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	Project title:

	Industrial Heritage for tourism development


	Short name of the project:

	Industrial Heritage


	Programme priority specific objective:

	More diversified and sustainable use of natural and cultural heritage


	Project number:
	EST-LAT7


	Start date of the project:
	01.05.2017.


	End date of the project:
	31.08.2019.


	Lead partner:
	Kurzeme Planning region (KPR)


	Partners:
	PP1 Kurzeme Planning Region (LP)
PP2 Riga Planning Region

PP3  NGO West-Estonia Tourism

PP4 Vidzeme Planning Region

PP5 Foundation Valga County Development Agency 
PP6 NGO Alatskivi Nature Centre
PP7 NGO Altveski

PP8 Rapina Paper Factory

PP9 AS Generaator

PP10  NGO Hellenurme Watermill-Museum

PP11 Limbažu Tīne, Ltd

PP12 Jaunpils Municipality

PP13 Ķekava Municipality

PP14 Saule Bīriņu Pils, Ltd

PP15 Rideļu dzirnavas, Ltd

PP16 Freeport of Ventspils Authority
PP17 Society „Train station „Airītes”

PP18 Aizpute country municipality

PP19 Kuldīga county municipality

PP20 Wool Factory, Ltd (left the Project MC decision on 31.10.2018.)
PP21 Līgatne Municipality

PP22 Ķoņu dzirnavas, Ltd

PP23 Kocēni Municipality Council

PP24 Gulbene – Alūksne bānītis, Ltd

PP25 Laane-Nigula Municipality

PP26 Estonian Lighthouse Society

PP27 Limex, Ltd

PP28 Foundation of Haapsalu and Laanemaa Museum

PP29 NGO Estonian Peat Museum

PP30 Municipality of Poide (reorganized, replaced by PP31, MC decision on 06.04.2018)
PP31 NGO Sorve Lighthouse



	1. Short summary

	Please provide a short summary, which covers project activities, main achievements and added value of cross-border co-operation in your project. Note that this summary may be published on the Programme website www.estlat.eu or other media channels. It should therefore be easy to read, self-explanatory and without references to the other parts of the report or to other documents.

	1.1  Activities

	Within the current Project the industrial heritage resources in the programme area in our regions in Estonia and Latvia were revised and we created an new tourism product – a joint industrial heritage route in Latvia and Estonia with 5 thematic sub-routes (mills and hydroelectric power stations, old manufacturing sites, railway heritage, lighthouses, water towers), which demonstrate industrial heritage and tell the history in an attractive and participatory way. 
The established route is based on the inventory of the industrial heritage sites of identified potential and on clustering the sites into several groups – existing tourism offer, sites with potential, sites without potential for the tourism etc. 
Project was launched with networking and cooperation activities, which were essential to bring together owners and managers of the industrial heritage sites. Project kick-off was organized in Kurzeme, Latvia and the Final Conference in Parnu, Estonia. 
Networking activities were supported with competence building initiatives, i.e. 5 regional seminars with altogether 288 participants, 4 thematic workshops with altogether 152 participants. The group of activities was aimed to bring in competence for the industrial heritage sites, how to operate in tourism, including – how to develop tourism product, which is attractive and attracts visitors according to their needs and expectations. For the regional seminars and thematic workshops were experts/specialists/key speakers invited who covered required expertise and provide knowledge to sites in product development. These events contributed also to the group of activities – network building – since events were an opportunity to establish contacts and meet all the industrial heritage site’s owners, managers, who were looking forward to provide up-to-date attractive services for visitors. Mentoring to 25 sites and supporting them in the process of site development was a great success. Experts with specific knowledge were attracted to provide support for sites during the product development and provided suggestions for future development of the tourism product. Activities were aimed to identify and exploit in a more effective and sustainable way industrial heritage in tourism. 
We have built contacts worldwide - contacts and communication with the international industrial heritage network – www.erih.net; www.e-faith.org and other interest groups on social media supported transfer of knowledge, expertise and trends as well recognition of industrial heritage of Latvia and Estonia among industrial heritage professionals internationally. 

In total 25 industrial heritage sites had improvements and are developed as attractive tourism products giving them a new life. Altogether there were improvements to:

1) Mills and hydroelectric power stations - 5 sites (Leevaku hydroelectric power station, Lahmuse, Jaunpils, Rideļi and Hellenurme watermills);
2) Old manufacturing sites – 9 sites (Rappina paper factory, Līgatne paper factory workers flat, Limbažu tine factory, Kuldīga needle factory tower, Alatskivi barn dryer, Tootsi peat briquette factory museum, Lumanda lime park, Baloži peat railway, Ķoņi watermill); 

3) Railway heritage - 4 sites (Gulbene depo, Haapsalu railway and communications museum, Airīte railway station, Risti water tower);
4) Lighthouses – 4 sites (Oviši, Tahkuna, Ristna and Sorve lighthouses);
5) Water towers - 3 sites (Aizpute, Bīriņi and Zilaiskalns water tower).

Project’s marketing activities were aimed to provide greater awareness about the whole region and to increase number of visitors. The approach of content marketing was selected - beginning from awareness raising, then visitations and finally good emotion: fresh stories (by using unique facts, people and deeds, which inspire visitors to travel to see sites in the region and base for the Guide book), visual identity is created for each of the thematic, high quality photos, creative map were created and as the result 65 sites were described with professional  photos in the Industrial heritage guide book (image guide) and A3 maps that were published in four languages (LV, EST, RU and EN) and available in the webpage https://industrialheritage.travel/  in 5 languages (LV, EST, RU, EN and DE).  Moreover, in the A3 maps prinded and available in the website in pdf, altogether amazing number of 85 sites are reflected. 
The webpage https://industrialheritage.travel/ contains 60 virtual tours and professional photos of 65 objects and introducing video as well as thematic videos about each type of the sites (lighthouses, mills, railway, water towers, factories). Initially were planned virtual tours and professional photos of 50 sites, and we managed to make more because we got better prices in the procurement.
Industrial heritage site´s route map in the webpage gives visitors an idea where the sites are located in the region and how to combine the visits. Through the Facebook profile all objects, project activities and industrial heritage as such are advertised in order to grow network and awareness. 
First Industrial heritage Weekend tours in 2018 were a great success, attracting more than 13 000 visitors. The goal of the Industrial Heritage marketing was reached: greater awareness about the whole region, number of visitors and visitors’ experience thanks to the industrial heritage site`s presentation and demonstration through the joint networking.
The project marketing activities covered the whole programme area and 65 sites of industrial heritage, which are in the programme area and represent industrial heritage values and are linked to the thematics of sub-routes. 
Promotional tours were organized to reach the target markets in Latvia, Estonia, Finland and Lithuania through the mass media and social networking - bloggers, instatrip etc. similar channels. In total 6 promotional trips were organized, hosting together 31 representatives of media, which afterwards ensured publications - online, printed.
The Project manager reflects: “Our lighthouses, water towers that are transformed into fascinating viewing towers, amazing expositions that are developed according to the nowadays visitors demands, our unique narrow-gauge trains – all that makes even the gadget generation to say “wow”. Worth to mention that our pilot weekend tours events (2018) attracted altogether more than 13 000 visitors to our sites and surprisingly the main visitors were people living in the region! We made them and many others to step out of their comfortable slippers and explore what’s new around the corner. Many visitors admitted that wished to have visited more objects and are eagerly waiting for the next events of the heritage sites. We hope to continue this amazing tradition of the industrial heritage weekend further on also this year (2019) after the Project end date we have organized the Industrial heritage weekend in Estonia and Latvia in September 2019 as a proof of the sustainability of the created tourism product”.


	1.2  Achievements

	We are very proud that we succeeded to create a new travel tradition of exploring the industrial heritage sites all over Latvia and Estonia as well as new yearly event – industrial heritage weekend - has been introduced on the calendar of the events in Latvia and Estonia. Industrial heritage weekend tour in September and October 2018 in Estonia and Latvia was expected to cover about 2500 visitors, but in fact 5 weekends were visited by more than 13 000 visitors. 
Overall during the project we had initially the ambition to reach amazing number of 200 000 visitors to the Estonian and Latvian industrial heritage network, but to the end of the Project we have reached already 399 636 visitors(!).

