of obstacles:

1) Various financial obstacles ¢ pre-financing, co-financing, investment support, financial commitments in the

current situation;

2) Lack of interest - in the Estonia - Latvia Programme compared to other programmes, in cross-border

cooperation in general and in cooperation with Latvians or Estonians specifically;

3) Technical, informative and human resource barriers ¢ lack of time and human resources to write and

implement project, lack of information and partners, lack of project writing and English skills.
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Latvian respondents. Those, who marked the option, were also asked to specify the according programmes.
Below is the summary of the answers.
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As national or local programmes were the most common Wetter alternativesQthe further chart summarizes
those local or national programmes mentioned by the Estonian respondents.
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Regarding Latvian respondents, there were too few open answers to make an overview. Other national/ local
programmes in Latvia were mentioned as more appropriate only 10 times, and the ones mentioned are Cultural
Capital Fund, some local municipality support, rural support programme, as well as funding from the sports
council and relevant ministry. 15 Latvian respondents mentioned as more appropriate other EU programmes, 9
respondents reffered to other international (non-EU) funds, and 1mentioned private sector support.

(Full listof all the open answers is attached in Appendix 4).

Open answers

The respondents were also able to mention other obstaclespreventing them from participation in the Estonia ¢
Latvia Programme. The provided open answers tend to form certain groups.

Majority of the respondents who did mentioned any other obstacles, referred to exaggerated bureaucracy, too
complicated requirements and administration procedur@s C 2 NJ S E ledvirestar8 sb complichtad Ehat |

R2y QiU S@Sy ¢lyld G2 adlF NG AdG fféx aLG R2Sasewd LI & 2
respondents had also mentioned thematic and other restrictionE £ A 1 S &2 dzNJ Ay ( SNBtadi a R?2
FAStRa¢é¢ 2N aogS Olyy2a FAG it GKS O2yRAGAZ2Yyaédd {2YS
G FOGOALY fSAAAtLGAZ2YED

Another group of additional preventing factors is related to the lack of interest which has been already
discussed before.

Finally, many respondents, who gave the open answers, expressed concerns about the evaluation process and

chances for their potential projects to get supportédd { 2YS 2F GKS FyagSNEYaG22 1 y2

Y dzOK NI 6 0 A gvéloprie & A YIRP Bl ARSyjédzl (1S 168 XSEFaE@Pa @G NI O22

FLILX AOF GA2YS @2dz fgléa KF@S K2LSaszx I yiR FKESYy DENE?Z N
GKS glaiasS 27 +tft GKS GAYS YR 2Nl X 6KSYy Y@ LINR2SOi

Seminar feedback

The open answers, as well as the quantitatively measured obstacles are similar to those that have been
YSYGA2ySR o6& LRGSYOGArf LI AOFYyGa Rd2NAYy3I GKS t NBINI
fill a feedback sheet, as well as just often use the occasion and provide their oral feedback.

A number of potential applicants and seminar attendees have claimed that the Programme has become more
bureaucratic, that it is hard to prove the financial sustainability of a project in the given economic situation, as
well as hard to start the project without advance payments.

The NGO sector participants have expressed particular concerns about the financial aspects (co-financing, pre-
financing and sustainability) due to their normal dependence on donations and grants. Another feedback
received from the NGO sector has been lack of NGO representative in the Latvian delegation of the

t NEPANIF YYSQE a2yAid2NRAYy3 /2YYAUGSSo

The private sector participants have stressed that the unavoidable administrative burdens prevents them from
participation, and the 50% co-financing does not encourage enough to overcome this challenge. One of the
potential applicants said it felt too risky to lose more than win, as business always involved risks, plus the
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company did not have previous EU project experience and some funding could be denied as ineligible due to
mistakes in project administration. Another serious obstacle mentioned by a private sector participant with a
perspective project idea was timing, i.e. innovative ideas cannot wait months for the funding decision, but have
to be implemented as soon as they emerge (but costs are eligible only after the official approval).

During the seminars, there has been certain scepticism expressed also on behalf of the public sector participants

from the small municipalities in the border regionsof [ F G @A 2 a2YS 2F ¢gK2Y KI @S NB3
Fdzy RAYy3 & Gl QOsbftatgSKOGyYyy2dz a8dgd ¢KAAa KIFIa 0SSy A
financial situation that significantly limits the available pre-financing, co-financing and financial sustainability for

projects.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLONSS
Awareness

The overall level of awareness about the Programme in the studied sample is generally low, as it could be

expected considering the wide respondenta  YLX S FyR (GKS t NPINIF YYSQa NBf I GA
border nature. The awareness about the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme is equal to the awareness about the ETC/

INTERREG programmes altogether (which face exactly the same context).

The awareness of the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme is also linked to the interest in cross-border cooperation with
Estonia or Latvia, as well as with the readiness to search for information (medium correlation).

There is, of course, higher awareness of the EU programmes in general, and many of the respondents have
applied or participated in some of those. The programmes, in which the respondents have participated, and also
the fields, with which they associate the EU programmes, vary greatly. It can be concluded that people do have
the general awareness of the EU programmes/ contribution; however, one normally does not differentiate
among the large variety of different and field-specific EU funded programmes.

Interest and readiness for cros$®order cooperation

The findings show that the interest in cooperation with similar organizations (potential project partners) in the
other country varies greatly among the sectors, as well as among the countries.

The interest is significantly lower in the private sector, which is linked to the fact that private companies more
often see themselves as competitors or simply do not see a need for any cross-border cooperation in their field.

The interest in cooperation is significantly higher in Latvia than in Estonia. It is also very visible that Latvian
organizations are generally more interested in cross-border cooperation with various countries, and are more
ready to search for information and partners to initiate such cooperation. This tendency can be at least partly
explained by the fact that the survey respondents represent the Programme area, which does not include
Tallinn, and the highest international activity is usually concentrated in the capital cities. However, it is also
visible from the survey that Estonians do not have a very high interest in cooperation, specifically with partners
from[ FG@GAL® LG A& Ffaz2 adZdR2NISR o0& a42YS 2Ly I yasSNE
about obstacles to participate in the Programme), some of which referred to different business cultures or lower
development level in the corresponding fields in Latvia. It is therefore more likely to have the initiative on behalf
of the Latvian partners in our projects. This finding also helps to understand and explain the requests on behalf
of the potential applicants from Latvia for help with the partner search.

