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AP		Autonomous Province
FDI		Foreign Direct Investments
GDP 		Gross domestic product
IPA		Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance
IPA III CBC 	IPA III Cross-border Cooperation Programme
NUTS		Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Statistics 
NUTS 3 		Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Statistics (Romania: counties – Serbia: districts)
SMEs 		Small and medium enterprises
TA 		Territorial Analysis 
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[bookmark: _Toc383415698]Introduction
This Territorial Analysis (TA) provides an overview of the programme area and the framework – key conditions and constraints – for the strategic planning process for the IPA III CBC Programme Romania Serbia. 
The Analysis relies on information obtained from various sources, including primary and secondary sources alike. The foundation of the analysis has been established using statistical data, and then its content has been further complemented and enriched based on information from analysis of county and district level documents; analysis of documentation delivered from national and local level sources, both in Romania and Republic of Serbia; relevant inputs from the evaluation of the current (2014-2020) Romania-Serbia CBC Programme carried out in 2019. 
The availability of comparable and homogenous statistical information at the level of NUTS3 units in the two countries represented a relevant constraint for the level of detail that could be achieved. Secondary sources, and studies, surveys carried out by international and national organizations were used to complement, and enrich, the basic statistical information available.
The main components of the territorial analysis include the following: 
· Programme area administrative and geography description;
· Social and demographic structure and dynamics;
· Labour market and social inclusion;	
· Health services;
· Public infrastructure and transport;
· Environmental resources and infrastructure;	
· Tourism;
· Education, research and innovation, smart specialization;
· The current CBC programme Romania Serbia 2014-2020;
· Other EU and national programmes in the area;
[bookmark: _Toc378857133][bookmark: _Toc383415699]Eligible area
	· 9 NUTS 3 units are included in the area, 6 districts in Serbia and 3 counties in Romania.
· The area is in the core of the Danube basin and of the European Danube macro region[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  EUSDR – EU Strategy for Danube Region] 

· The population number is balanced on the two sides of the border.
· The geography of the programme area is complex and heterogeneous-plains in the north (the Banat) and in the south east of the eligible territory but also larger mountain areas of the Southern Carpathians range. The Danube produces many challenges and hence opportunities for cooperation. Other smaller rivers crossing area have relevant impact: Tisa, Timiș, Cerna, Caraș Nera. 



The programme area for the programming period 2014-2020 under the IPA CBC programme Serbia Romania included three counties of Romania, and the six districts of the Republic of Serbia. 
The programme area is at the centre of the European Danube Macro Region. The two partner countries include a large share of the river basin, their total surface representing 10% of the basin in Serbia and 29% in Romania[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  http://www.icpdr.org/main/danube-basin/countries-danube-river-basin ] 

The total area is 40.596 sq.km (53,1% in Romania/ 46,9% in Serbia), including the Romanian counties Timiş, Caraş-Severin and Mehedinţi, and the Serbian districts (Severno Banatski, Srednje Banatski, Južno Banatski, Braničevski, Borski, Podunavski). 

[image: D:\cbc\TA Poduniavski\harti\Eligible areas_May2014.jpg]
Map 2‑1 The programme area of the Romania Serbia IPA CBC Programme

The programme area is split in two NUTS2 regions in Romania, and two NUTS2 regions in Serbia.
The administrative division of Serbia and Romania is different regarding the size of municipalities where in Romania, the average size of municipality is 100 km2 and average of 91.308 inhabitants and in Serbia is 595 km2 and average of 36.683 inhabitants which can create some misbalance in comparability of some statistical data on municipal level.
In Serbia, the three Banat districts belong to the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina, an administrative entity classified as NUTS2 statistical region according to the law 46/2010, which has revised the territorial statistical units in Serbia according to the EU criteria. The Braničevski, Borski and Podunavski districts belong to the NUTS2 statistical region of Southern and Eastern Serbia. 
In Romania, Mehedinți County belongs to the development region South West. The two counties of Caraș-Severin and Timiș belong to the development region West.
	Country
	NUTS 3 units:
	Administrative status
	Capital city / Seats of districts

	Romania
	Timiş
	County (Judeţ) (NUTS2 West)
	Timișoara

	
	Caraş-Severin
	County (Judeţ) (NUTS2 West)
	Reșița

	
	Mehedinţi
	County (Judeţ) (NUTS2 South West)
	Drobeta Turnu-Severin

	Republic of Serbia
	Severno-Banatski
	Severno Banatski (part of Vojvodina Autonomous Province, NUTS2[footnoteRef:3]) [3:  According to the Law 46/2010 http://www.mrrls.gov.rs/sites/default/files/attachment /UREDBA%20O%20NOMENKLATURI%20STATISTICKIH%20TERITORIJALNIH%20JEDINICA%20latinica.pdf Last accessed January 2014.] 

	Kikinda

	
	Srednje-Banatski
	Srednje Banatski (part of Vojvodina Autonomous Province NUTS2)
	Zrenjanin

	
	Južno-Banatski
	Južno Banatski (part of Vojvodina Autonomous Province NUTS2)
	Pančevo

	
	Braničevski
	District (part of South East Serbia Region NUTS2)
	Požarevac

	
	Borski
	District(part of South East Serbia Region NUTS2)
	Bor

	
	Podunavski
	District(part of South East Serbia Region NUTS2)
	Smederevo


Table 2‑1 Programme area
The eligible territory in Republic of Serbia represents 20,8% of the total, a larger share than in Romania, were the three eligible counties represent just 9% of the national territory.
The length of the border in the eligible territories between Romania and Republic of Serbia is 546 km, out of which 290 km (53,1%) on the Danube river. The length of the border in the programme area represents 26% of the external borders of Republic of Serbia, and 17% of the external borders of Romania. 
Along this common border there are 5 constantly operating road border crossings and 2 constantly operating railroad crossings. Also, there are 6 fluvial ports in Serbia, and 3 on the Romanian shore.
According to the 2011 census[footnoteRef:4], a population of roughly 2,4 million live in the programme area, that represents roughly 9% of the total combined national populations of Romania and Republic of Serbia. Based on the most recent estimations, in the programme area it is produced roughly 7.5 % of the GDP of the combined national GDP of the two countries. [4:  NIS Serbian Census 2011.] 

The geography of the region is complex and heterogeneous. The Banat Plains extend in the North in the Serbian Districts and Timiș County. Moving to South-East, transition hills between the plains and mountains lead to the centre occupied by the Southern Carpathians range, with Banat Mountains, Țarcu-Godeanu Mountains and Cernei Mountains and elevations between 600 and 2100 meters in Caraș Severin district. The Danube flows in the South Banat plains, at the border with the Braničevski district, and it reaches the border between Romania and Serbia in the vicinity of Baziaș in Romania. In Romania, Timiș, Cerna, Caraș and Nera rivers cross the counties, some of them through spectacular valleys and gorges. The Bega (Begej) channel, connected to the Rhine – Danube network, is an important element of the network of cross-border waterways and irrigation systems.
Between the southern Carpathian Mountains and the north-western foothills of the Balkan Mountains, the Danube flows through the Iron Gates gorges (Iron Gates is another name of Đerdapska gorge and it is stretching for 98 km, from Golubac to Simska gorge. The Đerdap water gate is half on Romanian and half on Serbian side. The Romanian side of the gorge constitutes the Iron Gates natural park, whereas the Serbian part constitutes the Đerdap national park. In the South East is the Western end of the Southern Carpathians. In the Borski district are Veliki Krš, Mali Krš and Stol mountains, dominated by karst formations, and are collectively known as "Gornjanski kras”. In Romania are the Mehedinţi Mountains with heights of up to 1500 m. The heights decrease towards the South East, passing through the hills to a high plain to the Western end of the Romanian Plain.
Another key feature of the border area is that for a considerable part of its length (more than 50%), the border is constituted by the Danube River. This is a major factor influencing the areas for development and provides specific challenges and cooperation opportunities, including in connection with the EU Strategy for Danube Region.

2.1 Danube river - underpinning factor for cross-border cooperation actions (EUSDR)
The EU Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR) provides an overall framework for parts of Central and South East Europe area aiming at fostering integration and integrative development. The Danube Region covers 14 countries (Germany, Austria, the Slovak Republic, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovenia, Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Republic of Moldova and Ukraine). Thus, the Danube Region encompasses the entire Programme area.
The Strategy includes four pillars: 
(1) Connecting the Danube Region, 
(2) Protecting the environment in the Danube Region, (3) Building prosperity in the Danube Region and 
(4) Strengthening the Danube Region.
It is accompanied by a “rolling” Action Plan breaking down eleven Priority Areas into actions and project examples. The proposed list of the strategic actions were taken into account in the Programme strategy. 
The relations between the programme area and the Danube Region can be analysed in the following main fields: mobility, energy, environment, risks, and socio-economic development. 
In all these fields of interaction challenges and opportunities can be identified, according to the scale of the phenomena, local, regional or international, and according to the main driving factors, like the global environmental changes or the international tourism markets for example. 
In some areas a strong interdependency between the programme area and the larger Danube region can be identified. These areas are dominated by international and interregional factors, with impacts that largely overcome the regional dimension. Some examples: reduction and prevention of pollution of land, water and air by industrial and urban sources, control and mitigation of environmental risks, development of the integration of the European Transport Networks. In these areas the action of the project partners should be focused on the integration of the local actions with the strategies at the level of Danube region.
In other areas, interventions do not entirely depend, but can benefit from cooperation at the larger Danube regional level. Among these areas, the preservation of environmental resources, biodiversity, landscape; development of renewable energy sources, increase of accessibility and connectivity, reduction of localized pollution sources, promotion of smart innovation initiatives can be mentioned as potential beneficiary of the cross-border cooperation actions.