We reached a great number of 9 new sites created in the industrial heritage tourism offer and 16 sites are revived - the Project ensured overall that 25 industrial heritage buildings and sites in Estonia and Latvia from underdeveloped (some of them were even abandoned) objects are transformed into really exiting tourism objects, providing the value added for the regions and people. 
We gave new lives to industrial heritage sites like, for example, Alatskivi drying facility, Sorve lighthouse, Hellenurme watermill in Estonia as well as Aizpute water tower, Kuldīga needle factory tower, Jaunpils watermill and the worker’s flat of Līgatne paper factory in Latvia. 
The created route is reflected in the Guide book (image guide) “Industrial heritage for tourism in Latvia and Estonia” and sites route maps with industrial heritage sites in Latvia and Estonia. 
The website www.industrialheritage.travel with virtual tours, stories and photo galleries with each object was also created. The introducing video and the 5 thematic videos are also available there. 
Step-by-step regional partners will work on adding new objects.


	1.3  Added value of cooperation 

	Institutional added value was achieved through active involvement of entrepreneurs, regional and national tourism agencies, and other authorities on both sides of the border. 
In addition, we guaranteed knowledge about the industrial heritage sites, social partners, authorities and long-term cooperation among sites and between all involved partners. 
The partners - sites of project sites were united into common cooperation and exchange activities – thus laying ground for long-term cooperation. Also, national and regional tourism marketing channels served for the marketing activities to attract more visitors in long-term from program area and beyond.

Political added value will be seen in increased economic, social-cultural, and institutional cohesion and cooperation. We have brought together owners and managers of industrial heritage sites, as well involved related stakeholders – state institutions and Non-governmental organizations, which deal with industrial heritage - preservation and protection and tourism development. 
Undoubtedly, all partners gained significant experience in cross-border cooperation and implementation of the EU funded project that can be used further for other projects and development of the sites.


	2 Information about the project in the web

	Please provide the website link(s) and/or social media accounts where information about your project / results can be found.

	Estonia-Latvia programme website https://estlat.eu/en/estlat-results/industrial-heritage.html Project page is updated with the information about the Project, Industrial heritage Guide book (Image Guide) in 5 languages, videos, photo albums, route maps etc. 
INFOREGIO data base:

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/projects/estonia/reviving-latvia-and-estonias-industrial-heritage
The created webpage within project https://industrialheritage.travel/ 
https://industrialheritage.travel/news etc. - the webpage is linked together with the FB account, last news of the FB are appearing in the first page of the website.
Facebook account “Industrial heritage for tourism”:

https://www.facebook.com/industrialheritagefortourism/
https://www.facebook.com/pg/industrialheritagefortourism/posts/?ref=page_internal
Youtoube channel “Industrial heritage in Estonia and Latvia” 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6haTXsbz3aLX4XagCT0jfw/videos 

Kurzeme Planning region

EN https://www.kurzemesregions.lv/en/projects/tourism/industrial-heritage/
LV https://www.kurzemesregions.lv/projekti/turisms/industrialais-mantojums/
LV https://www.kurzemesregions.lv/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Zinu_lapa_Nr_2_2019.pdf 
The route is promoted in the webpages of the partners, most of members of the route and Tourism information centres in all regions (examples):

LV http://www.kurzeme.lv/lv/ (Kurzeme Tourism association)
LV http://www.kurzeme.lv/lv/turisma-materiali/ (Kurzeme Tourism association)
RU http://www.kurzeme.lv/ru/turistichjeskije-matjeriali/ (Kurzeme Tourism association)
EN http://www.kurzeme.lv/en/brochures--maps/ (Kurzeme Tourism association)
http://www.portofventspils.lv/lv/brivostas-parvalde/es-projekti/projekts-industrialais-mantojums
http://www.portofventspils.lv/lv/brivosta-sabiedribai/bakas/
http://www.portofventspils.lv/en/sustainability/lighthouses
http://www.portofventspils.lv/ru/vklad-v-obsestvo/majki
http://www.aizputesnovads.lv  

http://www.mersrags.lv/turisms/lv/apskates-objekti?1
https://www.laanenigula.ee/toostusparandi-turismiprojekt
https://www.laanenigula.ee/risti-raudteejaama-kompleks-ja-kuuditatute-malestusmark
https://www.salm.ee/en/museums/railway-and-communications-museum/
http://www.haapsalu.ee/ 

https://www.visitvoru.ee/avasta-vorumaad 
http://www.rucava.lv
https://sites.google.com/valmraj.lv/turismskocenunovads/apskates-objekti/muzeji-un-ekspoz%C4%ABcijas/zil%C4%81kalna-kult%C5%ABrv%C4%93stures-un-apmekl%C4%93t%C4%81ju-centrs 

http://www.kudrasbanitis.lv/index.php/lv/ 

http://rpr.gov.lv/project/industrialais-mantojums/
http://www.vidzeme.lv/lv/projekti/industriala_mantojuma_atdzivinasana_turisma_attistibai_industrialais_mantojums/info/ 

http://www.visitligatne.lv/
https://airite.lv/
https://en.vesiveski.ee/lahmuse-vesiveski 

https://limex.ee/
https://www.westestonia.com/toostusparand-turismis/   

https://www.westestonia.com/en/industrial-heritage-for-tourism/
PROMOTIONAL TOURS ARTICLES
LV - https://sapnumedniece.lv/industriala-mantojuma-apskates-vietas-vidzeme/
EN - https://reveriechaser.com/industrial-heritage-sightseeing-places-in-vidzeme-latvia/
FIN promotional tour for Finnish press article you can find in finnish (page 26-  https://issuu.com/thebalticguide/docs/viron_kesa_2019  
FIN womens magazine webedition https://kotiliesi.fi/himahella/etela-viron-rikas-teollisuusperinto-on-maan-uusi-matkailuvaltti/
The Baltic guide webedition (promotional tour result in WestEST)

https://issuu.com/thebalticguide/docs/soomenet_01_19 page 45 Industrial heritage objects in West-Estonia. Risti water tower, Haapsaly railway museum, Estonian Peat Museum, Estonian museum-railway, Kõpu/Tahkuna and Ristna lighthouses, Angla windmills mountain introduction
The Baltic guide (West-Estonia): http://balticguide.ee/viron-suursaarten-teollisuushistorian-aarteet-kutsuvat-kylaan/ (Published article in Finnish in Baltic Guide magazine - 50 000 paper versions + online readers.) - information was published both online https://issuu.com/thebalticguide/docs/soomenet_09_19 (pp.45) and September 2019 paper issue: http://balticguide.ee/viron-suursaarten-teollisuushistorian-aarteet-kutsuvat-kylaan/. 
KURZEME – LT journalists articles
LT- https://www.15min.lt/pasaulis-kiseneje/naujiena/kelioniu-istorijos/graziausiame-latvijos-miestelyje-kaciu-daugiau-nei-turistu-639-1191820
LT- https://www.15min.lt/pasaulis-kiseneje/naujiena/kelioniu-pulsas/neatrastos-latvijos-pakrantes-vietos-ispudingiausi-svyturiai-ir-industrinis-paveldas-637-1182420
LT- https://www.lrt.lt/naujienos/kultura/12/1092462/latviai-atranda-savo-industrini-pavelda-svyturiuose-pamego-rengti-kamerinius-koncertus?fbclid=IwAR22_NBaN8huxcHkQXtwoVHQNCdLuWeo3LEA6bhKwQ5oJyvwVRLENwsyo58    

LT- http://kelionesirpramogos.lt/industrinis-turizmas-latvijoje-atradimas-smalsiam-keliautojui/ 
EST journalists from Vidzeme tour - just before school vacation to encourage families to go to Latvia for holidays. Links are following:

https://reisijuht.delfi.ee/news/news/ideed-koolivaheajaks-imekaunid-paigad-latis-kust-me-tavaliselt-pilku-heitmata-mooda-soidame?id=87760067
and

https://reisijuht.delfi.ee/news/news/idee-koolivaheajaks-vaata-baltikumi-ainus-tootav-kitsaroopmeline-raudtee-asub-just-siin?id=87760155
The Baltic guide: http://balticguide.ee/viron-suursaarten-teollisuushistorian-aarteet-kutsuvat-kylaan/ 
The photografer OLEV MIHKELMAA made series of FB posts about all industrial heritage objects he photographed within our project in South and WestESTONIA. In Estonian

https://www.facebook.com/pg/fotograaf.olev.mihkelmaa/posts/?ref=page_internal
In the national website VISIT ESTONIA there are 3 articles made within the Project about the industrial heritage in 7 languages each:

Tour here:
EN https://www.visitestonia.com/en/industrial-heritage-tour-in-western-estonia
EE https://www.puhkaeestis.ee/et/toostusparandi-tuur-laane-eestis
DE https://www.visitestonia.com/de/industrieerbe-tour-in-westestland
LV https://www.visitestonia.com/lv/r%C5%ABpniecisk%C4%81-mantojuma-ekskursija-rietumigaunij%C4%81
SE https://www.visitestonia.com/sv/industriarvs-tur-i-vastra-estland
RU https://www.visitestonia.com/ru/%D1%8D%D0%BA%D1%81%D0%BA%D1%83%D1%80%D1%81%D0%B8%D1%8F-%D0%BF%D0%BE-%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B4%D1%83%D1%81%D1%82%D1%80%D0%B8%D0%B0%D0%BB%D1%8C%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%BC%D1%83-%D0%BD%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%8E-%D0%B2-%D0%B7%D0%B0%D0%BF%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%B9-%D1%8D%D1%81%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%B8
FI https://www.visitestonia.com/fi/teollisuusperintokierros-lansi-virossa
WestEstonia article:
EE https://www.puhkaeestis.ee/et/puhka-eestis/top-10-toostusparli-mida-kulastada-laane-eestis
EN https://www.visitestonia.com/en/why-estonia/top-10-industrial-gems-to-visit-in-western-estonia
DE https://www.visitestonia.com/de/uber-estland/die-top-10-industrieperlen-in-westestland
LV https://www.visitestonia.com/lv/k%C4%81p%C4%93c-igaunija/top-10-r%C5%ABpnieciskie-apskates-objekti-rietumigaunij%C4%81
SE https://www.visitestonia.com/sv/info-om-estland/topp-10-industriparlor-i-vastestland
RU https://www.visitestonia.com/ru/%D0%BF%D0%BE%D1%87%D0%B5%D0%BC%D1%83-%D1%8D%D1%81%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B8%D1%8F/%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%BF-10-%D0%B8%D0%BD%D0%B4%D1%83%D1%81%D1%82%D1%80%D0%B8%D0%B0%D0%BB%D1%8C%D0%BD%D1%8B%D1%85-%D0%B6%D0%B5%D0%BC%D1%87%D1%83%D0%B6%D0%B8%D0%BD-%D0%B7%D0%B0%D0%BF%D0%B0%D0%B4%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%B9-%D1%8D%D1%81%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%B8
FI https://www.visitestonia.com/fi/miksi-juuri-viro/lansi-viron-10-parasta-teknista-kohdetta
South Estonia article:
EN  https://www.visitestonia.com/en/why-estonia/discover-the-modern-life-and-charms-of-industrial-heritage-in-southern-estonia
EE https://www.puhkaeestis.ee/et/puhka-eestis/avasta-louna-eesti-toostusparandi-kaasaegne-elu-ja-volu
DE https://www.visitestonia.com/de/uber-estland/entdecke-den-modernen-reiz-des-sudestnischen-industrieerbes
LV https://www.visitestonia.com/lv/k%C4%81p%C4%93c-igaunija/atkl%C4%81j-igaunijas-industri%C4%81l%C4%81-mantojuma-burv%C4%ABbu
SE https://www.visitestonia.com/sv/info-om-estland/utforska-industriarvets-nutida-liv-och-charm-i-sodra-estland
RU https://www.visitestonia.com/ru/%D0%BF%D0%BE%D1%87%D0%B5%D0%BC%D1%83-%D1%8D%D1%81%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B8%D1%8F/%D0%BE%D1%87%D0%B0%D1%80%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B0%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%B5-%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%BE%D0%BC%D1%8B%D1%88%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%B3%D0%BE-%D0%BD%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%BB%D0%B5%D0%B4%D0%B8%D1%8F-%D1%8E%D0%B6%D0%BD%D0%BE%D0%B9-%D1%8D%D1%81%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%B8
SUSTAINABILITY – Industrial heritage weekend 2019 – 27-29.09.2019. 

http://news.lv/search/results?q=industri%C4%81l%C4%81+mantojuma
https://nra.lv/izklaide/turisms/292680-verts-piedalities-iepazit-industrialo-mantojumu.htm
https://www.liepajniekiem.lv/zinas/sabiedriba/vares-apskatit-industriala-mantojuma-objektus-karosta-udenstorni-aizpute-un-kulturas-dzirnavas-cirav-241820
https://www.delfi.lv/turismagids/jaunumi/aicina-iepazit-unikalus-industriala-mantojuma-objektus-latvija-un-igaunija.d?id=51467395
https://www.ventspils.lv/lat/izklaide_kultura/176633-aicina-uz-industriala-matojuma-dienam-kurzeme
https://www.ventspils.lv/lat/izklaide_kultura/176911-ovisu,-uzavas-un-akmenraga-bakas-aicina-uz-atverto-durvju-dienam
RPR INPUT: 
http://rpr.gov.lv/project/industrialais-mantojums/
http://rpr.gov.lv/tiek-veidotas-industriala-mantojuma-video-un-360-gradu-virtualas-tures/
http://rpr.gov.lv/rigas-regiona-industriala-mantojuma-dienas-28-30-septembri/
http://rpr.gov.lv/projekta-industriala-mantojuma-partneri-tiekas-jau-piekto-reizi/
http://rpr.gov.lv/industriala-mantojuma-nedelas-nogale-aicina-iepazit-unikalus-objektus-latvija-un-igaunija/
http://rpr.gov.lv/26-industriala-mantojuma-objekti-iesaistas-igaunijas-latvijas-programmas-projekta-industrialais-mantojums/
http://rpr.gov.lv/project/industrialais-mantojums/
http://rpr.gov.lv/projektam-industrialais-mantojums-nosleguma-konference-pernava/
https://www.birinupils.lv/lv/vesture/musdienu-notikumu-hronika/projekts-industriala-mantojuma-atdzivinasana-turisma-attistibai
https://www.lsm.lv/raksts/zinas/latvija/industriala-mantojuma-dienas-durvis-ver-jaunpils-udensdzirnavas.a294133/
https://www.delfi.lv/turismagids/jaunumi/industriala-mantojuma-paraugs-jaunpils-udensdzirnavas-ar-lustibam-vers-durvis-apmekletajiem.d?id=50414985
https://www.delfi.lv/turismagids/latvija/vidzemes-industriala-mantojuma-objekti-ko-apskatit-sopavasar.d?id=50979861&page=7
http://travelnews.lv/?m_id=18253&i_id=5&pub_id=112834
https://www.auseklis.lv/raksti/raksti/birinu-pils-udenstornim-sakusies-jauna-dzive
https://www.lsm.lv/raksts/dzive--stils/pilsetvide/atjaunots-senais-birinu-pils-udenstornis.a296803/
https://www.rideludzirnavas.lv/lv/projekts
http://travelnews.lv/index.php?m_id=18252&i_id=5&pub_id=116313
https://www.delfi.lv/turismagids/jaunumi/izveidots-celvedis-industriala-mantojuma-iepazisanai-latvija-un-igaunija.d?id=51094279
https://www.delfi.lv/turismagids/jaunumi/vef-erenpreiss-un-vel-10-industriala-mantojuma-objekti-ko-verts-redzet-riga-un-latvija.d?id=50430309&page=10
http://www.atputasbazes.lv/lv/zinas/4286_industriala_mantojuma_nedela_tukuma_puse_aicina_paviesoties_/
https://topraksti.lv/nedelas-nogale-no-28-lidz-30-septembrim-iespeja-iepazit-rigas-regiona-industrialo-mantojumu/70640/
http://news.lv/Engures-Novada-Zinas/2018/04/30/ridelu-dzirnavas-atklats-muzejs-tris-stavos
http://www.limbazutine.lv/sadarbiba/
https://www.delfi.lv/turismagids/latvija/vidzemes-industriala-mantojuma-objekti-ko-apskatit-sopavasar.d?id=50979861&page=6
http://www.kudrasbanitis.lv/index.php/lv/projekti/107-balozu-kudras-muzejdzelzcels-piedalas-estlat-programmas-projekta-industrialais-mantojums
https://www.delfi.lv/turismagids/jaunumi/vef-erenpreiss-un-vel-10-industriala-mantojuma-objekti-ko-verts-redzet-riga-un-latvija.d?id=50430309&page=7