There is also significant link between the interest and cooperation experience. This can be easily explained by
the fact that organizations with higher interest are more likely to get cooperation experience, but it can also
suggest that cooperation leads to successful experience that increases the interest to cooperate further (and we
certainly hope that this is also the case).

Despite the notion that more interest in cooperation with partners in Lithuania and Finland could diminish

LR GSYydALFt | LILIX A Ol vy &tessirwhyip®wedie dppokity. Therelzide suldimyiNaigh’ Y S =
positive correlations between interest in the Estonia ¢ Latvia cross-border cooperation and international

cooperation with other countries. It allows to conclude that organizations interested in cross-border
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cooperation with other countries are also more likely to engage in cooperation with Estonian/ Latvian partners.
This finding strongly supports joint efforts of the European Territorial Cooperation programmes, such as shared
information seminars and other events that our Programme already practices. In the light of this survey, it is
very realistic that our applicants come from the organizations already active in other cross-border programmes
(as they have the cross-border interest and also familiarity with the general framework and requirements).

Obstacles for participation

While generally the respondents have assessed the various obstacles for participation in our Programme and
other programmes rather similarly, there are various significant differences among the groups and these are
important to consider when trying to reach out to and work with the specific target groups. For example, it is
visible that the private companies are often attracted more by other more appropriate or convenient
programmes and/or lack the information of the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme, which has to be addressed through
continuous cooperation with business intermediaries and information centres on the EU funding, presentations
at their seminars etc. At the same time, private companies are also more prevented by the difficulties to get
investment support, which is something that the Programme is not quite meant for, therefore the rules have to
be explained clearly along with the general information.

While Latvians are generally facing more problems to find the potential partners, Estonians see less need for
cross-border cooperation in general and also with the Latvian partners specifically. The private sector
companies in both countries feel more like competitors and are therefore reluctant to develop cooperation.

From sector comparisons, private companies seem to be suffering less from the common obstacles like lack of
time, human resource, pre-financing and co-financing, however, it is important to consider here the fact that
various obstacles have been assessed according to their relative importance for the moment. Once the
respondent companies felt they were not interested in cooperation, the other obstacles probably were
ultimately assessed as less important. It is very hard to say what the results would be like in case there was a
serious interest in cross-border cooperation ¢ the same companies could then face and assess highly the
obstacles they had not been considering before. The survey shows that the private sector respondents, who
had expressed relatively high interest in cross-border cooperation, have marked the co-financing and pre-
financing obstacles as dominating, just like the need for investments and preference of other more appropriate
or convenient programmes.

The obstacles for participation in the Estonia ¢ Latvia Programme tend to group, which was shown by the Multi
Dimensional Scaling. The respondents can be generally divided in three main groups according to the kinds of
obstacles they are facing, and these are:
1) Various financial obstacles pre-financing, co-financing, investment support, financial commitments in
the current situation;
2) Lack of interest in the Estonia - Latvia Programme compared to other programmes, in cross-border
cooperation in general and in cooperation with Latvians or Estonians specifically;
3) Technical, informative ad human resource barrierg lack of time and human resources to write and
implement project, lack of information and partners, lack of project writing and English skills.

While those organizations or companies less interested in cross-border cooperation are also less interesting to
the Programme, the other two groups could have the potential and interest for cooperation, but are struggling
with specific problems. Knowing the tendency for these problems to group, it is easier to plan some possible
support measures, as well as plan the further communications activities.



Method: Telephone survey (CATI)

Sampling:Stratified quota sample

APPENDIX: Eieldwork overview

Sample size250 respondents in Latvia; 250 respondents in Estonia

Fieldwork regionsKurzeY St A S NAIFZ wA3Il Ly R +A VRT SYS NBF
t NNy dzZ { I NBX ¢ NUdzz =zl t3FX zzAftZ2FYyRA YR £
Fieldwork period:3-18.09 2009 in Latvia; 31.08-22.09 2009 in Estonia
Fieldwork statistics:
Tablel: Latvian distritcs (planned and completed)
Planned Completed

lrtnlaysS 5AaaNRrRO0 16 17
/| TAA& 5Aai0GNRO0G 16 17
Gulbene District 16 14
Ydzt Ro3l 5AaiGNROI 17 19
[ ASLInal 5A&iNROG 17 21
[ AY6l OA 5A&iNROUG 17 16
Madona District 17 16
Ogre District 17 15
Riga District 17 18
Saldus District 16 16
Talsi District 16 18
Tukums District 17 16
Valka District 17 15
Valmiera District 17 17
Ventspils District 17 15

SUM 250 250

3¢



Table2: Latvian locations (planned and completed)

4C

Planned Completed
Rural 125 113
Urban 125 137
SUM 250 250
Table3: Latvian sectors (planned and completed)
Planned Completed
Public 80-85 84
Private 80-85 95
NGO 80-85 71
SUM 250 250
Table4: Estonian districts (completed and planned)
Planned Completed
Hiiumaa 25 25
Wp 3SOt YL | 25 25
[ NNY SYLE 25 25
tpt OF YL | 25 25
t NNY dzY | | 25 25
Saaremaa 25 25
Tartumaa 25 25
Valgamaa 25 25
Viljandimaa 25 25
+ p NHzY | | 25 25
SUM 250 250




Table5: Estonian locations (planned and completed)

Planned Conpleted
Rural 125 124
Urban 125 126
SUM 250 250
Table6: Estonian sectors (planned and completed)
Planned Completed
Public 80-85 82
Private 80-85 85
NGO 80-85 83
SUM 250 250