2.2 EUSAIR
The EU Strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian Region (EUSAIR) is a macro-regional strategy which provides an overall framework for Adriatic-Ionian Region countries (Croatia, Greece, Italy, Slovenia, Albania, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia and stakeholders.
The general objective of the EUSAIR is to promote economic and social prosperity and growth in the region by improving its attractiveness, competitiveness and connectivity, and it addresses common challenges and opportunities in four thematic areas/ pillars:
1- Blue Growth
2- Connecting the Region
3- Environmental Quality
4- Sustainable Tourism
The Action Plan of the Strategy should be implemented by mobilising and aligning all available EU, international, national and private funding of relevance for the four pillars and the specific topics identified under each pillar. Thus, the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund as well as Horizon 2020, which targets Blue Growth as one of its focus areas for RTD, can lend key support to implementation of actions and projects under Pillar 1. Of high relevance for Pillar 2, the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) 2014-2020 supports the development of high-performing, sustainable and efficiently interconnected trans-European networks in the field of transport, energy and digital services. The Facility focuses on projects with high EU added value, such as building missing cross-border links and removing bottlenecks along main trans-European transport corridors. The CEF creates significant leverage and attracts additional public and private funding through the use of innovative financial instruments, notably EU project bonds. CEF financing for actions in pre-accession countries can be granted if these actions are necessary for implementing projects of common interest. CEF coordination with the Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme as well as with the Cohesion and Structural Funds will be central. The Commission has proposed that important parts of the budget of the ESIF for 2014-2020 be dedicated to projects related to energy, transport and ICT infrastructure. As for Pillar 3, funds under the LIFE programme are open also to non-Member States. This programme explicitly mentions cross-border actions and includes mitigation as well as an adaptation pillar. Pillar 4 may, among others, benefit from the COSME programme for SMEs.
Opportunities to generate stronger strategic synergies between EUSAIR and national-level EU-programming, regional or sector initiatives include the integration of EUSAIR priorities in the framework of large impact projects with multiplier effects and/ or coordinated projects. Several programmes can contribute to the funding of these coordinated projects and thus the effects will be multiplied and the impact of the EU funding on the ground will be more visible.

[bookmark: _Toc378857134][bookmark: _Toc383415700]Social and demographic structure and Dynamics
	· Similar number of inhabitants on the two sides of the border;
· Population unequally distributed, with low density in rural areas and in the mountains, higher density in planes in the North and West Banat Planes;
· Just one urban pole, Timișoara, inside the area. Two urban poles in Serbia very close to the edge of the programme area (Novi Sad and Belgrade); 
· Most of the regions predominantly rural, in the South East remote rural, especially considering the limited access to large urban poles;
· For the Serbian side of the border, it is visible an increase of the number of large municipalities, acting as attraction poles for the population concentrated in small villages, compared to 2007-2019;
· Numerous ethnic minorities in the area, large communities of Hungarians in the North, Roma communities present in all areas. Romanian communities especially in the Centre and South of programme area in Serbia, and Serbian communities in Timiș and Caras Severin;
· Decline of population is the main structural process in the whole programme area, all Serbian territories and most of Romanian loosing population, often more than 10% in a decade;
· Demographic trend is negative in most areas, limited positive trends in Timiș county, due to migration;
· Most of the migration flows are directed outside of the programme area, limited share of migration is directed to metropolitan area of Timisoara in the eligible in Romania;
· Serious aging of the population as a consequence of emigration and natural decline, especially in the rural areas, and in the South East


The population in the programme area is almost evenly split in the two countries, according to the demographic data: the resident population on the Romanian side of the programme area was in 2017 of 1.226.779[footnoteRef:5], while for the Serbian side the population was of 1.070.996[footnoteRef:6]. [5:  RO NSI , Tempo online - POP 105 A - 2017]  [6:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 

Thus, within the border area, approximate 53.4% of the population is living in Romania, and approximately 46.6% is living in Republic of Serbia. 



	Reference year
	Romania
	% out of the total population of the programme area
	Serbia
	%% out of the total population of the programme area

	2011
	1.244.509
	52.2%
	1.137.179
	47.7%

	2017
	1.226.779
	53.4%
	1.070.996
	46.6%


The resident population follows a downward trend and has been decreasing from 2,584 million in 2002 to 2,297 million in 2017, with a steep decline in the last years due to both negative migratory and demographic balance. The decrease in the total number of the population is more obvious on the Serbian side of the border, thus changing also the ratio between Romanian population and Serbian population at programme area level.
At national level, ”the demographic trends in the region show a continuous decline over the years mostly due to ageing and net migration. Eurostat data on 'population change' (including natural population change and the crude rate of net migration) gives the following data at national level: Romania (- 6,6 %) and Serbia (- 5,4 %)”.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Cross-Border Orientation Paper for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, p.10] 

Regarding the three counties in Romania, in 2017, only for Timis the population is slightly increasing (due to internal migration from the neighboring counties/regions[footnoteRef:8] and not due to a natural increase of the population), while for the other two counties, the population growth is negative. [8:  Vasile Ghetau, “Dimensiuni teritoriale ale depopulării României. Privire de ansamblu asupra declinului și depopulării în ultimii 30 de ani“, article available here: http://www.contributors.ro/sinteze/dimensiuni-teritoriale-ale-depopularii-romaniei-privire-de-ansamblu-asupra-declinului-%C8%99i-depopularii-in-ultimii-30-de-ani/] 


Graph: Population growth for the Romanian counties (2017)-source [footnoteRef:9] [9:  Vasile Ghetau, “Dimensiuni teritoriale ale depopulării României. Privire de ansamblu asupra declinului șidepopulării în ultimii 30 de ani“, article available here: http://www.contributors.ro/sinteze/dimensiuni-teritoriale-ale-depopularii-romaniei-privire-de-ansamblu-asupra-declinului-%C8%99i-depopularii-in-ultimii-30-de-ani/   
] 

Regarding the Serbian districts, for all six of them the population is decreasing, the most severe situations being in Borski and Branicevski districts:

Graph: Population growth for the Serbian districts (2017)-source [footnoteRef:10] [10:  http://www.stat.gov.rs/, National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 

The programme area has a population density lower than the national level. For the Romanian counties, Timis had the highest population density (85.6[footnoteRef:11] inh/km2), Mehedinti had an intermediate population density (50.8[footnoteRef:12]inh/km2), while Caras-Severin had the lowest population density (39[footnoteRef:13] inh/km2). For comparison, population density in Romania at the beginning of 2017 was 93.2 inhabitants/km2 [footnoteRef:14]. Since the area of counties is not very different in size, population density is, to a large extent, correlated with the size of the population.  [11:  http://www.timis.insse.ro/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Tabel3_judet_2015.htm]  [12:  http://www.mehedinti.insse.ro/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/CAP-2-P0PULATIA.pdf- ]  [13:  http://www.cjcs.ro/data_files/strategii_de_dezvoltare/strategie_dezvoltare_2015.pdf]  [14: http://www.insse.ro/cms/files/Publicatii_2018/05.Tendinte_sociale/social_trends_in_2018_publicatie.pdf] 

For the Serbian districts, in 2017[footnoteRef:15] Severno-banatski, Juznobanatski and Podunavski had the highest population density (66 inh/km2 ), Srednje-banatski and Branicevski had an intermediate population density (54 inh/ km2 and 44 inh/km2 ) and Borski had the lowest population density  from the entire programme area of the Programme, not just from the Serbian side of the border (33 inh/km2 ). [15:  http://www.stat.gov.rs/, National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 

In Serbia, just a few municipalities reach a density above 100/sqkm, while in Romania there are municipalities above 200 /sqkm, including Timișoara and Resita (Map 3.1). 

In the programme area there are only 29 centres with a population larger than 15.000 inhabitants, and just one centre, Timișoara, larger then 200.000, the threshold considered in the OECD and EU methodology for the analysis of the urban – rural structure at regional level. In Serbia Pančevo, Smederevo and Zrenjanin have more than 100.000 inhabitants. For the Serbian side of the border, the increasing number of municipalities over 15.000 inhabitants, compared with 2011 when there were only 9 municipalities of this size, corroborated with a natural decrease of the population, can be explained by an increase of the migration from small villages towards larger municipalities. 