	Publications Kocēni watertower
http://www.koceni.lv/zinas/novada-zinas/armusdieniguelpuatdzimstzilakalnaudenstornis 

https://www.facebook.com/kocenunovads/photos/a.790319007726512/2463929917032071/?type=3&theater

https://twitter.com/Kocenu_novads/status/1166594946960412675 

https://www.delfi.lv/turismagids/latvija/atjaunots-15-metrus-augstais-zilakalna-udenstornis.d?id=51408335

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4uWec3gBP1w
Publications Kuldīga needle tower

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1w0wm2jcNsQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3TYRbZgwa4k
https://www.facebook.com/kuldigalv/videos/709691492866565/



	3 Project objectives 

	Has your project fulfilled the planned objectives? Please describe. 
Please describe the challenges you had with achieving the objectives.

	Project objective to revive industrial heritage for the tourism development through is fully achieved:
1) in the maps in the GuideBook and the website in total amazing number of 85 sites is presented, and all of them were included in the overall marketing of the route. The Awareness is raised about the industrial heritage value and importance in diversification of tourism offer in our regions and industrial heritage objects are now more popular tourism destinations. The awareness of the visitor has been addressed by inspiring stories and photos produced about 65 industrial heritage sites in Latvia and Estonia, including 25 partner objects. The visual identity - project logos of the project and thematic of sites are created and are used during marketing activities (FB, regions internet sites, press releases etc.). IH routes maps are created with all the partner and extra objects. The IH Guide book (image guide) is printed in 4 languages (EST, LV, EN, RU), but in the website available also in DE language. Virtual tours are prepared for 60 sites (initially planned for 50 sites in AF);
2) cooperation network among  tourism related stakeholders of the  industrial heritage in Latvia and Estonia is established and European Network of Industrial heritage – ERIH – is made through communication and events;

3) Development and improvement of 25 industrial heritage sites in Latvia and Estonia according to the nowadays visitors’ needs and expectations - in a live, attractive way both - with entertainment and education elements is completed;
4) Combining the sites into joint industrial heritage route and promoting among the local and foreign target markets is successfully achieved. 
The main challenge of the implementation was the huge number of the partners and their different types and backgrounds – the composition of the partners varied between the municipal sites, NGOs and private owners, some of the sites were not developed, but with industrial heritage value. The experience with absorbing the funds and with the related supporting documents and procurement procedures varied from very high to very low. We experienced one partner drop-out of the project as well as one partner replacement.



	4 Project output indicators

	Has your project met all your intended output indicators? Please list them and describe. If your project has not achieved, only partly achieved or achieved more than the planned indicators, please provide some details and explain the possible reasons. 

Please describe the challenges you had with achieving the output indicators.

	T1.1 Improved natural or cultural heritage sites – 25 sites
Within the Project 25 industrial heritage buildings and sites in Estonia and Latvia from underdeveloped (some of them were even abandoned) objects are transformed into really exiting tourism objects, providing the value added for the regions and people. Altogether there were improvements to:

1) Mills and hydroelectric power stations - 5 sites (Leevaku hydroelectric power station, Lahmuse, Jaunpils, Rideļi and Hellenurme watermills);
2) Old manufacturing sites – 9 sites (Rappina paper factory, Līgatne paper factory workers flat, Limbažu tine factory, Kuldīga needle factory tower, Alatskivi barn dryer, Tootsi peat briquette factory museum, Lumanda lime park, Baloži peat railway, Ķoņi watermill); 

3) Railway heritage - 4 sites (Gulbene depo, Haapsalu railway and communications museum, Airīte railway station, Risti water tower);
4) Lighthouses – 4 sites (Oviši, Tahkuna, Ristna and Sorve lighthouses);
5) Water towers - 3 sites (Aizpute, Bīriņi and Zilaiskalns water tower).
T1.2 (Sets of) products or services that are created based on cultural or natural heritage-1 

There is a joint industrial heritage route in Latvia and Estonia established to demonstrate the industrial heritage and unite in the marketing activities. To the end of the Project the route includes 65 industrial heritage objects and 5 regional partners in both countries and there are created separate 5 thematic sub-routes. But still in the maps in the A3 maps (available in pdf also on the website) of the GuideBook in total 85 sites are presented, and all of them were included in the overall marketing of the route.
These routes are united in a Industrial heritage Guide book (image guide) printed in 4 languages – Estonian, Latvian, English and Russian and virtually available on a website for the convenience of the traveller, and all that in 5 languages – one additional language – German as well. 
Visitors are able to find the information about the developed tourism product in the webpage https://industrialheritage.travel/, FB https://www.facebook.com/industrialheritagefortourism/, partner web pages, YouTube channel, Twitter as well as in the in the www.puhkaestis and various other promotional tour publications, in the webpages etc. We encourage the travellers to take a visit through our website to explore the 60 virtual tours of the sites and constant communication on the FB profile is ongoing.
Concept of customer journey has been taken into account and addressed during the elaboration of the Industrial heritage route and thematic sub-routes. The product is designed to attract specific niche visitors, which are fans of industrial heritage, meanwhile developed offers in separate industrial heritage sites, which form joint route and network of industrial heritage are designed to attract also casual visitors – families with kids, schoolchildren groups, tourists etc., that is achieved by designing the offers in the sites in the attractive and participatory way, as well by using hands-on activities. That is also the main reason to visit the sites – to explore more deep industrial heritage and historical processes of productions, various equipment operations etc.  

During the elaboration of project these aspects (accommodation, catering, accessibility) has been taken into account and have been as one of the criteria to select the site to be included in the partnership, but not the main reason. There are possibilities within shorter/longer distance to have catering/ accommodation option and in general objects are accessible (meaning - they are not in the middle of nowhere, and reachable only with specific mean of transport like on the remote island, in the middle of sea etc).   
Visitors are visiting the sites, visitors mainly are special interest tourists or general tourists looking for new entertainment, because IH is a niche product. This is also the main reason to visit the sites.  Every object of the route is unique and the offer of each object is different – starting from simple observation of processes, enjoying nature, learning new information, enjoy a hands-on entertainment etc. Its possible to access the route on every its point and also to leave it. Its turned out to be possible to add to the route additional objects, that are not partners, but they are of additional value to the IH route in Latvia and Estonia, to add richness the experience and emotions of the visitors. 

All the other travel information around our sites and the route is already available and is not repeated in our information and marketing channels (in google maps, TICs, visitlatvia, visitestonia, booking.com, airbnb.com etc.) in order to keep the clarity of the marketing message. Taking into account the overall known fact that different target groups search for the information in different sources according to their preferences, their special interests and needs – that’s the reason we keep our messages without contaminating them with suggestions. 

Visitors can get to the route and to the objects with private transport mostly, public transport, by bicycle or by feet (optional). The thematic routes combining altogether 65 IH objects presented on the map in Estonia and Latvia where created based on durability of the site, ability and availability to join the IH cross boarder network and location of the site suitable for including in the route.  Latvia and Estonia are small countries, within short distances there are available many accommodation, catering and other entertainment services to choose based on the visitor’s preferences.  

The sites are combined in the joint IH route in Estonia and Latvia that is visualised in the webpage https://industrialheritage.travel/ (on an overall virtual map, five thematic maps and virtual 360degrees tours)https://www.erih.net/ and in the Guide book (Image guide) with pictures and attractive stories. We got inspired from our European colleagues, who have created “European Route of IH” (), that reflects more than 1800 sites, and are not connected with the road lines. We found this approach reasonable and easy to understand for the potential visitors, which can select the sites for visits according the interests and own itinerary of the trip. 