Field work implemented by market and social research company Klaster

©

KLASTER

vuringukeskus

41



42

APPENDIX 2Questionnaireused for the phonebased interviews

EE

Vanus {GFyYyRIFNRINHZLIARS YA&a 2NNBAGFR NfRA&ASEG (Fad
Sugu WA LILIYSY NNR

Rahvus

Haridus

Riik / endine rajoon
Linn/maapiirkond

Sektor

6l BFtAlz SNI: Olf{AGAdADNEAYSO

Tegevusala

WALIIYSYNN @GFadlgrtd LINRINFYYAIL
YNAGS LA af Ayyl LIEFYSSNAYAAGKI NBYRdza(é¢ =

1FSddzR | I
1 dzA

1. blokk:Teadlikkuse hindamine programmi osas/ tagasiside Euroopa Liidu panuse kohta

arfftSad YpiutSGiST 1dzA {dzdzf SGS FNI I &A o LIA| Vabatekst
tFfdzy YNNJAIST (dzA LIt 2dz 2f SGS {dzdzf ydzZR £t 2NNBY SO &
a9SaMNAA LINEIAN 1 2 3 4
Ei ole kuulnud Olen midagi kuulnud Olen osalenud Olen raha
G§SFOSNNRGdza|GF 20t Sy (
Sl o6SYLl G SNE| projekti(de)s
&l I ydzR § NLJa| osalenud
muude allikate kaudu
Kui vastus on 2-4, siis millistest allikatest olete teavet saanud? Vaba tekst
Euroopa territoriaalse 1 2 3 4
}NTQEERI?GI; I LR ST Ei ole kuulnud Olen midagi kuulnud Olen osalenud Olen raha
' G§SFOSNNRGdza|GF 20t Sy (
4GSl oSYLl G SNER| projektide)s
&l I ydzR § NLJa| osalenud
muude allikate kaudu
Kui vastus on 2-4, siis millistest allikatest olete teavet saanud? Vaba tekst
Euroopa Liidu poolt 1 2 3 4
rahastatud programmid ) -
Ei ole kuulnud ht Sy 1 dzdzf y d7 Olen osalenud Olen raha
@p A 2t S| konkreetsetest GSFOSNNRGdza|GF 20t Sy (
kuulnud ainult | programmidest @ p A teavet projekti(de)s
Nf RAaSt(GSSYIFIRSalG © osalenud
rohkem ei tea teavet, ent ilma erilist
GNKSt SLI ydz
LI | NI Y G
Millistest allikatest olete teavet saanud? Vaba tekst
t I £ dzy YNNJ A 3 Smil kihtekstidolet&REurdogalildiRpoolt Vaba tekst
rahastatavatest programmidest kuulnud
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2.blokk:¢ SAa0S NAA{TARS 122ad1 1 LI NIYSNAGSIF LIAANARNES
takistused)
Milline huvi on teie {1FYRAYFFGAL NAALARSTL 2 3 4
organisatsioonil/ Soomega Ei ole huvi Suur huvi
SGGSPp tmarset N OO
LIAANRNE Sas ([ NUATE
Leeduga
Venemaaga
Muu(de) Euroopa riigiga/riikidega
adzdzZRS NAATARS3II @Nf2tk
Milline huvi on teie 1 2 3 4
organisatsioonil/ _ _
SidSopiGSt { Eiole | Oleksime huvitatud Oleksime valmis ht S1aAyYSsS @I f YAZJ
sarnaste mingit NKA&NNX ( dzZ LJNKQYR|'Y|' { NB KISY FS3al el
organisatsioonide/ huvi osalemisest ja selliste | selliste olemasolevaid vahendeid selliste
SidSgpiSGsSat organisatsioonidega | organisatsioonide organisatsioonide leidmiseks (ka
kohtumisest / otsimisele ja kontaktide | kohalikeoml @1 £ A G & dza G
kontaktide loomisest | loomisele (N KA&ANN @ KSyRI2F{GS 1Nt
GpA 122a0GlGpA G(GSA&GS Kéf AadlryarasS (t+d
kunisee meilterilist | { Nt F adF YA&adl {1 GAAQDaST u 2al f
LJA y 3 dzii dza G | helistamise jmskaudu), |y SAR € 3+ GF YI =
FEaFdrYr Yqdi2ydl 1ﬁéz LI 11d
ideesid ja osalema F£3aFdlF RI KA & LN
NKA&LINR2S]
Milliseid kogemusi on teie 1 2 3 4
SidGSdp i SsioeNE
edzol ally dzR [Puuduvad | Oleme sellistest Oleme selliste | a S A t 2y NB3IdzA ||
AARSYSAR t 22 organisatsioonidest organisatsioon | 2 | KA&aLINR2ST ()
sarnaste L kuulnud ja oleme idega kestvad)
SuuSQDU§U§K2 YySYRS3AI Ypy|YpyAy3l
RS3tF [ NuAakK kokku puutunud 122ad! |
GUSYFFGAf A &| teinud
2dzKdzaf A1 St
arttArasSRdzy |[9A YNS Ol el Rdzaid LJg 2 3 4
1 1 A&ddzaSR 1NKSE§17\ YSAS 10S3ISY
sarnaste i CNNaAftAyS {11 dz3dza
Siasgpiasi S K 2 Teabe puudumine sarnaste
RS3I [ NUA&K | grganisatsioonide kohta
t I fdzy YNNJAZIYSSESolFNBNNNI
2dzdzZNRS aSftt § NGt &SR SA 2tS8 Y
122ad1 1 LI NIy SNRR
2l @pA AYAYNBaadz
122adl | F£3aFdF YA&
9A 2t S Kdz@A Gl GdzR
kuna oleme konkurendid
Muu(d)
t I fdzy GNL&EAdzAGEISH
3. blokk:Eesti - [ N[] A LINBINF YYAa al t SYA4AS Kdz@Ak i p Sy'N2 a dza
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aAft

YNNNI § 1 2 3 4

2NBFyAal da _
e valmis otsimateavet | 9 A 2t S U p S| Valmisotsima Valmis osalema juba | Valmis algatama ja
ja osalema Euroopa rohkemteavetja | @ONt 21 F NBy2dzKGAYl 1224
Liidu programmis, mis osalema projektis ja leidma lahendusi
i2SdGro 122 USl o6 SNNR | panustama GpAYLFtATSES
S G S ¢ pganBaisiS YpY A$3Itb Bl I (partnerite leidmine,
oonidega? kaasrahastamine jms)