[bookmark: _Toc378857135][bookmark: _Toc383415701]Rurality 
The large majority of territories in the programme area can be considered as rural, due to the low density of the population, and the small size of most of the settlements. The rural areas are strongly differentiated in terms of relevance and productivity of the agricultural sector. In the plains in the Banat area, the rural communities are based on a strong agricultural economy. In the mountains, rurality is associated to a low productivity of agricultural resources, leading to additional difficulties for the economic development and the quality of life of local population. 
Considering rurality at the level of districts and counties, additional criteria can be used to explore characteristics and differences.
According to the criteria used by the Commission for the fifth cohesion report, described in EUROSTAT[footnoteRef:16] the counties in the programme area can be classified as predominantly rural, with the exception of the Timiș County in Romania. Timiș is classified as intermediate rural, because in its case, the population living in rural areas is less the 50% of the total. The EUROSTAT methodology was not yet applied to Serbian districts, but some scientific studies elaborated in recent years, and the statistical information available, can allow a qualitative estimation[footnoteRef:17], that leads to the description of all districts as rural. [16: Eurostat Urban-rural typologies http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Urban-rural_typology]  [17:  For Serbia, among other studies, see: Natalija Bogdanov, David Meredit, Sophia Efstratoglou A typology of rural areas in Serbia. Economic annals Faculty of Economics Vol 177 DOI:10.2298/EKA08177007B] 

However, this basic classification doesn’t highlight some relevant local differences, at the municipal scale, and some additional features especially relevant for the Cross Border Cooperation strategy. 
According to the last Eurostat methodology[footnoteRef:18] that modifies the basic methodology proposed by OECD in the 90’s, the classification of the rural areas is based on two steps. First of all it considers the population density and concentration in urban settlements, and then the share of rural units in the NUTS3 territorial units. In the second step the criteria of accessibility to larger urban centres and services to the rural population is applied to the basic classification. In fact, the accessibility criteria, or “remoteness”, was adopted by OECD[footnoteRef:19] among the criteria for the classification of rural areas in 2009, and has been tested on the EU regions.  [18:  In 2009, the OECD extended its classification to include the remoteness dimension. It followed the approach developed by Dijkstra and Poelman ]  [19:  Lewis Dijkstra and Hugo Poelman Regional Typologies a compilation Regional focus 1/2011 DG Regio] 

Economic and sociological studies carried out at European level have proved that this last classification is powerful in explaining regional disparities and development potential.
The programme partners considered the challenges generated by the rural areas in the previous programming period. The number of projects, simply focused on the theme of rural development, was limited to few units. More numerous are projects that address specific issues related to rural development, like accessibility, capitalization of resources of rural areas in tourism initiatives, such as: Construction of a swimming centre for children and youth in Ghilad village and other initiatives targeting children from disadvantaged groups; Joint football activities between the 2 partners Dumbrava Commune and Sports Association Academy Njers Istvan; Emergency Situation Management Centre in Mosna and procurement of specific intervention equipments and vehicles in Sisesti Commune and other initiatives targeting cross border services for environmental protection; Elaboration of a joint platform for promoting the cross border regions programs and initiatives for preservation folk traditions; Cross border cooperation centre established as a tourism development centre in Kusic and 1 cross border association created with the aim to promote a sustainable tourism in the cross border area from Svinita to Moldova Noua and Bela Crkva with the location in Kusic and traffic tourist signalization in the cross-border region; technical documentation for construction of bicycle paths; Tourism Center for Cultural and Sports Activities; gastronomic fairs, Hiking trails marked and equipped, new promotion instruments for developing the tourism sector: a Romanian Serbian folklore show, a documentary movie and a cross border album with touristic attractions; Rediscovering cultural traditions in Valcani-Čoka border area  as part of the historical Banat; Renovation of the cultural center from Monostur; Construction of the multicultural center from Valcani; Children’s summer camp of folk dances and music from  Monostor; Multicultural Festival of Art and interethnic Tradition of Valcani first edition; 

In Romania, based on the number of permanent resident population, the situation for the 3 counties is as shown in the graph below:

Graph: Urban population for the Romanian districts (2018)-source[footnoteRef:20] [20:  RO NSI , Tempo online - POP 107 A – 2018
] 

As it can be seen, Timiș and Caraș-Severin counties are above the national average when it comes to the percentage of urban population, but in Mehedinti county almost half of the population is living in rural localities. 
For Serbia, as it can be seen, for Severno-banatski, Borski and Juzno-banatski districts are above the national average when it comes to the percentage of urban population, but for Branicevski district the urbanization level is the lowest. 

Graph: Urban population for the Serbian districts (2017)-source[footnoteRef:21] [21:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia   for NUTS3 data and https://www.statista.com/statistics/455920/urbanization-in-serbia, for the national data (2017)] 


[bookmark: _Toc383415702]Ethnic Minorities 
On both sides of the border there are significant ethnic minorities, which include Serbian and Romanian communities in the neighbour country. While the majority of the 18,076 Serbs from Romania lives in Timiș (10.102 % ~1,5) and Caraș Severin county (5036 ~1,7%) (both counties parts of the former Banat territory), the majority of Romanians in the Republic of Serbia lives in South Banat, (18.000), which is more than 60% of all Romanians in Serbia. While in Bor District there are 791 Romanians; in Braničevski district there are 728 Romanians; Vlach national minority lives in Borski District 13.313; and Braničevski district 13.238. In the Banat-districts - the number of Romanians is limited to few units, but in the villages where they are present they still represent a significant potential and a challenge, for the CBC programme.
According to the 2011 census[footnoteRef:22], in the Timiș county, the largest ethnic groups apart from Serbian, were the Hungarians (5.20 % of the population total), and the Roma population (2.20%). In Caraș Severin County, Hungarians (roughly 2%), Germans (1.75%), and Roma (2.50%). In Mehedinți County the largest ethnic group is that of Roma (5%). The others are present with few units. [22:  NIS Romania Population census 2011] 

In the Serbian part of the programme area, the largest ethnic group is that of Hungarians, (11% of the population in the programme area). A large community of Vlachs is present in Braničevski and Borski. 
Apart from the Hungarians, the Roma ethnic group is the one homogeneously present in all counties and districts. The integration of this minority in the labour market, the access to basic services, the access to primary and higher education of the Roma children, are among the most relevant common challenges for the programme.
	
	Romanians
	Vlachs
	Serbian
	Croatians
	Roma
	Hungarians

	Timiş
	 
	 
	1,5%
	0,0%
	2,1%
	5,2%

	Caraş-Severin
	 
	 
	1,7%
	1,7%
	2,5%
	1,0%

	Mehedinţi
	 
	 
	0,1%
	0,0% 
	4,1%
	0,1%

	ROMANIA
	 
	 
	0,1%
	0,0%
	2,9%
	5,7%

	Severno-Banatski
	0,3%
	
	 
	 
	3,2%
	46,1%

	Srednje-Banatski
	2,2%
	
	 
	 
	3,8%
	12,3%

	Južno-Banatski
	6,1%
	
	 
	 
	2,7%
	4,4%

	Podunavski
	0,0%
	0,0%
	
	
	1,6%
	0,0%

	Braničevski
	0,4%
	7,2%
	 
	 
	2,5%
	0,1%

	Borski
	0,6%
	10,7%
	 
	 
	1,8%
	0,0%

	
	0,4%
	0,5%
	 
	 
	2,0%
	3,4%


Table 3‑2 Main Ethnic groups. Percentage on total population (2011)
In the middle of the last decade, as a result of the past conflicts in the Former-Yugoslav Republic, all districts had a significant population of refugees (from Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina) and internally displaced persons (from Kosovo and Metohija); this refugee population was estimated at 5% of the total population, in the following years this percentage declined, leading the population structure closer to that observed before the crisis, but there is still a relevant number of these refugees and internally displaced persons living in those districts, especially in districts situated on the right bank of the Danube.

[bookmark: _Toc378857136][bookmark: _Toc383415703][bookmark: _Toc382757452]Demographic trends
The largest part of the programme area is experiencing a negative demographic trend, because of negative natural balances and migration flows.
Population outflows are directed abroad and to the large metropolitan centres located in the relative proximity or inside the area: the capital as well as Novi Sad in Serbia, Timișoara, Reșița in Romania. 
The variation of the population is very strong, and it is following distinct trends. The population of the whole area has been decreasing dramatically, more than 10% in just 10 years.
The loss of population is not limited to the mountainous and more deprived areas, but it also concerns to the rural areas of the North plains. 
The aggregate trends are the result of different local dynamics. On the Serbian side of the border, in all municipalities of the programme area the population is declining, in some cases at dramatic speed, and a few limited differences can be noticed in the North Western area, where the decline has been slower.
In Romania, on the contrary, there is an evident internal dynamic in the programme area, with some municipalities suffering strong losses of population, both because of the demographic and migratory balances, and some other municipalities reaching even positive demographic balances. 
This model of structural demographic change can be observed in the area of the urban poles, both in the planes around Timișoara, and in the mountains, in the area of Reșița. 
The capacity of these urban poles to attract population is increasing in parallel with recent local economic booming, driven by significant FDIs in the industrial sectors, and to the strengthening of the service sector.
On the contrary, in Serbia, all municipalities, including the bigger cities located inside the programme area, as Zrenjanin, present negative migration balance. In an intermediate position stand vital towns like Vršac, that can be relatively more attractive, due to local industrial development supported also by some FDI, and better quality of services.
As a consequence of the migratory trends, there is a huge number of inhabitants living and working abroad (in EU countries or Switzerland), with familiar economic and social connections in the programme area. This could be considered a common issue and opportunity for cross border cooperation, still not tackled by projects of the programme 2014-2020.
The natural demographic trend contributes to the decline in most of the programme area. 
The main reasons of these trends can be identified in the migration process, which involves for the largest part young adult active persons, which move abroad or outside the programme area, and establish new families there. Also, the natural balance proves that the only area capable to attract population, for temporary and permanent migrations, is that in proximity of Timișoara. In this county a significant number of municipalities present positive migratory and natural balances.

Graph: Ageing dynamic (RO)-source[footnoteRef:23] [23:  RO NSI , Tempo online - POP 105 A – 2016, 2018; Territorial analysis for 2014-2020 for data for 2011.] 