Moreover, to highlight diversity of IH, as well to structure the information for marketing purposes, the overall map with 5 thematics (in different colours and shapes) is the tourism product containing all the information and content about sites that are accessible in free sequence, therefore there is free for the traveller to choose the start and destinations of their journey.  Thematic routes are connected, giving an example, how to plan own trip and explore specific sites.
T1.3 Cross-border networks that are established or which are strengthened in order to manage and promote the sites - 1
Cross-border network combining 5 regional partners and 65 industrial heritage sites is established: Throughout the Project 25 IH object owners participated in joint events such as partner meetings, thematic and regional seminars, industrial heritage weekend events in 2018 and in 2019, communication among them is ongoing, active communication on Facebook network ongoing (more than 1200 followers at the end of 2019). Other 40 sites are included in the marketing activities. Communication with international organisations is progressing (for example, ERIH). Līgatne workers flat entered the ERIH network as a full member by the end of the Project.
Main members of network (altogether 65 sites) were provided with the sign-plate located in the site and banners are included in many of their websites – as a way of marketing, to promote the industrial heritage, and tell to visitors that they are welcome to explore further other sites of Industrial heritage in Estonia and Latvia, as well it will raise awareness among the sites and visitors. 
LP participated in Workshop “Coop cult and succeed –EYCH2018” in October 2018 in Brussels, organized by EC Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy Unit D1 – Competence Centre Macro-regions, Transnational/Interregional Cooperation, IPA, Enlargement. Representative of LP participated in the workshop and presented the project content – partnership, tourism product development initiatives and investments in the industrial heritage sites, marketing activities to promote created Industrial heritage route and it’s thematic routes.
Please consider that the special interest target groups (people having interest on IH) and national tourism boards are not part of the created network directly. People and organisations interested in the IH are following the FB "industrial heritage for tourism" (the number of followers is still increasing, to this date 1312 followers!), they are constantly informed about the route, the sites and interesting news from the route and even European routes. The national tourism boards declared that they are not involving like members of the network, but are ready to promote the route. We consider that it has not impact on the projects results or outcomes.
The main challenge of reaching the output indicators was the huge number of the partners and their different types and backgrounds – the composition of the partners varied between the municipal sites, NGOs and private owners, some of the sites were not developed, but with industrial heritage value. The experience with absorbing the funds and with the related supporting documents and procurement procedures varied from very high to very low. 


	5 Impact, including the contribution to the result indicator

	Please describe the achieved impact of your project.  If possible, please illustrate with some evidence, data or examples.

Please describe how your project contributed to the fulfilment of the programme result indicator.

	Regional level organizations in Latvia and Estonia – South-Estonia Tourism, West-Estonia Tourism, Kurzeme, Vidzeme and Riga planning regions have established cooperation in favour of region’s developments - the available tourism resources are diversified and improved tourism services and products, expanding the tourism season. We supported competitive tourism sector development. Mentoring for the sites was also a valuable activity, where the site owners were led to the conclusions of their sites and additional improvements needed for building more attractive tourism product.
Our created route is visible beyond Latvia and Estonia. The amazing results led us to think about similar niche products and we worked together on Project application of the Estonian – Latvian common military heritage tourism product. And we succeeded – the Military heritage project was approved.
The partners, which represent the industrial heritage sites, are benefiting with improved conditions of heritage, thus providing possibilities to host visitor, expand and diversify tourism services, widened target groups, thus all resulting with higher spending of tourists directly in the site and/or in the area. Networking and competence gaining is another result for sites to taking part in the project.
Step-by-step we receive information from other sites that want to join the route. The regional partners are working on the information preparation for the sites input in to the webpage.
The number of visitors of the sites has increased in all regions. The travellers have more information printed or virtually about the attractive tourism product – the industrial heritage in their regions and beyond. At the end of the 2018 we reached amazing number of visitors of the industrial heritage sites - 196 749, in 2019 already 202 887. That means that we reached in 2 years (2018, 2019) far over the tourists initially planned (200 000) reaching at the end of the Project 399 636 visitors. The increased number of the visitors contributing to the Programme indicator is 306 773 (initially planned 133 117). 
In the numbers of the visitors target group are included the visitors of the sites – from the local markets inhabitants of Latvia and Estonia, schoolchildren groups, individual niche tourists, families, seniors etc., as well as tourists from other countries – Germany, Russia, China, Nordic countries etc. 
Foreign markets are reached through successful communication in the DG Regio website, different promotional tours publications, publications in many languages in the tourism portals.




	6 Partnership

	6.1 Participation and contribution

	Please describe and evaluate (from poor to very good) the participation and contribution of all partners in the project.

	Overall good – some of the partners were lacking human resources that made some activities slower than planned. Some of partners were lacking of knowledge and understanding of the EU rules, that caused additional work to LP and regional partners as well.
Partners lacked knowledge in procurement procedures and reporting in EMS.


	6.2 Challenges

	Describe any major changes/problems in the partnership that occurred during the project’s lifetime.

	One of the partners (Poide) had problems with the necessary permissions and as the result the Poide municipality was replaced with another partner (Sorve lighthouse). Additionally, one Latvian partner left the project (Pāce Vilnas fabrika) because of the lacking human capacity. It was not possible to find the replacement in the timeframe of the Project. 
Some of partners were lacking of knowledge, human resources, understanding of the EU rules, that caused additional work to LP and regional partners as well and mainly it made some activities and the process of progress reporting slower than planned.


	6.3 Other actors

	Did the partners attract other relevant (sectoral, regional etc.) actors to the project events?

	We think that overall the relevant involvement occurred. We have involved in our events and activities the Project Steering committee with national tourism boards from Latvia and Estonia, Industrial heritage funds from both countries. Other players were Toms Altbergs, the railway expert, E-faith and ERIH representatives participated in our events and network, the Lithuanian company. After our Final conference the Lithuanian company organized the Industrial heritage visit of international travellers to Ventspils Bānītis. We developed cooperation with regional tourism centres– our route is visible through many of the tourism centres webpages as well.


	6.4 Impact on partner and organisation

	What impact did the project have on your organisation and on your partners?

	KPR as the result of this project gained a huge experience of leading and implementing an international project, realised the risks of the vast partnership and the experience of human resources. All partners together gained huge experience working together with public institutions with private entities.
Project was challenging, till now this was one of the biggest projects in terms of big number of partners. The challenge for Riga Planning Region (RPR), for example, was to organize procurement and to make terms of references for the 360-degree photos, videos and web page. New expertise in this case was integrated in organization through implementation of activities. 


	7 Partnership’s average level of satisfaction

	Please indicate your project partnership’s average level of satisfaction with regard to the following aspects using the following ranking: very high, high, medium, low, very low:
	Please comment your choice

	high
	Engagement of partners in the project implementation
	The partners were very interested in successful implementation, the communication and information exchange were on good level. Regional Partners were highly involved and responsible about project activities and results. 

	High
	Project outputs
	We were successful in negotiating and attracting new partners and keep the project going on and implement all activities and reached all the outputs promised in the AF

	Very high
	Project results
	Project results are reached as planned and expected
We are confident that many results have been reached better than expected.

	high
	Financial flow
	KPR INPUT: The partners were very interested in successful implementation, that clearly shows the very little amount of irregular expenditure 
Slow processing of partner and progress reports means that re-imbursements of ERDF funds are made in 7-11 months (!!!) after the end of a reporting period. Final report is a word form and again there was no training about the preparation of it, that might cause the risk of additional questions, remarks from the JS. That is also the case for the regular progress reports.
See for more reflected on section 9, 10.1.