Palun kasutage {1rFfFrt m oNfR&aS YA Euroopa Liidu Euroopa Liidu

antud skaalat programmis, mis LINEINJ YYARS

taotlemisel tekkivate G2Sidlo 121

GF 1 Aaddzais SGiGSopiSiy

hindamiseks oma sioonidega

SUUSOPUSKEETET 58 JddRdZYAY S O F 2 lo2oBod | lddd

ooni jaoks:

kohta

Meil ei oleks raha projekti
omafinantseeringuks

Meil ei oleks raha projekti tegevuste
eelrahastamiseks

t N} S3dza S 2t dz] 2 NNJ «
minuorganist G aA 22y Af kSaid
TAYFEYy(Ga]2KdAaGdzAA Dp

S
&

Y22aGl I LI NIYSNRGS L

Kardame liiga keerulisi projekti haldamise
toiminguid

ahAydz 2NHIyAal Gairzz2y
GSAaA YdAl @ Y AR @p
programme (kui jah, siis palun nimetage)

Aja/inimressursside puudus projekti
kirjutamiseks

Aja/inimressursside puudus projekti
f NOADGAAYAAS] &

Projekti kirjutamise oskuste puudumine

Inglise keele oskuse puudumine

On raske saada toetust meie planeeritud
investeeringutele

aSas

[ NGt &SRYSAS2aAKGAN
tegemiseks

Muu(d)cLJF £ dzy (G NLJAdza G 3
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Vecums
Dzimums

¢l dziool
LT 3toGool
wle22ya

51 o@Sa@ASGl LAt &ATGOr

OLITO ©@SOn IR
n

{GF yRFNIF 3INHZLI & LITO BAaLlinNLASES

Sektors

6LJzof A& FAAT LINA@nGl A& bxho

5/ Nbodola 22Yl

{GF yYRFENIF 1tFaArfAar|@aOheksaJJOr $3 @Y

LIAStn3az2220 AT fFaA tNRINIYYFaAa LR

1bloks LY F2N¥Y TG ool

LI NJ LINE 3 NI Y Y dz

9 {

LINE AN YY1 Yk

YI & WdzYa ynj

LINhidinX RITANRZI

FNhT A ¢! G@TNIa 21 dziin 2dzYy3

[n&kE y20TNIT2AS0x OA

wna Sald RITANRT2dzOA LI NJ aSi2e;

ol 3| dasatijasl a 1 2 3 4
LINE 3 NF Y Y e K Neesmu Esmukautko |9 & Ydz LJA SRI f o | Esmu pieteicies/pieteikusies
RT ANRT|dzirdT2A ak|AYF2NYI Go@2a|FAYlIyaTadzyt al
fl dao02Aakdzi LIASRIf o2A Sak dza
YFrGSNAntdza S|l Golftadodz2a LN
aolnildz AYyT2N]
citiem avotiem
Jaatbildesir2-n = y2 1 nRASY I @20ASY Sarid argTY|! GOTNL A 2t dzling
9ANRLI & ¢SN1 2 3 4
al RIF Nbool & » - = - - ...
vai INTERREG? l}leﬂesmu 3 Igsrpu kautvko 9aYdz LIASRI f o2A S aH Esmupieteicies/
' RI AIMRITI RI ANRTZ LI anjdzy2asz f I ao2i pieteikusies vai

LIA SRI f g2 A ¢
LINE INJ YYn

Y G§SNAnft dza @A &l
AYT2NXnOAadz OF dzNJ

Jaatbildesvismaz @A Sy I Y y 2
AYT2NNnOA 2dzK

I dz3 & inrE] YA V| MIRASAYS ¥ gRNUAS Y ! G OTNIa 2t

ES fondu programmas 1 2 3 4
Esmu tikai 94Ydz RT ANRT2A|94&Ydz I LIYS | Esmu pieteicies/
GAALINND12Y I NTGnY LINEBAYT2NXYI (od pieteikusies vai
RITANRTEFNI dnY alAado/ LI &n{dzydza3LIASRI f 024 S
bet neko fldo2aAia | nRdz|YS{tTaAakgy2 LINEINI)Y
B ANh1 |6ST oLl OF&a ASAYyT2N¥nOAZ
nopietnas intereses
b2 {nRASY I @2GASY Sarid argTYAdkq! GGTNIa 2 dzinadzra
[ART dzZ YAYASOH 22Ylaxz alAdadoon ! G@TNIa 2 dzinadzya
LINP ANJ YYnYH

A
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2. bloks Intereseun3 | G Gool ASalAadadoldiASa LINNNRO6SOdz al
YnRn YTNh WA yRAynGOA2HE GFfadhaal 2 3 4
iz%““g%igz'\(ﬁsxf;mmij? SAYGSNBAT
NB 3 dzf n NI LJp N lgaunija
al RFNDbodl | N Lietuva
grtadoy @I A Krievija
Citas Eiropas valstis
I/ AlGla @FtaidAra nNLdza 9
YnRn YTNh Wn 1 2 3 4
2NBHI yAT nOACH___ _ _ _
dzZl ETYdzYlY Ay bSAyd aTéAOnUc,iz )aIé O@Uc}z ;I aTé;l ondadz EII-uI-A
al RI ND2OF yn a3 FPLIYS1ETU (AS3dAf Rod T/EASEn1la& LNES
2NHI yATl nOA2n LJI-ér,J“l(szdzé YS‘[fTZ?U_O QJ@édzé,)\Sé}LIgal-
dzl & T YB8deY AL 3| dzy I NJ OrJRpY_ 2NJEII-y7\I,nO)\ 0 NJ addz QnRIé}
2NBFYAT nOAYTfAY20G y2|0FNby LI @Fyz2i
dzl T T YdzY A SV kontaktus (izmantojot | L 3 dzy A2l & @A S
dzl GdzNJJ 4 141 2LJo3dza LI (G A adl NLWYASO
sadarboties, kI Y T N braucienus uz F1do0@A I lovaky f
GF& ySLINI §1FAYAZTOIE &a({LldzasSa 2NHFYAI
LASLINEA y400Y 2NEBFYA|LIF anldzydzaz €I
puses dzdi PG POT y|12Yy0GF{1GdzaT yn
iRS2nY LIASR/ARS2nY dzy y?2
12LJT22a LJNJAyAC)ATij 12 L3
YnRF ANJ Whad 1 2 3 4
dzl € TYdzYl LI S
alRINboon | NnNay 94l Y RIT ANRTZ2/{Esam adzya A NJ NB 3 dz
2NHEIF YAl nOAZ2nH 2NHFYyAT nOA2n]yY2RA0AY &l RFNDool dzy
dzl ETYdzYASY L dzZl ETYdzYASY @lTAynYdz |[6LX ny23GAZX dZ &
GA1dzOASa oGS]al RI ND o
LI &n{dzy2asx @/0nRnY
AT oliTa O A 2NBF Yy AT 1
dzl & T Y dzY ]
Ynﬁ)\ A NJ E||.beéN£R||‘Y' ySLJASOAS(')l 2 3 4
A RFNboolt A ||HalRENbool A YS@ASYn
2NHI yATnOAnCAT A&aln RAAUIYOS
dd ETYdzZYASY LLYF2N¥nOA2Fa& {Nh1 0
['h R1I dz2 . yngl\\%a:\(l)‘(is!b;/rjﬁraI\ noREnY
Gl NR Ly Gdza LI ) .
y21l oYo3dzyl H L3l d_zEA VIG LIANNASZ
sadarboties
[FAll dzy OAf OT1NBa
unati caGoddz OnRdz &l R
bSSalry ASAYyGSNBaTi
2NBIF YAl nOA2nYk d ¢
konkurenti
Cits(i) variants(i)
[ ART dz YAYAS(GH

