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The aim of the consultation

The aim of the consultations was to evaluate the
implementation of the INTERREG LT-PL programme in the
LT-PL border regions by identifying challenges and
opportunities for improvement, assessing the regions'
needs, and proposing relevant priority directions for its
future development beyond 2027.
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Consultation timetable 
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Consultation – 6 methods of collecting info
• 7 consultation events (LT & PL)
• 13 in-depth interviews
• 257 valid surveys (140 

stakeholders, 117 residents)
• Broad representation: 

policymakers, NGOs, youth, 
communities
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Consultation with >400 stakeholders & residents
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Special attention to youth



Youth Perspectives
• Positive about cooperation, easy in 

English
• Interested in shared history & 

identity
• Concerns: education, emigration, 

mental health
• Recommendation: make Youth 

Cooperation a distinct programme 
priority



• collaboration with 
neighbours

• easier interaction
• better travel 

opportunities

• weaker transport 
services

• organizations 
differ

Living near border



Stakeholder Perception of INTERREG

• 90%: programme highly valuable
• Key benefits: strengthens organizations, 

fosters collaboration, addresses 
regional challenges



What works well
• Healthcare 
• Tourism 
• Social integration 
• Infrastructure
• Joint amateur activities
• Mass sports projects 

highly rated

What needs improvement
• Excessive bureaucracy 

(applications, reporting)
• Lack of advance payments → 

NGOs struggle
• Long reimbursements & 

evaluation delays
• Language barriers & partner 

search difficulties



Cooperation priorities

• Security & Civil Protection 
• Tourism
• Infrastructure (water, transport, 

waste, cycling paths)
• Environment
• Business collaboration



Dream Projects – Stakeholders & Residents
• Cross-border tourism routes 

(Nemunas, Vistula, cycling, water)
• Healthcare equipment & joint services
• Youth entrepreneurship hubs
• Security infrastructure & emergency 

training
• Cultural heritage restoration & creative 

industries



Thematic Recommendations
• Security & Civil Protection: small-

scale infrastructure, preparedness
• Youth, Health, Inclusion, Tourism, 

Entrepreneurship
• Innovation & Digitalization

(telemedicine, transport, education)
• Cultural heritage & wellness projects



Programme 
Implementation 
Recommendations



Offers Ensuring 
Sustainability
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How do the results compare to the 
overall results 

collected by Interreg programs?



Comparative Table of Interreg Recommendations
Theme

Interreg LT–PL Harvesting 
Report (2024)

Post-2027 Interreg EU-wide 
Harvesting Report (2025)

Proposal for ERDF/Interreg
Regulation 2028–2034 (2025)

Administrative 
simplification

Strong emphasis on excessive 
bureaucracy, long reimbursement 
periods, complex applications. 
Simplification and faster processes 
ranked as top priority (>70% 
respondents).

Simplification, flexibility, and innovation 
identified as central principles for future 
Interreg. Stress on simple administration 
and local relevance.

Explicit objective: proportionality and 
simplification of rules. Notes previous ex-
post evaluation showed potential to 
expand simplified cost options.

Financing & advance 
payments

Major barrier: lack of advance funding, 
particularly for NGOs and small 
organisations. Recommendation: 
introduce pre-financing.

Demand for easier access to funding and 
sustainability of projects. “Dream 
projects” include financial flexibility and 
longer-term perspectives.

Proposes proportional, targeted use of 
ERDF & Cohesion Fund. Less focus on 
advances but stresses better 
coordination of EU/national funding.

Priority thematic areas

Security & civil protection (esp. at 
external borders), infrastructure (roads, 
cycling paths, water/waste), health & 
social inclusion, cultural heritage, youth 
exchanges.

Climate change, environment, 
competitiveness, transport, security, 
culture, education, social cohesion, 
democratic values. More 
horizontal/strategic.

Cohesion objectives: reduce disparities, 
support reforms, invest in green 
transition, innovation, territorial 
cooperation. Less detail on local 
projects, more on systemic impact.



Comparison of consultations and Interreg sources

Overlap (≈70–80%): All three sources call for simplification, better financing
mechanisms, stronger partnerships, and thematic focus on green transition,
inclusion, and youth.
Differences:

LT–PL report – highly concrete, operational, border-specific needs
(infrastructure, health, tourism, partner search, advance payments).
EU-wide harvesting – broader thematic clusters (climate, democracy,
culture, education), stronger role for youth and citizen engagement.
Regulation proposal – legal/strategic framing: ensuring cohesion,
synergies with other EU policies, proportionality, long-term structural
reforms.



Thank you
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