	KPR: very low

RPR: medium
	eMS
	The eMS is a good tool for the project implementation, but we were facing a lot of deficiencies of the system, that caused a lot of time loss working with it:
1) All the reports by the LP were prepared first in word and only then copied into eMS because of high risk of information loss (that happened very often in the report forms). LP was successful with that, no info was lost from this approach;
2) eMS had several information vanishing cases – horizontal priorities, supplementing information was lost several times and LP had again and again input manually this information,
3) eMS only to the 5PR had the possibility to attach from the ATTACHMENTS of the 30 partners! Before we only had to download ALL the attachments from the 30 partners to attach them again to the Progress report. But still the attachments of the output section are not appearing from the partner reports, and again time-consuming downloading had to be carried out by the LP.
4) The fields for description for reflecting info from all the activities were too little sometimes after JS comments.

	KPR: medium
	Programme rules
	Programme rules are clearly stated, but we observed cases where the rules where too general and different institutions had different approaches to the interpreting them. Therefore, its was time to time confusing for the project partners and the LP. Therefore, we are sure that the face to face seminars by the Programme and FC should be organized at least once a year to discuss the reporting, FAQ, frequent errors, application of the Programme rules. In this event 1st level controllers should be present also with their observations and should be open to discussion.


	8 Problems in the project implementation

	Did you have problems in the project implementation? If yes, please explain. What kind of solutions did you find? What would you do in a different manner next time?

	KPR INPUT: A.T.1.3.- 10. The improvement of many sites have been delayed for following reasons: 

1. Many of the sites have experienced lack of incoming funds after submission of the first two reports and were not able to spend expenditure, because they are private and small institutions (NGO s) and they lack of free funds. For example, the advance payment for the 2.period came in on the 05.04.2018, but the final payment only on 21.11.2018, that is far after the 2.reporting period ending 31.12.2017. This affected mainly Airīte, HWM, Rappin, Leevaku, Limbažu Tīne, Rideļi, Ķoņi, ETM.

2. Some of the sites spent more time on preparation and approval of the technical documentation with state institutions or preparation of procurements etc. (Aizpute, Kuldīga, etc.)

3. The building and reconstruction process of old and very specific buildings/ machinery and sites take more time than expected due to availability of some details and specific spare parts. Some of the building are in worst condition than they were when the AF was written (Leevaku, Rideļi, GAB, Līgatne etc.).

4. Some of the sites (for example, Kuldīga, Kocēni) had to re-elaborate the technical documentation several times due to unclear guidelines in some institutions and unexpectedly discovered aspects in building legislation that prevoiusly had not to be included in the documentation,

5. Some of the sites experienced unexpectedly loss of human ressources (Lahmuse, Limbažu Tīne, Pāce wool), that made activities delay, and one partner (Pāce) after evaluating risks even left the project. 

6. KPR project manager went into maternity leave and had to be replaced with an other project manager that had to gain understanding and improving activities in a challenging timeframe. Many activities were delayed from the beginning of the 2018, and the workload turned out to be far bigger than 0,8 workload to the end of the Project.
7. The risk of not completing sites like Kuldīga, Zilaiskalns, Tootsi are mitigated by preparing Request of changes about prolongation of the Project until 31.08.2019. 
8. Still, there should be one more reporting period added taking into account the savings made by the project overall ~65 000 EUR and the fact that all the reporting takes vast amount of time and information collection.
9. Slow processing of partner and progress reports means that re-imbursements of ERDF funds are made in 7-11 months (!!!) after the end of a reporting period. Final report is a word form and again there was no training about the preparation of it, that might cause the risk of additional questions, remarks from the JS.
10. Project was challenging to meet all the management results, one of the main challenge was attendance of the partnership meetings. Sites, that have finished their works in the 3rd or 4th period, where not motivated to attend the meetings. Therefore, it was quite challenging for the LP to motivate and collect the numbers of partners for the latest meetings of the Project. 
Next time we think it would be more effective to involve more IT tools for virtual meetings for all partners. (See for more reflected on section 9, 10.1.)
The solutions found in some situations were to communicate and to find right people to help to out of some difficult project occasions and situations. But still the communications among the 30 partners and all the reporting took so much time that it was obvious that one LP project manager on 0,8 contract was a huge under-estimation (in the Military heritage project for similar amount 2,4 workloads are foreseen, which seems better estimation). 
The target number of the SMEs could not be reached because of little number SME participants in this field – IH tourism products and sites more owned by municipalities and NGOs.


	9 Finances

	Did you have any difficulties in following your financial plan? If yes, please explain. Which costs were higher/lower than planned? In case you did not use all the funds you were granted, please summarise the reasons.



	Slow processing of partner and progress reports meant that re-imbursements of ERDF funds were made in 7-11 months (!!!) after the end of a reporting period. Many of the sites have experienced lack of incoming funds after submission of the first two reports and were not able to spend expenditure, because they are private and small institutions (NGOs) and they lack of free funds. For example, the advance payment for the 2.period came in on the 05.04.2018, but the final payment only on 21.11.2018, that is far after the 2.reporting period ending 31.12.2017. This affected mainly Airīte rain station, Hellenurme watermill, Rappin paper factory, Leevaku power station, Limbažu Tīne, Rideļi mill, Ķoņi watermill and  ETM. 
5th Progress report was submitted 28.05.2019., it was approved after 4 sets of questions from the JS by the end of October, CA approved on 06.11.2019.
We did not spend all the funds we were granted, because we had big service procurements that made savings (for example, printing and design made huge savings because of effective procurement procedures and we got better prices for those services).
But still, in sites, where construction works were foreseen, the construction cost have raised taking into account the market situation. That means service contracts have become cheaper, the construction – more expensive.


	10 Project management

	10.1 Description

	Please describe the performance of your project management and financial management.

	The project management was satisfactory (see 10.2), the main challenges were the vast number of the partners in the project, the roles and responsibilities of the regional partners. The communication among all the partners in all levels were time to time taking too much effort and time that it was really challenging to fulfil all other matters (such as financial) on time and appropriate quality. LP had to involve in all other 29 partners problems, challenges. LP was struggling with requests of changes, progress reporting. Nevertheless, the LP payments to the partners were mostly on time and overall, in project all activities are implemented, some, like promotion even more than initially planned – for example, information exchange with ERIH, more promotional tours with attractive articles.
The main challenges Vidzeme Planning Region was facing in the project implementation process, was that few of local partners had no experience in European level projects. 
The communication among all the partners at all levels was time to time taking too much effort. 


	10.2 Advantages and disadvantages

	What were the advantages and disadvantages of your management system?

	Taking into account the vast number of the partners in the project, the roles and responsibilities of the regional partners should be fixed more detailed and more strictly. The advantage for the LP’s experience for this project was so varied partnership (public, private entities), but there were more disadvantages than advantages – the more institutions or partners involved, the more problems and challenges are to be faced. 
Also, the cost-sharing agreements is also viewed more as disadvantage than advantage. It is obvious that the FC staff is not united how to do checks on the cost-sharing agreements and their costs.
As the inner rules for project management in LP organization is clearly set and procedures of project implementation is known, we are quite confident that performance of management was good.


	10.3 Any changes or other recommendations for the future

	What would you change in the future and which recommendations would you give to future projects?

	The main thing in the implementation of the projects is effective communication in all levels – within the project partners and with the responsible authorities. The attendance of the yearly seminars of the Programme should be mandatory.
The important aspect for smooth project implementation is the allocation of roles and responsibilities (such as communication package leading, content things, management etc.).
Evaluate future partnership and see if all partners have enough interest and finance support to involve in the project. 


	11 Co-operation with the programme authorities 

	How do you evaluate co-operation with the authorities of the Estonia-Latvia programme?

What kind of feedback would you like to give about their work at the different stages of your project’s lifetime (information, events and consultations; contracting and kick-off; implementation and finalisation; any other matter)? 

	11.1 Co-operation with Joint Secretariat (JS)

	Communication with JS was provided by the LP.
The cooperation with the JS was on everyday basis very good, effective, the officers were well prepared and professional. The JS officers were easy to reach on the phone and on e-mails.
We would like to propose that the face to face seminars by the Programme should be organized at least once a year to discuss the reporting, FAQ, frequent errors, application of the Programme rules. The forms for reporting are there, but there are no separate guidelines or checklists how detailed to fill them (specially, requests of changes and the consolidated reports). There could be more examples on filling them. We think, that some of questions on the reports are too specific from JS. 
Based on the deadlines set in the Programme Manual and subsidy contract, re-imbursements are expected by the project partners in maximum 5 months after the end of a reporting period. This maximum 5-month period is used by partners to plan their cash flow and fulfil implementation obligations coming from application form and agreements. Slow processing of partner and progress 

reports mean that re-imbursements of ERDF funds are made in 7-11 months (!!!) after the end of a reporting period. Projects end date is 31.08.2019., but still we still struggle with the 7th PR and Final report in the April 2020.