-RI-

ND
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3.bloksL Y SNB&S dzy 3djeltls [damrdjds q [AFSIAGASSH A0 LIBNB I NI Y Y n
Yl:,llfilfl A NJ Wﬁédz 1 2 3 4
dzZl ETYdzYt @Tf¢ _ _
31 G ool YSq|Neesamgatavi | 9al Yy 3| Ul ¢Esamgatavi 9aly 3Jl uuing|
dzy LASRIfoGA|DPHA YSOT|LX I Onldz AYAS&tAdlolADrRolG &l RI
LINEZ 3 NJ YYnzx 1. dZ)f LJ?\SR|',fO|Z\)/nYdZ‘R| PLJI}LEESlUdZZ
A1 RIF ND oo dz I NJ AYIF2NNXYIUOoQAl auNDRnungASaLITel Yna
L3k dzyianK LI anldzy2a [LINR2S{ Gn 6al YS1tTd
f oRT FAYIl ya]
[ ART dz F NJ R2 (| Skalal-4, 1cy Sy 21 OtYDp/NEbdtA § .9 { LINR INI| .9{ LINR INI ]
LI f oRT 06dz y2|y21 oFtoBREA & Fdolftadl §12Ldzyn

Rl OnRdza Ot TNJ
2NBHFYyAT nOA2I

iesniegt projektus...

LI NIy SNA S
LYF2N¥YnOA2lka 4N dZ 1-----2----3---4 TR R W—
iesniegt projektus
adzya GNh{lad al gl f| 1234 (TR R— K R—;1
projektam
adzya GNhlad al gl L] 1234 (TR R— K—;1
LINE2S1d1F F1OABGAGNHAG
t I ONBAT T2n &Adldzm OA| 1234 TR T— 34
dzl ETYdzya yS@I N I A
YyS{nRlIa #@hk¥XBY&bh@En
{FRIENDPoOI & LI NIYSN|1--2-m-3-4 TR — 34
.FAfSa y2 LInNhil &l |1-—2-m3-—-4 TR — 34
FRYAYA&GNHOA2E A& LIN
Ircitasfink ya T2dzyl LINR I NJ 1------ 2------ 3------ 4 1--mee2emeee- 3------ 4
Yhnadz 3F Ro2dzyn ANJI |
O[ nRT dzZ YAYASGHO
adzya GNh{1ad tFALF | 123l [T R— K —1
dzil N} 1 &dGoddz LINRP2S]
adzya UWNM1ad @I A OA f| 1234 TR - K —1
0d0Sy2idz LIN22S{ (dz
adzya GNh1ad LINI ayvye|l-—2---3-—4 (TR R K R—]
NI 1adoOl yn
adzya GNhl1ad | y3awdz |1-—-2---3-—4 TR R K R—]
LNJ INhiGA RFEOnG | 40| 1-m2-m3mid TR— J— 34
YSLIASOASOLFYl2nY AY
anddz dzd gTYdzYl YK 2 N{| 1234
YSAYGSNBAT LInNNRoS
LAl dzZA yF @ YnadzoYp l--—-—2---—--3--4
Cits variants(if,f 0" RT dz! YA Y A S| 1--2----3---4 TR B— -

0b

(
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ENG

Age Standard groups, following the generally used classifications
Gender Drop-down lists

Nationality

Education

County/ former district
Rural/urban location

Sector

(public, private, NGO)

Field of activity

Drop-down list, adjusted to the fields covered by the Programme

Block 1:Assessing awareness about the Programme/ feedback on EU contribution

What comesinyour Y A Yy R
0SG6SSy 9ailizyA

GKSY

I FyR [F

& 2odmercéperdsion O NJ

GdgArl € K

Open

Please indicate how much have you heard about the following...

a9aldgyAIBAL t NJ 1 2 3 4
Have not heard | Have heard Have participated in informative Have applied or
something events, read information participated
materials or received more
detailed information through
other sources
If the answer is 2-4, from what sources have you received the Open
information?
European Territorial 1 2 3 4
Cooperation programmes? . o . .
P prog Have not heard | Have heard Have participated in informative | Have applied or
INTERREG? something events_, read |nfo_rmat|on participated
materials or received more
detailed information through
other sources
If the answer is 2-4 at least in one of the 3 above, from what open
sources have you received the information?
EU funded programmes 1 2 8 4

Have not heard,
or have heard

Have heard about some
specific programmes or

Have attended
informative events,

Have applied or
participated

only very issues, or read some searched for
generally but information, but without information
R2y Qi 1 y devoting any special
anything more effort/interest

From what sources have you received the information? open

Please indicate the fields of support in the context of which you have heard open

about the EU funded programmes
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Block 2:Assessing interest in/ likelihood of cross-border cooperation with partners in the other

country (+ obstacles)

What interest does your
organization/ company
has in regular cross-border
cooperation with