Graph: Ageing dynamic (RS)-source[footnoteRef:24] [24:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia   and https://www.indexmundi.com/serbia/demographics_profile.html] 

The ageing of the population is significant but not homogenous in all territories. The share of elder population is lower in Romania than in Serbia, but the age structure is very heterogeneous in the programme area. The higher indicators of ageing can be observed in the South East of the programme area, in Caraș-Severin and Mehedinți in Romania, and Braničevski and Borski in Serbia. In these areas the indicator is higher than the national. In Timiș county the indicator is the lowest, even lower than the national average, but for the Serbian area, there is no district for which this indicator has a value below the national level.
In the last ten years the aging indicators have increased and this is a challenge, but also an opportunity for developing the” silver economy” (policies and products in order to respond to the ageing population needs). 
In order to identify the capacity of the local communities to remain stable in the long term, and to estimate the impact on potential and needs due to the ageing process, a second indicator has been calculated, in the form of the ratio between the number of persons older than 65 years and the number of children younger than 14. 
The higher the indicator the worst is the perspective of ageing. In the Serbian territory in all municipalities this indicator is higher than 1, meaning that there is more than one person older than 65 per each child younger than 14, and the situation is worst in the South where in most of the municipalities the indicator is higher than 1.8. In Romania the indicator signals a stronger heterogeneity, with municipalities in the South, and in the rural areas, where the indicator reaches levels higher than 2.5 and some towns especially in the North and also the larger centres in the South, where the indicator is lower than 1. 
In the Romanian area, in 2018, only for Timș county this indicator is close to 1 (1.06). For the other two counties, the value of this indicator is 1.43 (Mehedinți) and 1.40 (Caraș-Severin)[footnoteRef:25] [25:  RO NSI , Tempo online - POP 105 A – 2018] 

In the Serbian area, in 2017 the values for this indicator are much lower, compared with the national level (1.27) and also to the levels in Romania. The most severe situation is in Borski and Branicevski districts, where the values are 1.93 and 1.83, meaning that the ageing of the population happens at a higher speed and specific measures to counteract this phenomenon are needed. For the other four districts, the value of this indicator is around 1.39, still above the national level, but much higher that the districts in the South. 
All these phenomena signal an intensive process of structural transformation of the social and demographic structure of the programme area. The younger population and the young families are moving toward the urban poles, inside the programme area in Romania, and in the neighbouring districts in Serbia. The aging of population, and the related decline of the number of active persons in the rural and remote areas, are changing the needs and the potential of these areas, increasing the economic dependency of these communities, and reducing the capacity of development. 
[bookmark: _Toc378857137][bookmark: _Toc383163925][bookmark: _Toc383415704]Economic structure and dynamics
	· The economic development of the whole area, measured with the GDP per capita, is close to the national levels, but the average is the result of strong dualism, specially between North and South, on both sides of the border;
· In Romania, in Timiș the GDP/pc is around 30% higher than the national average, in Caraș-Severin and Mehedinți GDP /pc is 30% lower. 
· In Serbia, in the Vojvodina autonomous province the level of GDP is at the level of Serbia average, while in Braničevski and Borski 40% lower. Among the Banat districts in Voivodina, the North lags behind the others in terms of GDP per capita;
· In the North, the growth pole of Timiș county generates an impact that extends beyond the borders, producing a potential for cross border interactions;
· In the centre, and south east, the comparable level of GDP and the similar structure more bilateral partnership than unilateral flows.


In both countries, the average GDP/pc of the programme area is very close, but smaller than the national average, representing 27% of the EU-28 average for Romanian side and 15% on the Serbian side. However, inside the area the local economic systems are very heterogeneous. 
In Romania, in Timiș the GDP per capita is much larger than the national average, while in Caraș-Severin and Mehedinți, in the mountain area, it is below that threshold. In the Serbian Territory, the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina (APV) has always been amongst the most developed provinces of the country, and it remains, after Belgrade, the most prosperous region, with a GDP per capita above the national average. 
	Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS 3 regions
	
	

	Source of data: Eurostat
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UNIT: Euro per inhabitant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GEO/TIME
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	
	
	
	

	European Union - 28 countries
	26,600
	26,800
	27,700
	29,100
	29,300
	30,000
	
	
	
	

	Romania
	6,600
	7,200
	7,600
	8,100
	8,600
	9,600
	
	
	
	

	Mehedinti
	3,900
	4,000
	4,200
	4,500
	4,900
	:
	
	
	
	

	Caraș-Severin
	5,300
	5,200
	5,300
	6,000
	7,000
	:
	
	
	
	

	Timiș
	8,800
	9,700
	9,700
	10,900
	11,700
	:
	
	
	
	

	Serbia
	:
	:
	:
	5,000
	5,200
	5,600
	
	
	
	

	Region Vojvodine
	:
	:
	:
	5,000
	5,200
	5,600
	
	
	
	

	Region Juzne i Istocne Srbije
	:
	:
	:
	3,200
	3,300
	3,600
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

UNIT: Euro per inhabitant in percentage of the EU average
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GEO/TIME
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	
	
	
	

	European Union - 28 countries
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	
	
	
	

	Romania
	25
	27
	27
	28
	30
	32
	
	
	
	

	Mehedinti
	15
	15
	15
	16
	17
	:
	
	
	
	

	Caras-Severin
	20
	19
	19
	21
	24
	:
	
	
	
	

	Timis
	33
	36
	35
	37
	40
	:
	
	
	
	

	Serbia
	:
	:
	:
	17
	18
	19
	
	
	
	

	Region Vojvodine
	:
	:
	:
	17
	18
	18
	
	
	
	

	Region Juzne i Istocne Srbije
	:
	:
	:
	11
	11
	12
	
	
	
	


On the other hand, the three Banat districts in the programme area represent the less developed component of the AP Vojvodina. Severno-Banatski GDP is lower than that of the other Banat districts. Podunavski, Braničevski and Borski districts lay even below this level.
Compared to the EU average, the GDP per capita reaches the maximum in Timiș, where it is the 40% of the EU level down to the 12% of the South East Serbia. 
Information on sectorial distribution of the GDP is not available at the level of districts and counties, and can only be estimated from secondary variables and indicators. 
A relative concentration of the GDP in the industrial sectors, compared to that average in the two countries, can be estimated, especially due to the vigorous growth of industrial activities in the last decade that led to almost doubling the GDP per capita. 
The share of agricultural product is close to the national levels, but the absolute values are much differentiated, with large productions of intensive agriculture in the planes of Timiș and Banat.
Industrial production is relatively higher than the average in the two countries, as a result of strong specialization in traditional sectors and new clusters, especially in Timiș County.
Metal mining activities are present in both countries but more relevant in Serbia, in the South Eastern part of the eligible territory. 
Service production is concentrated in public and traditional sectors, advanced services, in research and development, in transport and in higher education. A strong concentration of these activities can be noticed in Timiș County. Higher level services are less present in the Serbian programme area, because of the proximity to the large urban poles.
The commercial relations between Romania and Serbia show a balance in favour of Serbia, with the total value of exports at 60% more than the value of imports from Romania. Romania’s total value of exports to Serbia is 37% lower than the value of imports.
The highest values of Serbian exports to Romania can be observed being from food and livestock, manufactured goods and mineral fuels and for imports from manufactured goods, mineral fuels and machinery and transport equipment.
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	Period
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	
	Country
	Romania
	Romania
	Romania
	Romania
	Romania

	
	Data type
	Total, USD thousand
	Total, USD thousand
	Total, USD thousand
	Total, USD thousand
	Total, USD thousand

	Indicator
	Product
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Exports, by SITC rev. 4 sections
	0 - Food and livestock
	   370,065.70 
	 330,349.20 
	  363,784.50 
	 188,985.20 
	      265,242.50 

	
	1 - Beverages and tobacco
	           241.60 
	         461.50 
	       3,440.10 
	     8,272.90 
	         12,291.20 

	
	2 - Crude materials, inedible, except fuels
	     17,805.50 
	   15,608.20 
	     31,768.20 
	   30,803.70 
	         46,986.20 

	
	3 - Mineral fuels, lubricants and related materials
	     84,100.50 
	   34,125.70 
	     48,728.30 
	   51,638.50 
	         88,053.00 

	
	4 - Animal and vegetable oils, fats and waxes
	             56.50 
	         161.00 
	          454.20 
	           42.10 
	              215.90 

	
	5 - Chemicals and related products, not elsewhere specified
	     58,927.50 
	   71,201.90 
	     77,577.50 
	   98,295.80 
	      128,740.10 

	
	6 - Manufactured goods classified by material
	   196,411.20 
	 170,564.10 
	  154,012.50 
	 173,054.40 
	      242,620.40 

	
	7 - Machinery and transport equipment
	     54,685.40 
	   77,673.70 
	  114,541.50 
	 194,648.50 
	      271,695.50 

	
	8 - Miscellaneous manufactured articles
	     46,382.70 
	   44,861.00 
	     56,917.70 
	   70,995.10 
	         83,215.80 

	
	9 - SMTK Rev. 4 Commodities n.e.s. in the SITC Rev. 4
	        1,311.00 
	         615.30 
	          383.80 
	         742.10 
	           1,580.20 

	
	Total
	   829,987.60 
	 745,621.60 
	  851,608.30 
	 817,478.30 
	   1,140,640.80 

	Imports, by SITC rev. 4 sections
	0 - Food and livestock
	     25,859.00 
	   16,870.10 
	     20,873.40 
	   21,028.60 
	         30,408.40 