	11.2 Co-operation with the Managing Authority (MA)

	The cooperation overall was good, but we have some remarks on that we felt throughout the Project implementation period the lack of human resources of the MA/CA (sometimes also FC) , the processing the very well controlled reports should have been more effective and faster. In some cases, it took more than 1 month to MA and CA process out the payment to the LP. There was a joint letter in 2018 prepared to the MA from the Leading partners of the Est-Lat programme Projects about the delays of the processing of the reports.
=======

About slow processing of partner and progress reports by the programme authorities of the Estonia – Latvia Programme – LP LETTER 21 November 2018 

Dear ladies and gentlemen working for the benefit of the Estonia – Latvia Programme, 

We, lead partners of Estonia-Latvia Programme, are writing to you because you share the responsibility for good functioning of the Estonia – Latvia Programme! 

We are deeply concerned about very lengthy process of approval of partner and progress reports by the authorities of the ESTLAT programme. In the projects led by our organizations, the control process of reports and re-imbursement of EU funding to partners have increasingly become lengthier. For many projects, the actual time from the end of reporting period till re-imbursement of funds is 7-11 months. As a comparison the length of the reporting period is 4 months. 

As the latest development in slowing down the report control process, the Managing Authority (MA) has started to redo the work of financial controllers (at least for Estonian partner reports). This action has made the already long MA control process even longer. 

One of the main regulating documents stating the main rights and obligations of the Estonia – Latvia Programme partners and the MA is the subsidy contract. Based on the article 4 of that contract, the MA has to make a payment to a lead partner’s accounts within 1 (one) month after the receipt of the progress report from Joint Secretariat. Our experience shows, that in reality it has lately been exceeded for most of the projects. In majority of cases the period, when the project is in hands of the MA is already 2 to 3 months(!). 

It is a huge problem and very difficult for the project partners, because by the time the progress report reaches the MA, the project partners have already waited for over 4-5 months and are expecting very speedy re-imbursement. This is caused by the fact that processing of the partner reports at Estonian and Latvian financial control bodies before the progress report phase is often also delayed. 

Based on the deadlines set in the Programme Manual and subsidy contract, re-imbursements are expected by the project partners in maximum 5 months after the end of a reporting period. This maximum 5-month period is used by partners to plan their cash flow and fulfil implementation obligations coming from application form and agreements. Slow processing of partner and progress 

reports means that re-imbursements of ERDF funds are made in 7-11 months (!!!) after the end of a reporting period. 

Lately, it has become a common practise that the programme bodies disrespect the deadlines set for them by the Programme Manual and subsidy contracts. 

It spoils the image of the Programme in the eyes of the current and possible future project partners, and it has a serious negative effect on the efficient implementation of the projects. Among other things, the activities are delayed due to lack of finances, service providers do not offer their services due to unpaid invoices, staff members are not paid salaries in time, etc. 

We would like you to bring an end to this practice. 

As you share the responsibility for good functioning of the EST-LAT Programme, we ask you to: 

1) demand from the programme bodies (especially financial controllers and the MA) to respect the deadlines set for them in the programme manual and subsidy contract; 

2) request regular overviews from those bodies about their performance on meeting the deadlines; 

3) make those regular 

========
Communication with MA was provided by the LP.


	11.3 Co-operation with Financial control bodies (FCs)

	KPR INPUT: The cooperation overall was good, but we have some remarks on that:
1) Latvian FC asks questions to the partners, that they are not responsible that have to be asked to partners that are responsible for that – for example:
Latvian FC question to the Project partner: Please reflect whether you have received the payment from the Lead Partner and please submit the account statement! 

In this case: why FC didn’t receive this info from the MA/CA or the Lead Partner? According to good governance principles public institutions are obliged to exchange the information among themselves, not to bother the final beneficiaries/ the client. The information given from another institution is more reliable than of the client.
The same case with cost-sharing agreements – the questions about the outputs are sent to all the cost-sharing agreement parties, but the cost-sharing agreement point 3.7.p. says ...(...) The implementing partner divides the costs of the contract between the relevant partners according to the breakdown indicated in Annex 1 of the Agreement and submits all relevant contracting and tender documents to respective financial control body.
2) FC approval of the Partner reports have taken in average 3-4 months, in some worst cases 5-6 months. We as LP were not aware and were not informed, how we could help to solve the situation. We are sure that many of the question could be solved with phone calls and effective information exchange between the FC and the project partner.
3) Partners were asked to apply stickers to each purchased items nevertheless the posters in the premises (Airīte, Aizpute, Oviši cases);
4) There occurred some cases when JS found irregular expenditure (HWM case – overspending, etc.)

We are sure that the face to face seminars by the Programme and FC should be organized at least once a year to discuss the reporting, FAQ, frequent errors, application of the Programme rules. In this event 1st level controllers should be present also with their observations and should be open to discussion.
Overall FLC response and questions were relevant, some of reporting periods checking the report and certificate issue was too slow. 

	11.4 Co-operation with the National Responsible authorities (NRAs)

	KPR INPUT: no cooperation occurred

	11.5 Co-operation with the Audit Authority (AA)

	KPR INPUT: Up to now we had one AA audit (VARAM audit number 23-2019/12/DR) about the expenditure – FINAL AUDIT REPORT 16.10.2019.:  
Audit scope: RP 1.1 –RP 3.1;

Audited amount: EUR 34 076.12 (ERDF – EUR 28 964.70);

Period: 01/05/2017- 30/04/2018

Audit outcome: Based on the audit work performed, the auditors have obtained reasonable assurance that the expenditure declared is in all material aspects legal and regular and in compliance with the programme rules. 

Audit opinion: There is no ineligible expenditure identified. There are no findings in the audit.

The cooperation with the AA was effective, auditors were well prepared and professional (using checklists and available information in eMS etc. before the meeting with us)

VPR INPUT:  VARAM internal audit 
Period: 01/05/2017 – 30/04/2019 

The declared total costs: 88 218,41 (including ERDF co-financing)
Auditing period: June- September. The result: There is no ineligible expenditure.


	12 Communication channels and means of the programme

	How useful and user-friendly have you found the programme website www.estlat.eu?

	Very well – we used the website quite often for collecting news and information necessary for the implementation 

	How useful and user-friendly have you found the programme Youtube channel?

	Never used it

	How useful and user-friendly have you found the programme Facebook page?

	Very well – we used the website quite often for collecting news and information about the events and news of the Programme, the Programmes information officer spread also important news from our project.


	13 Communication of the project

	What were the main challenges to reach out to media? Were the projects’ results interesting to media? In your opinion, does the INTERREG as brand work in project promotion?

	The good news is that media were very interested in the new travel tradition, the route in Latvia and Estonia created and the new tourism product, especially of 9 new sites created in the industrial heritage tourism offer and 16 sites are revived. Many regional media eagerly wrote and reflected about the new route - overall that 25 industrial heritage buildings and sites in Estonia and Latvia from underdeveloped (some of them were even abandoned) objects are transformed into really exiting tourism objects, providing the value added for the regions and people. There were many articles in the national sites as well as regional media (TV, radio, local communities’ websites, regional media, see the 2 section).
The media are not eager to reflect the financial instruments, because ordinary people do not focus on that information, therefore the leading regional partners were always reminding the media to use the logos of the programme and the information of the Project.
We had great communication and marketing specialists that reached out for TV broadcast (Live Riga) popular internet media and news channels.  Great input in the project result was given form ESTLAT programme also by making publications in program web page and FB. 


	14 Evaluation of the programme

	14.1 Strong points

	Please name the strong points of the Estonia-Latvia programme.

	We would like to stress that all institutions are based on human resources and we were really pleased to cooperate with numerous institution representatives that were very motivated, forthcoming, very well trained.
The strong points of the programme: the programme provide joint activities such as soft activities (experience, establish a network, etc) and investments in infrastructure activities.