Scandinavian countries (or certain from them) 1

Finland
Estonia

Lithuania

Russia

Other European country/ countries
Other non-European country/countries

2 3 4

No interest

High interest

What interest does your

1 2 3 4
organization/ company
have in cooperating with No We would be We would be ready We would be ready to invest
similar organizations/ interest interested to attend | to invest some effort | greater effort and use all
companies in Latvia/ joint events and to search for such available tools to find such
Estonia? meet with such organizations and organizations (also through calls
organizations/ establish contact or visits of the local
maintain contacts or | (using joint events or | municipalities or other
cooperate as far asit | visits to the other intermediaries in Estonia/
does not require any | country, giving calls Latvia), actively attend and
special effort from us | etc.), initiate some initiate joint events to maintain
ideas and take partin | the contact, propose ideas and
joint projects initiate joint projects
What experience/ ties has 1 2 3 4
your organization/
company already had in None We have heard about such We have established | We have a regular
cooperating with similar organizations or had some some cooperation strong cooperation and
organizations/ companies occasional meetings (in with such joint projects (planned
in Latvia/ Estonia? thematic events, occasional | organizations or ongoing)
visits etc.)

What are the main
obstacles for cooperation
with partners in Estonia/
Latvia?

Please indicate the scale
of importance for each.

Do not see a need for cross-border
cooperation in any of our activities

Physical distance

Lack of information about such similar
organizations

Language barrier

Latvians/ Estonians are not the primary
ones to cooperate with

Lack of time or human resources to initiate
and develop cooperation

We are not interested because we are
competitors

Other(s)
Please specify!
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Block 3 Assessing the interest in / likelihood of participation in the Estonia ¢ Latvia programme (+

obstacles)

To what extent is your
organization/ company
willing to search for
information and get
involved in an EU
programme that
supports cooperation
with partners in EE/LV?

1 2

3

4

Not likely Ready to search for
more information
and attend

informative events

Ready to participate in
an already developed
project and contribute
with some work

Ready to initiate and
lead a cooperation
project, find solutions
for possible obstacles
(finding partners, co-
financing etc.)

Please use the given
scale to indicate the
importance of various
obstacles for
participation:

Scale 1 (not at all) to 4 (very important)

In EU programme
that supports

cooperation with
partners in EE/LV

In EU programs in
general

Lack of information about the participation
possibilities

We would not have our own co-financing

We would not have our own pre-financing

Due to the current situation/ regulations
our organization/ company is not allowed to
take any financial commitments

Lack of cooperation partners

We are afraid of too complicated project
administration procedures

There are other programs our organization/
company finds more convenient or
F LILNRLINRAFGS o6LF OKS

Lack of time/ human resources to write a
project

Lack of time/ human resources to
implement a project

Lack of project writing skills

Lack of English language skills

Itis hard to get support for our intended
investments

Our company/ organization is currently not
interested in cross-border cooperation

Latvians/ Estonians are not our target group

Other(s); please specity




APPENDIZ ¢ correlation and cross-tabular overview tables

Correlations

2.

1. How much have you
heard about the following...
I O stomi®c¢ Latvia

t N23INJ YYSeEK

2. What interest does your
organization/ company have
in regular cross-border
cooperation with
Estonia/Latvia?

*k

,287
,000

3. What experience/ ties has
your organization/ company
already had in cooperating
with similar organizations/
companies in Latvia/
Estonia?

,315
,000

446
,000

4. To what extent is your
organization/ company
willing to search for
information and get involved
in an EU programme that
supports cooperation with
partners in EE/LV?

,215
,000

448
,000

,340
,000

5. Lack of information about
the participation

possibilities.

-3197
,000

-,025
,592

-129”
,005

-,006
,903

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations

To what extent is your
organization/ company
willing to search for
information and get
involved in an EU
programme that supports
cooperation with partners
in EE/LV?

What interest does your
organization/ company have in
regular cross-border
cooperation with Scandinavian
countries (or certain from

them)?

*k

,367

,000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Correlations

1. What interest does your
organization/ company have in
regular cross-border
cooperation with

Estonia/Latvia?

2. What interest does your
organization/ company have in
cooperating with similar
organizations/ companies in

Latvia/ Estonia?

*k

,614 1

,000

3. To what extent is your
organization/ company willing
to search for information and
getinvolved in an EU
programme that supports
cooperation with partners in
EE/LV?

,448 ,580

,000 ,000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations

2.

1. What interest does your
organization/ company have in
cooperating with similar
organizations/ companies in

Latvia/ Estonia?

2. What interest does your
organization/ company have in
regular cross-border
cooperation with

Estonia/Latvia?

*k

,614

,000

3. What interest does your
organization/ company have in
regular cross-border

cooperation with Russia

*k

441

,000

*k

,601

,000

4. To what extent is your
organization/ company willing
to search for information and
get involved in an EU
programme that supports
cooperation with partners in
EE/LV?

*k

,580

,000

ke

448

,000

*k

344

,000

5. Our company/ organization is
currently not interested in

cross-border cooperation.

-,336

,000

-493”

,000

-,366

,000

250"

,000

6. Latvians/ Estonians are not

our target group.

- 457"

,000

-528"

,000

-,288"

,000

-,381

,000

,498

,000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations

1.

1. What experience/ ties has
your organization/ company
already had in cooperating with
similar organizations/

companies in Latvia/ Estonia?

2. What interest does your
organization/ company have in
regular cross-border
cooperation with

Estonia/Latvia?

*k

446

,000

3. What interest does your
organization/ company have in
regular cross-border

cooperation with Russia?

*k

,251

,000

*k

,601

,000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Correlations

1. To what extent is your
organization/ company willing
to search for information and
get involved in an EU
programme that supports
cooperation with partners in
EE/LV?

2. Our company/ organization is
currently not interested in

cross-border cooperation.

-250"

,000

3. Latvians/ Estonians are not

our target group.