	
	1 - Beverages and tobacco
	           900.90 
	   11,711.90 
	     13,857.00 
	   12,414.20 
	         14,255.50 

	
	2 - Crude materials, inedible, except fuels
	     23,890.50 
	   20,249.80 
	     14,670.20 
	   47,485.40 
	         13,087.60 

	
	3 - Mineral fuels, lubricants and related materials
	   130,884.70 
	   93,502.20 
	     98,658.30 
	 105,480.90 
	         96,131.40 

	
	4 - Animal and vegetable oils, fats and waxes
	           688.30 
	         171.90 
	            42.80 
	           23.30 
	                35.50 

	
	5 - Chemicals and related products, not elsewhere specified
	     74,629.50 
	   72,630.20 
	     69,165.90 
	   74,790.50 
	         77,475.30 

	
	6 - Manufactured goods classified by material
	   150,513.30 
	 137,351.60 
	  142,529.90 
	 153,795.40 
	      184,030.00 

	
	7 - Machinery and transport equipment
	   122,045.60 
	 114,229.50 
	  127,977.40 
	 152,307.10 
	      211,861.00 

	
	8 - Miscellaneous manufactured articles
	     44,392.10 
	   24,759.60 
	     25,439.90 
	   27,032.40 
	         32,086.30 

	
	9 - SMTK Rev. 4 Commodities n.e.s. in the SITC Rev. 4
	     11,379.20 
	   22,720.50 
	     31,908.50 
	   49,764.10 
	         50,967.00 

	
	Total
	   585,183.10 
	 514,197.30 
	  545,123.30 
	 644,121.90 
	      710,338.00 



[bookmark: _Toc383163926][bookmark: _Toc383415705]The Economic sectors. 
	· Agriculture presents a very dualistic quality and quantity distribution of resources, and levels of productivity, between the planes of Banat and Timiș and Carpathian mountains area; 
· Mining: in metals and in oil, represents an historical specialization in the area, it experienced a sharp decline in the last decades because of structural factors, quality and quantity of reserves and international competition of new producers;
· Energy: very large hydro electrical power capacity on the Danube centrals, and some small plants in the other rivers, some potential of development in renewable resources, in particular biomass in the central and south eastern areas. 
· Manufactures: traditional productions in large part of the programme area; Strong growth of innovative sectors in recent years, due also to strong FDI flows both in Serbian and Romanian regions. 
· Services: Basic services in health, education, utilities commerce, transport, present in the area. Advanced services strongly concentrated in the urban poles in Timiș County in Romania, smaller centres, often connected to the leading institutions in Serbia.



[bookmark: _Toc378857138]Agriculture
[bookmark: _GoBack]The agricultural sector and the activities connected to agriculture in the rural areas represent a major component of the local economy. There is a strong dualism between the planes in the North West, that hold a strong productive potential in intensive cultivations, and the mountains in the South East, with a minor share of cultivated land in extensive agricultural productions, and forestry.
[image: D:\cbc\TA Poduniavski\harti\Arable land_with Podunavski.jpg]
Map 4‑1 Share of Agricultural land on total (NIS Romania and Serbia)
Agricultural land occupies the largest share of the surface in the North on both sides of the border, while in the central and South East regions it represents less than 50%. (Map 4.1)
	Cultivated area per county - Romania (ha)

	 County/ District
	Area (ha)

	Mehedinti
	    143,595 

	Caras-Severin
	      76,769 

	Timis
	    501,424 

	Severnobanatski
	183,583

	Srednjobanatski
	262,440

	Južnobanatski
	320,450

	Bor
	78,220

	Braničevski
	149,812

	Podunavski
	83,810


Source: Romanian National Statistics institute and Serbia County statistics offices, 2018
Strong dualism can be described also in land productivity[footnoteRef:26], between the plains and the Carpathian Mountains. This leads to a strong differentiation of the land use between the areas in the North, including Timiș County and Banat districts and the Carpathian areas in Branicevski and Borski and Caraș-Severin.  [26:  The Importance Of Agriculture Recovery For The Economic growth In Timiș County Nicoleta Mateoc-Sîrb, Teodor Mateoc, Camelia Mănescu, Diana Blaga, Cristian Matiaş.] 


	 
	total land
(ha)
	Arable / total
	Cereals, industrial, vegetables
	Fodder crops
	Orchards 
	Vineyards 
	Meadows, pastures

	Timiş
	 693.034 
	77%
	71%
	4%
	1%
	1%
	18%

	Caraş-Severin
	 396.928 
	33%
	11%
	19%
	3%
	0%
	45%

	Mehedinţi
	 293.381 
	64%
	56%
	4%
	2%
	2%
	28%

	ROMANIA
	13,377.93
	64%
	51%
	11%
	1%
	1%
	22%

	Severno-Banatski
	 207.806 
	85%
	76%
	6%
	1%
	0,5%
	11%

	Srednje-Banatski
	 283.975 
	80%
	74%
	5%
	1%
	0,2%
	15%

	Južno-Banatski
	 342.020 
	88%
	84%
	3%
	1%
	1%
	9%

	Podunavski
	102.285
	84%
	65%
	13%
	1%
	0,3%
	1%

	Braničevski
	 240.364 
	65%
	48%
	11%
	6%
	2%
	27%

	Borski
	 169.500 
	45%
	31%
	7%
	2%
	2%
	50%

	SERBIA
	3,438.10
	65%
	51%
	9%
	5%
	1%
	29%


Table 4‑3 Agricultural land use 2017 NIS Romania, 2012 Serbia, census 
Commodities (wheat, corn, soya and sunflower) represent the main specialization, whilst food industries, wine, beer are connected to the agricultural activities especially in the Banat and Timiș area. Forestry and pasture occupy the largest share of the area on the mountains in the south and east. 
Vegetable and industrial crops and in general commodities are typical productions of the agriculture of the Banat’s districts, whilst in the Centre and the South, meadows and pastures occupy a large portion of the territory.
Livestock productions experience a very strong structural adjustment in the last decade, with decline in some areas and large investments in new technologies[footnoteRef:27].  [27:  The importance of agriculture recovery for the economic growth in Timis County. Nicoleta Mateoc-Sirb-and others.  Lucrări ştiinţifice – vol. 53, nr. 2/2010, seria agronomie.] 


[bookmark: _Toc378857139]Mining Industries
In Serbia, exploitation of the underground resources including ores (iron, copper, zinc, lead, uranium), precious metals gold and silver, and also construction materials (sand, granite, clay and marble) led to the growth of tradable products sectors since the beginning of the last century, integrating the local economy in the international markets. 
In Romania, the mining industry occupied a similar place in the local economy, especially in Caraș-Severin, since the 19th century Reșița became a modern industrial centre. 
The area received considerable attention due to its mining industry. In the nineteenth century, the entire Banat area, with its supplies of mineral deposits and timber, was the object of investment by international companies.
In more recent times, the development has been supported by important public investments in state-owned companies. The increased costs of the factors of production caused the closure of several exploitations in the 90’s, in both countries, with severe social consequences on the labour market and environmental risks, still waiting to be afforded with a comprehensive approach. 
In the Borski district, the Zijin Bor Copper DOO, a partially state- owned company, operates the largest-size copper mining area in Europe, processing of copper ore and the production of copper cathodes, gold and silver.
Oil reserves were strategically important during the first half of the XX Century in both countries, and their extraction still plays a potential role, however marginal in the local economy, in spite of dramatic reduction of reserves and increased costs of extraction, due to new technologies of extraction.

[bookmark: _Toc378857140]Industrial sectors
On the Serbian side of the border the major industrial concentrations by sectors are in the chemical industry sector, food, in pharmaceutical - cosmetic sector and in the non-metallic processing sector as the glass industry. In addition, there is considerable activity in the metal processing and foundry sector and factory producing agricultural machinery and equipment, railway wagons. Braničevski district has developed food processing industries especially candies and sweets (Bambi). Beer production in Zrenjanin and wine production in Vršac (also candies and sweets), Negotin area is famous by wine. 
In the Timiș district, the main components of the industrial system are those in automobile manufacturing, textiles, food, chemicals, ICT, furniture, constructions and building materials, textile, leather industry, shoe industry, wood and furniture industry, commerce.
In Caraș-Severin, building materials, information technologies, electrical industry, energy, iron and steel industry, light industry, machinery and furniture, mechanical industry, metallurgy, high technology.
In Mehedinti, chemicals, metallurgy, energy, mining, are the main sectors of industrial production.
[bookmark: _Toc382757402][bookmark: _Toc382757458][bookmark: _Toc382944497][bookmark: _Toc382946149][bookmark: _Toc382757403][bookmark: _Toc382757459][bookmark: _Toc382944498][bookmark: _Toc382946150][bookmark: _Toc382757404][bookmark: _Toc382757460][bookmark: _Toc382944499][bookmark: _Toc382946151][bookmark: _Toc382757405][bookmark: _Toc382757461][bookmark: _Toc382944500][bookmark: _Toc382946152][bookmark: _Toc382757406][bookmark: _Toc382757462][bookmark: _Toc382944501][bookmark: _Toc382946153][bookmark: _Toc382757407][bookmark: _Toc382757463][bookmark: _Toc382944502][bookmark: _Toc382946154][bookmark: _Toc382757408][bookmark: _Toc382757464][bookmark: _Toc382944503][bookmark: _Toc382946155][bookmark: _Toc382757409][bookmark: _Toc382757465][bookmark: _Toc382944504][bookmark: _Toc382946156][bookmark: _Toc378857141]Energy 
In the energy sector a key resource is the hydro-electric power central on the Danube at Porțile de Fier/Đerdap. The two units, both shared by Romania and Serbia, produce a relevant share of the total production from renewable sources, and of the total electricity production.
The Romanian units produce 35%-40% of Romania’s Hydro-electricity[footnoteRef:28], with some variations due to climate conditions and 25% of renewable energy sources[footnoteRef:29]. It represents 10-15% of total National production. In Serbia, the production from Porțile de Fier/Đerdap represents roughly 70% of hydro-electricity production, and 20-25% of total Serbian electricity produced. [28:  http://www.renewablefacts.com/country/romania/hydro]  [29:  http://www.renewablefacts.com/country/serbia/hydro] 