	14.2 Weak points

	Please name the weak points of the Estonia-Latvia programme.

	To our mind, there are too many institutions involved and therefore it may be confusing to the Project implementers and the beneficiaries. The cross-border cooperation is slower because of different legislation and approaches of institutions in each country (for example, de minimis rules in Latvia and Estonia, Procurement, etc.) the questions asked and checked by the FC to Latvian and Estonian beneficiaries may vary. It is absolutely obvious that the Estonian and Latvian financial control is different extent (Latvian side is more detailed, more supporting documents are required).
We experienced major financial flow delays because of human capacity of the MA, CA, FC. In fact, for the project partners and final beneficiaries its really confusing that in the management and control system of the Programme are so many different institutions involved and sometimes similar requests are coming from different sides:
Joint Secretariat (JS) 
Monitoring Committee (MC) 

Managing Authority (MA)  +  Certifying authority.
Financial Control (FC) 

National Responsible Authorities (NRA) 

Group of Auditors (GoA) 

Information about potential irregularities, frauds or corruption OLAF.
In addition, its obvious that there are more institutions that can come for controls to the Project partners – State control, Procurement monitoring bureau, Audit Authority from the Ministry of Finance.
We would like to propose that the face to face seminars by the Programme should be organized at least once a year to discuss the reporting, FAQ, frequent errors, application of the Programme rules and the institutions and their functions involved. In this event 1st level controllers should be present also with their observations and should be open to the discussion about the extent and content of the supporting documents.
Differing legislation bases in Latvia and Estonia create barriers in the implementation process, for example, de minimis forms, that require a lot of efforts to obtain these forms from the private companies, but these de minimis forms requirement is not required/controlled from Latvian side responsible institutions. Within the implementation time there is a need to have seminars about this aspect of the reporting. For the project partners its really confusing that 1st level controllers did not ask any de minimis forms, but Joint Secretariat asked several months after the end of the respective reporting period.


	15 Durability of the project’s achievements

	15.1 Institutional and financial

	Please explain how the institutional and financial durability of the project’s achievements will be ensured?

	The durability of the industrial heritage route tourism product is ensured through the marketing of the product via existing channels. During the project – industrial heritage as a product (5 thematic routes) is created and project developed information incorporated and linked into national tourism portals, local and regional information channels. The information and/or banners of the industrial heritage route in the sites, regional tourism players, municipalities webpages are included as far as possible and are linked with the created industrial heritage route webpage to promote the route locally, regionally and internationally (see the 2nd section of this report).
All 5 regional partners are responsible for the maintenance of the Projects achievements (see next section). 
The LP is responsible for the overall maintenance of the brand and the created webpage within the project  https://industrialheritage.travel/  and the Facebook account “Industrial heritage for tourism”. The regional partners decided to ensure jointly the maintenance on the website for 5 years (cost-sharing agreement) and all participate in the maintenance of the website and the FB profile, updating the information, adding new objects, spreading news from their regions. The sites are able to benefit from the network and the information channels (website, FB), as well as use the created high-quality photos, videos, texts for their marketing. 

LP is responsible also for the LET part from the 01.01.2021., because LET has informed about their decisions to shut down their NGO not later than 31.12.2020. Therefore, the LP is already starting rearranging the West-Estonian site and tourism information contacts with the goal to keep the communication and the route alive in western part of Estonia.
Sites are responsible for their tourism offers, they upgrade and improve their tourism offer according to the needs of the nowadays modern visitors.


	15.2 Responsibility for maintaining the achievements

	Please describe how, when and by whom will the achievements be used and maintained now that the project has been finalised?

	All regional partners – KPR, VPR, RPR, LET, SALET and industrial heritage sites are continuing cooperation after the project. Regional partners organizations agreed in the last meeting on ideas and activities to ensure, that created network and industrial heritage 5 thematic routes are visible and available also after the project such as industrial heritage weekends and webpage maintenance. 

All 5 regional partners are responsible for the maintenance of the Projects – the new travel tradition, the route in Latvia and Estonia created and the new tourism product. The KPR (LP) is responsible for the overall maintenance of the brand and the created webpage within the project  https://industrialheritage.travel/  and the Facebook account “Industrial heritage for tourism”. The webpages maintenance is ensured for the next 5 years. The regional partners participate in the maintenance of the website and the FB profile, updating the information, adding new objects, spreading news from their regions.
In fact, everyone can use the achievements of the project. The route is available through the website, FB profile and the guide book for everyone and can be used and accessed any time.
Moreover, regional partners decided keeping the created industrial heritage network in Latvia and Estonia alive through Industrial heritage weekends. Additionally, the work on the including 3 new objects and upgrading the existing information about 12 Estonian and 7 Latvian industrial heritage objects in the platform of the European route of Industrial heritage - erih.net.  
All the sites are the members and beneficiaries of the created industrial heritage network. The members of network are doing cross marketing for each other from own websites (banners and stories in the webpages) and through Facebook page. This ensures sustainability of industrial heritage network and leads for further marketing activities and promotion among sites of the network. Moreover, this network does not include sites only in the project but other similar sites as well – regional partners are working further to expand the network. The travel operators also are able to sell specific tourism route for people with specific interest (see the latest cross posting examples on FB – ERIH - European Route of Industrial heritage, Spectūrisms).  
The created new travel tradition of exploring the industrial heritage sites all over Latvia and Estonia as well as new yearly event – industrial heritage weekend - has been introduced on the calendar of the events in Latvia and Estonia will be continued further on. The sites are able to benefit from the network and the information channels (website, FB), as well as use the created high-quality photos, videos, texts for their marketing.
Sites are responsible for their tourism offers, they upgrade and improve their tourism offer according to the needs of the nowadays modern visitors.
LP is responsible also for the LET part from the 01.01.2021., because LET has informed about their decisions to shut down their NGO not later than 31.12.2020. Therefore, the LP is already starting rearranging the West-Estonian site and tourism information contacts with the goal to keep the communication and the route alive in western part of Estonia.


	15.3 Ownership of the product

	Please explain who will own the products/brand developed under the specific objectives 1.2 and 2.1.

	Lead partner – KPR owns the visual identity, but all partners, including regional partners and sites are using and will be able to use also further the visual identity to promote the industrial heritage beyond the project. The regional partners participate in the maintenance of the brand, the website and the FB profile, updating the information, adding new objects, spreading news from their regions. The webpage is linked together with the FB account, last news of the FB are appearing in the first page of the website.


	16 Future of the partnership

	Please describe if and how you will continue the co-operation beyond the project. 

If you do not plan to continue the cross-border partnership established by the project, please indicate the reasons.

	Close cooperation between sites and regional partners is continued by preparing and submitting various project applications for further cooperation in other Projects. For example, we already have one more  Project application approved within Estonia-Latvia Programme EstLat156 “Military heritage”, where KPR, RPR, SALM and LNVV are partners again and the communication and cooperation is successfuly continued in both areas. Other partners are also ready for further cooperation and inform about their news and developments.
The network continues the amazing tradition of the industrial heritage weekend further on also in September 2019 after the Project end date. We jointly have organized the Industrial heritage weekend in Estonia and Latvia 2019 as a proof of the sustainability of the created tourism product. The sites are eager to continue this as tradition and even new sites are joining step-by-step (for example, Ārlavas bānītis in weekend 2019). 
Taking into account the current Covid-19 situation, it is already clear that this year 2020 the industrial heritage weekend event must be postponed to the next year, but the partners of the network are eager to continue the tradition after Covid-19 situation settles.



	17 Any other comments, proposals or suggestions

	We would like to propose that the face to face seminars by the Programme should be organized at least once a year to discuss the reporting, FAQ, frequent errors, application of the Programme rules. In this event 1st level controllers should be present also with their observations and should be open to discussion. 
We are lacking of checklists for the reporting, requests of changes, that could be as everyday help for the compiling reports and requests of changes to avoid the same errors and deficiencies.
We suggest that the eMS should be made more user friendly (suggestions see in 7 section)



	Confirmation by the lead partner
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