-381"

,000

*k

,498

,000

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Crosstab
Country
Estonia Latvia Total

info_source_EE_LV 0 Count 147 147 294
Expected Count 147,0 147,0 294,04

Media/ internet Count 42 55 97
Expected Count 48,5 48,5 97,01

Intermediaries Count 30 15 45
Expected Count 225 225 45,01

Intermediaries/ local Count 0 4 4
governmen Expected Count 2,0 2,0 4,01
Intermediaries/ EAS Count 10 0 10
Expected Count 5,0 5,0 10,0

Business contacts Count 12 13 25
Expected Count 12,5 12,5 25,0}

Potential partners Count 3 1 4
Expected Count 2,0 2,0 4,04

Personal contacts Count 1 2 3
Expected Count 15 15 3,0}

Seminars/ direct emails Count 0 9 9
Expected Count 4,5 4,5 9,0}

Other Count 5 4 9
Expected Count 4,5 4,5 9,0]

Total Count 250 250 500
Expected Count 250,0 250,0 500,0




Crosstab
Country
Estonia Latvia Total

info_sources_INTERREG ,00 Count 133 127 260
Expected Count 130,0 130,0 260,0

Media/ internet Count 48 64 112
Expected Count 56,0 56,0 112,0}

Intermediaries Count 31 27 58
Expected Count 29,0 29,0 58,0}

Intermediaries/ local Count 0 5 5
governmen Expected Count 2,5 2,5 5,0}
Intermediaries/ EAS Count 11 0 11
Expected Count 55 55 11,0}

Business contacts Count 14 9 23
Expected Count 11,5 115 23,0}

Potential partners Count 2 0 2
Expected Count 1,0 1,0 2,0}

Personal contacts Count 4 1 5
Expected Count 2,5 2,5 5,01

Seminars/ direct emails Count 0 10 10
Expected Count 5,0 50 10,0

Other Count 7 7 14
Expected Count 7,0 7,0 14,0

Total Count 250 250 500
Expected Count 250,0 250,0 500,0
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Crosstab
Country
Estonia Latvia Total

info_sources_EU_prog ,00 Count 58 71 129
Expected Count 64,5 64,5 129,0|

Intermediaries Count 138 112 250
Expected Count 125,0 125,0 250,0

Intermediaries/ local Count 0 8 8
governmen Expected Count 4,0 4,0 8,0}
Intermediaries/ EAS Count 24 0 24
Expected Count 12,0 12,0 24,0}

Business contacts Count 20 23 43
Expected Count 21,5 215 43,0

Personal contacts Count 4 2 6
Expected Count 3,0 3,0 6,0}

Seminars/ direct emails Count 6 30 36
Expected Count 18,0 18,0 36,0}

Other Count 0 4 4
Expected Count 2,0 2,0 4,0

Total Count 250 250 500
Expected Count 250,0 250,0 500,0
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Crosstab
Sector:
Public Private NGO Total

info_source_EE_LV 0 Count 62 143 89 294
Expected Count 97,6 105,8 90,6 294,0

Media/ internet Count 46 20 31 97
Expected Count 32,2 34,9 29,9 97,0

Intermediaries Count 28 3 14 45
Expected Count 14,9 16,2 13,9 45,0

Intermediaries/ local governmen Count 2 1 1 4
Expected Count 1,3 1,4 1,2 4,0

Intermediaries/ EAS Count 7 2 1 10
Expected Count 3,3 3,6 31 10,0

Business contacts Count 11 6 8 25
Expected Count 8,3 9,0 7,7 25,0

Potential partners Count 1 3 0 4
Expected Count 1,3 1,4 1,2 4,0

Personal contacts Count 1 0 2 3
Expected Count 1,0 1,1 9 3,0

Seminars/ direct emails Count 5 1 3 9
Expected Count 3,0 3,2 2,8 9,0

Other Count 3 1 5 9
Expected Count 3,0 3,2 2,8 9,0

Total Count 166 180 154 500
Expected Count 166,0 180,0 154,0 500,0
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Crosstab
Sector:
Public Private NGO Total
info_sources_INTERREG ,00 Count 57 118 85 260
Expected Count 86,3 93,6 80,1 260,0
Media/ internet Count 52 31 29 112
Expected Count 37,2 40,3 34,5 112,0}
Intermediaries Count 27 8 23 58
Expected Count 19,3 20,9 17,9 58,01
Intermediaries/ local Count 2 1 2 5
governmen Expected Count 1,7 1,8 1,5 5,0
Intermediaries/ EAS Count 8 2 1 11
Expected Count 3,7 4,0 34 11,0}
Business contacts Count 11 6 6 23
Expected Count 7,6 8,3 7,1 23,0}
Potential partners Count 1 1 0 2
Expected Count 7 7 ,6 2,0}
Personal contacts Count 0 3 2 5
Expected Count 1,7 1,8 1,5 5,01
Seminars/ direct emails Count 5 1 4 10
Expected Count 3,3 3,6 3,1 10,0
Other Count 3 9 2 14
Expected Count 4,6 5,0 4,3 14,0
Total Count 166 180 154 500
Expected Count 166,0 180,0 154,0 500,0
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Crosstab
Sector:
Public Private NGO Total

info_sources_EU_prog ,00 Count 25 66 38 129
Expected Count 42,8 46,4 39,7 129,0|

Intermediaries Count 91 73 86 250
Expected Count 83,0 90,0 77,0 250,0

Intermediaries/ local governmen Count 4 2 2 8
Expected Count 2,7 2,9 2,5 8,0]

Intermediaries/ EAS Count 14 6 4 24
Expected Count 8,0 8,6 7.4 24,0}

Business contacts Count 13 19 11 43
Expected Count 14,3 15,5 13,2 43,0}

Personal contacts Count 2 2 2 6
Expected Count 2,0 2,2 1,8 6,0}

Seminars/ direct emails Count 16 9 11 36
Expected Count 12,0 13,0 111 36,01

Other Count 1 3 0 4
Expected Count 1,3 14 1,2 4,0

Total Count 166 180 154 500
Expected Count 166,0 180,0 154,0 500,0




APPENDIX dopenanswersford 2 § KSNJ LIN2 AN YYSa
checked that answering option)

The terms for the positive application results are very carefully worded and strict. In other wor
means that people working in the same sector should be treated the same, but are not.

For example the Norwegian cooperation programme is solid atddeEstoniar_atvian
programme is new and unknown for us.

I know that medicine projects do not get any funding.

LEADERrogramme, Fishery Union

National programmes

| can remember it know, but maybe some World Bank programmes or European DevelBpmien
PRIA

Estonian Kultuurkapital, local programmes, PRIA (Leader programme)

Local programmes, but the funding you can apply for is not very substantial.