An important project is the development of oil pipeline Constanţa- Pančevo, as this is becoming a very important route for infrastructure development.
To ensure electricity transit through Serbia along the corridor that runs from east/northeast to west/southwest, a double 400 kV interconnection is planned between substation Pančevo 2 in Serbia and transformer substation Resița (Socol) in Romania (RO) to facilitate connection of more than 1000 MW of renewable generating capacity in the region[footnoteRef:30].  [30:  http://www.irena.org/DocumentDownloads/events/2013/December/Background_Paper-C.pdf] 

The programme area is rich of renewable energy resources, in particular Timiș: geo-thermal waters sources. There are also climatic conditions for developing new wind power plants, in Oravița in Caraș-Severin, in Moldova Nouă.
Mehedinți: along the hydro power related projects, there are also projects for developing new wind energy parks. The Orşova Wind Farm is an under construction wind power project in Mehedinţi County, Romania.
In Serbia there is a relevant potential for renewable energy, in particular Biomass power centrals and Wind, especially in the Braničevski and Borski districts.[footnoteRef:31] [31: http://www.geni.org/globalenergy/library/renewable-energy-resources/world/Europe/wind-europe/wind-serbia.shtml ] 


[bookmark: _Toc383163927][bookmark: _Toc383415706] Industrial infrastructures
In Romania, at county level, there are various industrial parks and business centres, in particular in Timiș County and Caraș-Severin, while in Mehedinți – there are no industrial parks/ business centres.
Regarding industrial parks, Timiș County has five, two public and three private;
Business centres: 1 business incubator - Business Incubator and Technological Transfer in IT Timișoara, created by a partnership of university and local administrations, and the support of the German bank for cooperation GTZl[footnoteRef:32]; and 3 business centres in Timișoara – [32:  German Agency for Technical Cooperation.] 

In Caraș Severin an industrial park Valea Terovei Reșița, located on the former site of a chemical plant (brown field site conversion); 3 business centers, financed by World Bank – in Anina (services and commercial activities), Moldova Noua and Reșița; the first 2 were created for helping the underprivileged mining areas.
In Serbian districts a dense network of industrial areas can be observed, both in green field and brown field. Among the most relevant can be mentioned the Industrial Zone in Zrenjanin free zone, the Technology Park in Vršac, the industrial areas in Kanjiža, Kikinda, Pančevo. 

[bookmark: _Toc378857142][bookmark: _Toc383163928][bookmark: _Toc383415707]SMEs 
SMEs occupy a prominent role in the economy of the programme area. In terms of number of enterprises, SMEs represents for more than 98% in all areas, up to picks close to 100%, like for example, in Zajecar in Serbia region where is 99,94%.. Also the SME sector dominates in terms of employment in all regions and areas of Serbia. The SME sector has a dominant influence on the formation of trade and GDP in most regional areas, except in, South Backa, Bor and Branicevo regions.
In both countries in the last decade an intense development of the entrepreneurial activity led to an intensive growth of SMEs in all sectors of industrial productions and services[footnoteRef:33]. In the programme area the density of SMEs, measured as number of SMEs per 1000 of inhabitants, is lower than the average in the two countries. However, the concentration of SMEs is strongly heterogeneous, confirming the dualism between the North and the South of the area.  [33:  Data from National Council of regional development, Serbia and Romania, NIS Serbia and Romania.] 

In particular, in the Romanian counties, the concentration of SMEs in Timișoara is largely stronger, more than two times the indicator, than that of the other two counties. 
The SMEs dominate in all regions and most regional areas of Serbia in 2012. In the programme area four out of five districts show a density around 25% lower than the national average, while the South Banat is above the national average. 
[image: ]

Graph 4‑2 Density of SMEs in the programme area in 2017[footnoteRef:34] [34:  	Sources: Romanian and Serbian National and county statistics institutes] 


The differences might be caused by main factors, as the presence of growth poles with strong FDI, like in Timiș County, the proximity to metropolitan areas like for the South Banat, the industrial structure concentrated in traditional sectors and large companies, like in Bor.
For a better understanding of the role of SMEs and the potential contribution to economic development, it is necessary to look in deeper detail in the composition of the SMEs system, first of all in terms of size. In fact, all companies between one and 250 employee are classified as SMEs, but obviously the role and the potential economic impact of the companies at the two extremes of the range are substantially different. 
Looking at the distribution of SMEs in the size classification of micro, small and medium enterprises, based on the number of employee, a substantial heterogeneity emerges, in this case between the two sides of the Border. In Romanian programme area the small and medium companies, those larger than 9 employees, represent a relevant share of the total. On the contrary in Serbia almost all SMEs are concentrated in the class “Micro” (Table 4.4). In both countries the structure in the programme area is close to that at national levels.

	
	Number of SME / Total (classified per number of employee)

	
	Micro <9
	Small
>10 < 50
	Medium
> 51 <250

	Timiş
	87%
	11%
	2%

	Caraş-Severin
	87%
	11%
	2%

	Mehedinţi
	86%
	12%
	2%

	Romania EA
	87%
	11%
	2%

	ROMANIA
	88%
	11%
	2%

	Severno-Banatski
	96%
	3%
	1%

	Srednje-Banatski
	96%
	3%
	1%

	Južno-Banatski
	97%
	2%
	1%

	Podunavki
	97%
	2%
	1%

	Braničevski
	98%
	2%
	0%

	Borski
	97%
	2%
	1%

	SERBIA EA
	97%
	3%
	1%

	SERBIA
	96%
	3%
	1%


Table 4‑4 SMEs per size
In Romania in all counties the medium enterprises represent roughly 2% of the total, in line with the national average. For the economic potential, even more important, is the large number of small enterprises, in all counties at the level of the national average.
The class of micro enterprises, includes companies with very limited managerial structures, limited or no capacity to operate actively on the final markets, usually no capacity of endogenous generation of innovation, a part special cases of start-ups in innovative sectors.
According to the EC Orientation Paper for the programme area, cross-border cooperation can provide a powerful platform for networking, technology transfer and exchange with the purpose of gaining competencies, addressing competitiveness’ policy gaps and contribute to quality growth perspectives[footnoteRef:35]. [35:  Cross Border Orientation Paper for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, p.12-13] 

[bookmark: _Toc383163929][bookmark: _Toc383415708]Foreign Direct Investments 
The programme area has been the object of an intensive flow of Foreign Direct Investments, with a performance comparable to the average of the two countries. As described by the statistical information in the table below, the annual flow of FDI continued after 2008, with some differences between the two countries.
	
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2017

	Romania*
	48798
	49984
	52585
	55139
	59126
	75851

	West
	2,626
	3095
	3446
	3987
	4510
	6428

	West /Total
	5%
	6%
	7%
	7%
	8%
	8.5%

	South West
	1226
	1940
	1928
	1806
	2068
	2414

	SW / Total
	3%
	4%
	4%
	3%
	3%
	3.2%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Serbia **
	1810
	1139
	2236
	1967
	1800

	*Romania National Bank ** Deloitte study
	


Table 4‑5 Foreign Direct investments Euro Million
In the North, the Timiș County presents a value of FDI higher than that in the West Region, while the Mehedinți County has not attracted any significant FDI in recent years[footnoteRef:36]. [36:  Report: The situation of regional investments 2011 and 2012, Romania.] 

In Serbia, the strongest attractivity to FDI can be observed in Severno-Banatski and Srednje-Banatski inside the programme area, also in Južno-Banatski in Vršac[footnoteRef:37]. FDI are particularly attracted by the free zones network, that ensure fiscal incentives, large availability of business services and infrastructures, free custom incentives[footnoteRef:38]. In the programme area is located one of the most developed free zones, in Zrenjanin. However, in the other districts it should be considered the economic impact of FDI oriented to Belgrade, and Novi Sad, and other industrial poles at short travelling distance from the programme area. [37:  See the case of Hemofarm in Vrsac.]  [38:  Ministry of finance of Republic of Serbia, free zones administration. http://www.usz.gov.rs/eng/index.php last accessed on 15th of January 2014.] 

In the Serbian programme area in recent years, among the main FDI there can be mentioned those in the food and textile industry that have been made in Zrenjanin, wood in Kovin and those in the Automotive sector, in Kikinda and Zrenjanin[footnoteRef:39], as well as in mining industry in Bor.  [39:  http://www.investinserbia.biz last accessed on 15th January 2014] 

In Romania, in the programme area FDI inflows are concentrated in the mechanical, automotive, textile, food industries, energy. In Timiș County there is the higher and most diversified flow of FDI, in Mehedinți the lowest.
The main FDI flows originate from main advanced European economies: the Nederlands, Germany, France, Italy, and outside Europe, from USA. 
Romania - Serbia Cross border investment flows represent a minimum percentage of the total.



[bookmark: _Toc378857143][bookmark: _Toc383354409][bookmark: _Toc383415709]The labour market 
	· Activity rate per sector shows a strong dualism between North programme area (labor concentrated in manifacturing, agricultural activity) and the Centre east (labor concentrated in agriculture) 
· In the programme area there is a low employment rate than in the national average. 
· Strong disparities inside the programme area, between Timiș county with very low unemployment, high activity rates and other counties and districts, with higher unemployment in the South-East.
· Strong dualism across the border in the North, with full employment in Romania, and high unemployment in the neighbouring district. 
· In the labor market limited differences among women and men unemployment rate.
· Significant higher unemployment rates among young active population in the rural areas and among Roma minorities.
· Social inclusion and poverty: the area is affected by poverty and social exclusion of large shares of the population, concentrated in the rural areas, and in the mountaineus districts of Carpathian. 
· Main factors of social exclusion and poverty risk seem unemployment and capacity to access basic services due to remoteness. 



The labor market in the programme area confirms the dualism emerged in the economic structure of the area. The distribution of active population per sector shows a strong specialization in manufacture in the Timis county and in Severno Banatski in the North of the programme area, while in Caras Severin, Mehedinti and Braničevski in the Centre East, emerges a strong concentration in agriculture. These data, together to the lower productivity and the smaller quantity of agricultural resources, in particular land, confirm the distance in the level of local development between the two areas. In the Borski district, it can be noticed a specialization in the mining sector. Mehedinti and Braničevski share a specialization in the energy sector, due to the activities related to the hidroelectric power plants.

	
	Agriculture
	Mining
	Manufacture and construction
	Electricity-water, utilities
	Services

	Timiş
	23%
	0%
	31%
	2%
	44%

	Caraş-Severin
	37%
	0%
	25%
	3%
	35%

	Mehedinţi
	47%
	1%
	18%
	4%
	31%

	ROMANIA
	29%
	1%
	25%
	2%
	43%

	Severno-Banatski
	28%
	1%
	42%
	3%
	26%

	Srednje-Banatski
	26%
	2%
	38%
	4%
	29%

	Južno-Banatski
	22%
	0%
	38%
	4%
	35%

	Podunavski
	
	
	
	
	

	Braničevski
	37%
	4%
	21%
	9%
	29%

	Borski
	29%
	11%
	27%
	8%
	26%

	SERBIA
	28%
	3%
	34%
	6%
	30%


Table 5‑1 Active population per sector. (NIS- Serbia Romania)
The programme area, as a whole, presents an employment rate lower then the national averages, with strong dualism between Romania and Serbia.
	County/ District
	Total population*
	No. of employees*
	Employment rate

	Mehedinti
	247.4
	104.2
	42.12%

	Caras-Severin
	277.2
	109.4
	39.47%

	Timis
	699.9
	349.8
	49.98%

	Severnobanatski
	138.4
	36.5
	26.37%

	Srednjebanatski
	177.3
	47.1
	26.57%

	Juznobanatski
	281.2
	65.1
	23.15%

	Borski
	114.8
	29.1
	25.35%

	Podunavski
	189.1
	42.7
	22.58%

	Branicevski
	170.2
	42.1
	24.74%


*thousands 
Table 5.2 Employment rates. (Romania and Serbia National Statistics Institutes, 2017)
The level of unemployment, measured as number of unemployed per 1000 of inhnabitants, is lower in Romania than in Serbia, but there are strong inequalities among counties and districts. In the North, the Timis county shows a very low rate, that could lead to define the local labor market as a market of full employment, attracting the labour force from the other two counties in the programme area. In the districts on the other side of the border the unemployment rates are much higher, three times that of Timisoara. The very strong differential of unemployment could lead to identify a potential attractiveness of the Romanian local market for labor forces from the other side of the border. And in fact, according to the information provided by experts and stackeholders, there are initiatives by large companies in the district of Timis, to recruit labor force across the border. 
Acoording to the EC Cross Border Orientation Paper, the employment rate in both countries is below the EU, whereas more severely in the case of Serbia. Both countries have in common higher employment activities around capital cities like Belgrade, Bucharest or urban poles like Timisoara compared to other regions. Especially the capital cities are the main contributor to the countries’ GDP[footnoteRef:40]. [40:  Cross Border Orientation Paper for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, page 21
] 

In the centre and east of the programme area the labor market is much more homogeneous, with high unemployment rates on the two sides of the border. 

	County/ District
	Percentage

	Mehedinti
	7,7

	Caras-Severin
	3,2

	Timis
	0,8

	Severno-banatski
	10,7

	Srednje-banatski
	14,3

	Juzno-banatski
	12,8

	Borski
	15,4

	Podunavski
	15,8

	Branicevski
	9,6


Table 5‑2 Unemployment rates (unemployed /100 inhabitants)
Source: Romanian and Serbian National Statistics Institutes (2018)


Unemployment among women is relatively homogenous in the programme area, women represent roughly 50% of unemployed, slightly less than that in Serbia, slightly more in Romania.

Graph 5‑5 Unemployment rate among women 2011 NIS Serbia and Romania 

Urban/rural differentiation in unemployment are relevant. In the most remote-rural regions like Mehedinti, unemployment is higher, and employment rate is lower. 
Unemployment among young people is dramatically high, according to national estimations, in Serbia unemployment among people 14-25 years old is 42%, in Romania less than half, 20,08%[footnoteRef:41]. [41:  NIS Serbia and Romania] 

Access to labor market of disadvantaged groups, in particular Roma groups, is difficult and unemployment among them is higher.

[bookmark: _Toc383415710]Education, entrepreneurial development and access to labor market.


Graph 5‑6 Impact of education on unemployment 2012.  (Source: NIS Serbia Romania data.
A horizontal analysis in the programme area leads to identify a substantial impact of education attainment on the risk of unemployment. According to a very simple statistical indicator, the level of educational attainment of the population can explain 35% of the differences in the unemployment rate.
The counties and districts in the South-East of the area are those lagging behind, especially for the share of population with university degree. 
A second factor that shows a significant correlation with the labour market dynamics and equilibrium is that of entrepreneurship. The density of SMEs has an impact on economic development, activity rates, unemployment.
The quantitative growth of SMEs has been generated by different dynamics of the economic and social structures in the regions and has produced a substantial impact on the labour market. 
As observed in the previous chapter the density of all SMEs (from 1 to 250 employee) is now much higher than a decade ago and relatively homogenous in the programme area. However, the class is so large that the indicator is not sufficiently homogenous to identify its impact on the labor market.
The class of enterprises that seem to play the most significant role in the labour market is that of the small enterprises those with a number of employee between 10 and 50. 
In fact, as described by the graph below, the relation between the density of small enterprises (number /1000 of inhabitants), and unemployment rates is particularly significant. 
According to the indicators in 2012 in the programme area, the density of small enterprises can explain up to 57% of the unemployment differences.


Graph 5‑7 small enterprises density and impact on employment rates (source NIS Serbia and Romania, 2011)

According to EC Border Orientation Paper, education is still challenging for both countries. Data shows, less Roma are attending education or training, the higher the education level gets, e.g. in upper secondary or tertiary education. In case of Romania, the World Bank report of 2018 indicates that more than the majority of young people between 16 and 24 years of age are unemployed (54 %) while only 14 % in education or training[footnoteRef:42].  [42:  Cross Border Orientation Paper for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, page 22
] 




[bookmark: _Toc378857144][bookmark: _Toc383354410][bookmark: _Toc383415711]Social inclusion and Poverty
The programme area faces serious problems of social inclusion and poverty. In particular, in the remote rural areas a relevant share of population experiences problems of access to the essential goods and basic services. The strong differences in the concentration of economic activities, unemployment, productivity of rural resources, remoteness of territories, generates strong dualism of poverty rates in the area. 
Persons who are at risk of poverty or severely materially deprived or living in households with very low work intensity. Persons are only counted once even if they are present in several sub-indicators. At risk-of-poverty are persons with an equivalised disposable income below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income (after social transfers). 
Material deprivation covers indicators relating to economic strain and durables. 
Severely materially deprived persons have living conditions severely constrained by a lack of resources, they experience at least 4 out of 9 following deprivations items: cannot afford 
i) to pay rent or utility bills, 
ii) keep home adequately warm, 
iii) face unexpected expenses, 
iv) eat meat, fish or a protein equivalent every second day, 
v) a week holiday away from home, vi) a car, vii) a washing machine, 
viii) a colour TV, or 
ix) a telephone. 
People living in households with very low work intensity are those aged 0-59 living in households where the adults (aged 18-59) work less than 20% of their total work potential during the past year. 
	5.2 People at risk of poverty or social exclusion by NUTS regions
	

	UNIT
	Percentage
	
	
	

	GEO/TIME
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Romania
	40.3
	37.4
	38.8
	35.7

	South-West
	40.9
	41.9
	44.2
	45.3

	West
	40.1
	32.0
	40.7
	32.5

	Serbia
	42.6
	41.7
	38.5
	36.7



Source: Eurostat 

The concentration of population at risk of poverty is higher in the rural areas and regions with lower activity rate and higher unemployment. In the programme area all districts and counties are classified as rural, but the extension of the poverty and social exclusion problems is strongly heterogeneous.
Unfortunately comparable statistics are not complete at county and district level in the programme area. The variability of local conditions can be estimated from different available variables. Other indicators, like the percentage of population below the absolute poverty line[footnoteRef:43], are close to 10% at national level. [43:  http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:EU _statistics_on_income _and_living_conditions (EU-SILC)] 