2SS KFE@S FLIXASR GKNRdAzZZAK 9&02yAly TFdzyRaz 73
We would not get anfunding from EU. Beer industry is considered too rich to support it.
There are programmes in Estonia where you can apply for funding. Although Estonian
Kultuurkapital is not very keen anymore to give any money out.

Grundtvig, Mediterranean programme

Local programmes, Estonian kultuurkapital, gambling tax support

Local programmes

Local program, Estonian Kultuurkapital. Although they are not very keen to give money out.
Local programme

Local programme, Environmental Investment Centre , culture.

Lacal programme.

Estonian Kultuurkapital, Gambling tax Fund

EAS(Enterprise Estonia) , PRIA

Gambling tax Fund, Estonian Kultuurkapital

Gambling tax Fund

Local programme, Gambling tax Fund

Gambling tax Fund

Gambling tax Fund

Gambling tax Fund

Local pogramme, Gambling tax Fund, Environmental Investment Centre.

Open Estonian Foundation

Estonian Kultuurkapital

Environmental Investment Centre , Gambling Tax Fund, Estonian Ministry of Education and k
Estonian Kultuurkapital, local programme,@&aling tax Fund

We get support from the local government.

Estonian Kultuurkapital, Integration Fund

Estonian Kultuurkapital and also from local city budget.

Estonian Kultuurkapital (support is very substantial), sponsors

EAS (Enterprise Estonia),riNegian Fund

| can't remember any, but | was recently introduced to one programme which is not to do with
LEADER programme

Estonian Ministry of Education and Research

Estonian Olympic Committee

Local government

EAS(Enterprise Estonia)

| know tha the application process is much easier for Latvians and you don't need to submit tF

i KI

[N
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reports as often , twice a year | think.

You shouldn't ask money from other parties and should manage with everything yourself!!! Ei
Nf RA&S 1dzalAfLiBINF RIASHEIK2ASREZ &1 FYFHHH bel &
see EL toetus ongi.

EAS, Stantip support for new businesses

The State Chancellery of the republic of Estonia is offering some support through which we ar
applying.

GamblingTax Fund, Estonian Kultuurkapital

EAS (Enterprise Estonia) , Local governments should have some kind of a programme for
developments, for exampleharbours. At the moment the cressrder programmes only support
culture, science and seminars.

I &k NAdzZYNY&Adz bpdzl 23dzZ Ydzf GdzdzN) F LIAGE = Y2KI
Estonian Kultuurkapital

Estonian National Culture Foundation, Estonian Kultuurkapital, local expert group, Estonian i
of Culture

Kultuurkapital, PRIA, EAS

Estonian Kultuurkapital (the suppostsmall, but the process easy and quick)

Estonian Ministry of Culture

EAS (Enterprise Estonia etc)

National programmes, Gambling Tax Fund, and local programme.

Nordic Council of Ministers' Office in Estonia. Also Sweden Development Institute Sidadad g
programmes, but they do not fund Estonian projects anymore unless Russia or Belarus are in
into the project. Then there was also this Norwegian Finance Fund, also some from USA, the
Estonian Foundation, there are also international spo2ss¢(B I y A a2 G A2y a3 T2
| 2t fFyRA KSF(iS3S@dza2NHI yAdal Garzz2ys (Sa 2y
EAS (Enterprise Estonia)

Gambling Tax Fund, logal government investment support

Nordic Council of Ministers' Office in Estonia, EAS, Norweigiamce Fund, Environmental
Investment Centre

Cohesion Fund

Norwegian Finance Fund, local funds, but these have also decreased over the years
Gambling Tax Fund, Environmental Investment Centre, but they do not offer as much suppor
they did before.

Nordic Council of Ministers' Office in Estonia

Gambling Tax Fund

Local government programmesgou do not have to have your own funding do apply.

Local government investment fuagbu have to preapply for it. It means that on that basis they w
decide if you have a chance to get support or not. Then if you do apply you know that you are
wasting your time.

Norwegian programme

National programmes, but their aimed group is bit different. For example, local programmes a
3rd sector, Wateprogramme for private organisations, Gambling Tax Fund for8lIGO
Gambling Tax Fund, National Heritage Board

Union of Rural Municipalities of Setomaa

Open Estonian Foundation

Gambling Tax Fund

Gambling Tax Fund, Rotary club

Netherlands fund

Gamblirg Tax Fund

Environmental Investment Centre

Comenius

Nordic Council of Ministers' Office in Estonia
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Comenius

Environmental Investment Centre

Gambling Tax Fund

Open Estonian Foundation

Sponsorsg S R2y Qi KI @S GKSYX oOdzbesiK2dz R® LG 62
Comenius

Valga County Development Agency

Gambling Tax Fund, Estonian Kultuurkapital

Estonian Kultuurkapital.

Environmental Investment Centre

projects of the State Council of Ministers, EU community program

aStA2NIGA2Y LINPINIY YR baSa ocadSyzaly [
Programs, which do not ask for-unding/the Ministry of Environment, the Minsitry of Transport
Society Integration Foundation, the Latvian Community Initiative Fund/sports programs, cultut
programs

TheState Culture Capital Foundation

The Leaders program/Leader

Soros Foundation/closed competitions, European rural money development

The European Regional Development Fund

Rotary movement/ROTARYupports human resources, Leonardo da Vinchi, suopgagstiojects
for youth

European Economy Zone/European Economy Zone, European Social Fund

Comenius, Leonardo Da Vinci, Grudtvig/Comenius, Leonardo da Vinchi, Grundtvig

Rural and Region Support programs

Youth in Action/the program "Youth in Action”

The sate programs of Latvia/The Rural Support Service program

KNHM- Netherland fund/rural development, environment protection, the State Culture Capital
Foundation

Training of unemployed persons/don't know

Comenius

Comenius

Norwegian Financial Instrument

The Leader program

The State Rural Net/the State Rural Net, the State Culture Capital Foundation, the Society
Integration Foundation, the Norwegian Financial Instrument

The European Foundation for Landscape Architecture

JES funds, Socratis

The CentraRegion of Baltic Naval

Comenius, Leonardo da Vinci

The State Culture Capital Foundation, Latvians fund

Comenius

Local government funding

Local government, sports council, financial support for sports activities, children's agencies/to
inside Latia

Local charity projects/the Leader program, INTERREG