According to the Poverty Map for Romania[footnoteRef:44] in the Timiș County, in the rural area, the poverty rate by county is roughly at 30%, the lowest rate in the West region. At county level the most deprived areas are: Barna, Ohaba Lunga and Pietroasa.  [44:  http://sedac.ciesin.columbia.edu/ povmap/downloads/ methods/ Harta_ saraciei_in _Romania.pdf] 

In Caraș Severin rural area, the poverty rate calculated at county level is 44%, the highest rate in the West region. At county level the most deprived areas are: Cornereva, Prigor, Socol, Sopotu Nou and Ticvaniu Mare. 
In Mehedinți county, in the rural area, the poverty rate by county is 54%, the highest rate in the region South West. At county level the most deprived areas are: Balta, Balvanești, Cazanești, Cireșu, Dumbrava, Godeanu, Husnicioara, Ilovat, Jiana, Padina, Podeni, Prunisor, Punghina, Tamna. 
In Serbia the at-risk-of-poverty rate was 24.3% in 2018 (these persons are not necessarily poor, but are at the higher risk of poverty than the others). Beside this, the at-risk-of-poverty or social exclusion rate amounted to 34.3% (these persons are at risk of poverty, or are severely materially deprived, or live in households with low work intensity).
Observed by age, the at-risk-of-poverty rate shows that individuals aged 18-24 were the most exposed to the poverty risk (29.1%), as well as individuals up to 18 years of age (28,8%).The lowest at-risk-of-poverty rate was recorded for the group of persons aged 65 years and over (21.1%).
The access to health care services, which will be discussed in detail in the next chapter, can provide an indirect indicator of the problems of social exclusion and poverty. 
Considering the indicator of number of doctors per thousand of inhabitants, it can be noticed a large disparity between Timiș and all the other counties and districts.
In fact in the Timișoara area the presence of Universities and health care centres, public and private, leads the indicator of number of doctors per 1000 of inhabitants to the double than the average in the two counties and in the other districts.
During 2014-2020 programming period, some initiatives have been implemented in particular in the health care services sector for the improvement of the quality and accessibility of services. 


[bookmark: _Toc383354411][bookmark: _Toc383415712]Health care services 
Quality and quantity of health care services in the area can be described through some quantitative indicators, available in all counties and districts of the programme area, shown in the table below. The health care services play a critical role in the creation of the conditions for an inclusive growth, and the fight against social exclusion and poverty. Investments in the right health solutions can lead to a sustainable future with measurable impact.
	Indicators of health care services: units per 1000 inhabitants (2017) 

	
	doctors
	dentists
	pharmacists
	personnel in health sector[footnoteRef:45] [45:  In the two countries the classification system for the variable “personnel in the health sector) is not identical, therefore the comparison is not possible. ] 


	Timiş
	6,0
	1,28
	0,95
	7,92

	Caraş-Severin
	2,00
	0,52
	0,2
	6,99

	Mehedinţi
	2,0
	0,40
	0,47
	5,58

	ROMANIA
	3,0
	0,8
	0,9
	5,86

	Severno-Banatski
	2,38
	0,26
	0,21
	18,59

	Srednje-Banatski
	2,21
	0,30
	0,39
	18,35

	Južno-Banatski
	2,52
	0,30
	0,26
	18,38

	Podunavski
	2,23
	0,31
	0,25
	

	Braničevski
	2,51
	0,23
	0,30
	17,36

	Borski
	3,33
	0,32
	0,31
	20,70

	SERBIA
	2,93
	0,31
	0,30
	21,47


Table 6‑1 Health care services indicators (NIS Serbia and Romania)

In the programme area the availability of health care services, as signalled by the indicator of number of doctors and by the others available is relatively homogenous, roughly one doctor per each 50 inhabitants, with one exception that is that of Timisoara, where the concentration of health care service centres is close to double[footnoteRef:46] compared to that in the rest of the programme area. Health care services offered by private centres has grown significantly in the recent years.  [46:  EC Cross Border Orientation Paper, for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, page 21] 

In the eligible area, medical university centres can be found in cities such as Timisoara in Romania and in Novi Sad and Belgrade in Serbia. 
In the programme area, another indicator to be taken into account is the number of hospital beds per 1000 inhabitants. For Romania, the average total is 6.7 bed/1000 inhabitants in 2017. According to the National Institute of Statistics, “Activity of the sanitary units”, a research which has been completed in 2017 shows that the highest rate relating to the number of hospital beds per 1000 inhabitants is in Timiş county, with a total of 8.0 beds. The second place belongs to Caraș-Severin with a total of 6.4 hospital beds, while Mehedinți county only has 5.8 hospital beds per 1000 inhabitants. 
Compared with previous years from the same research, it is shown that there has been a little improvement, but the differences are not significant, which means that there should be more emphasis on this matter in the future years, in order for the numbers to grow so that the population in the programme area would benefit from accessibility to health care services and effective and timely care. 

	Number of hospital beds per 1000 inhabitants in Romania and Serbia (2017)

	Romania (TOTAL)
	6.7

	Timis
	8.0

	Caras-Severin
	6.4

	Mehedinti
	5.8

	Servernobanatski
	8.5

	Srednjebanatski
	5.98

	Juznobanatski
	10.85

	Borski
	6.16

	Podunavski
	3.62

	Branicevski
	4.12


Territorial distribution of the medical infrastructure and medical staff is a very complex reality when it comes to assessing health status in the programme area. The distribution of medical personnel is strictly related to the distribution of medical units, as result, over 80% of medical personnel is located in the urban area. 
Several studies show the distribution of sanitary units in the three eligible counties in Romania and differences can be seen from the results, in all categories. 

	SANITARY UNITS (2015)
	TIMIS
	CARAS-SEVERIN
	MEHEDINTI

	Hospitals
	18
	6
	4

	Outpatient clinic
	20
	4
	26

	Treatment facility
	0
	2
	0

	Dispensary
	5
	6
	5

	Mental health centres
	3
	1
	2

	Family practice units
	475
	200
	160

	Dental practice unit
	755
	151
	116

	Pharmacies
	300
	78
	116

	Medical Laboratories
	90
	48
	16



	SANITARY UNITS 
	TOTAL
	Community Health Center
	Pharmacies
	General Hospitals
	Special Hospitals 
	Public Health Institutes 

	Severno-banatski
	13
	6
	2
	2
	2
	1

	Srednje-banatski
	10
	5
	1
	1
	2
	1

	Juzno-banatski
	16
	8
	2
	2
	3
	1

	Borski
	9
	4
	1
	4
	0
	0

	Podunavski
	9
	3
	3
	2
	0
	1

	Branicevski
	12
	8
	1
	2
	0
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Improvement also needs to be made in terms of providing hospitals with the necessary and high performance equipment. Owning proper and high quality medical devices is extremely important because it helps doctors provide patients with a correct diagnosis and proper medical treatments. 
High performance equipment in the programme area, according to the sanitary units, is in a limited number and unevenly distributed between territories. CT and MRI modern equipment should be provided for all hospitals and territories, since they are some of the most requested medical investigations and the results are very important for patients when it comes to a precise diagnosis and the required medical treatment. 
University centres of Medicine are located In Timisoara, inside the programme area, and in Novi Sad, Belgrade, Nis at the edge of the area in Serbia. 
In recent years, according to the information provided by the local stakeholders, an intensive growth of private centres for health care services, including private hospitals, have been developing all over the programme area, in particular in the main urban centres. This process could lead to a larger disparity in the accessibility of health care services among urban and rural population, and active and non-active groups (elders, disadvantaged groups). 

Graph 6‑1 Indicators of availability of health care services
An indicator of availability of health care services for the population[footnoteRef:47] older than 65 signals that in the most advanced areas, like Timiș county and in South and Centre Banat, the availability is higher for elders, while in the remote and rural areas, like in Branicevski and Mehedinți, the availability of health care services is even lower than for the whole population. [47:  The indicators is calculated as the number of doctors per 100 inhabitants and per 100 inhabitants older then 65, normalized by the average of the same indicator in the programme area.] 

The same dualism among regions could be identified in the availability of health care services and the level of income, in particular between urban areas and Northern plains and the counties and districts in the centre east. 
Main challenges for in the programme area: improving accessibility to health care services for the population in the deprived/rural areas and for disadvantaged groups, for people with disabilities, people living with HIV, children and adults who use drugs, internally displaced persons and Roma; establishment and management of emergency services, preventive health care services and campaigns; effective vaccination coverage; strengthening the effectiveness of health systems in order to reduce premature mortality; improving time effective care; improvement in the quality of care for life-threatening conditions and cancer management (screening programmes and effective and timely care); progress in the development of community-based mental health services and progress regarding nutrition and physical activity.
Health care needs to be both accessible and affordable, with an emphasis on the shortages in the presence of doctors in rural and remote areas.
Public health infrastructure provide communities the capacity to prevent disease, promote health and prepare for and respond to emergency threats and chronic challenges to health. Infrastructure is the foundation when it comes to planning and delivering public health. All public health services are directly linked to the presence of basic infrastructure. 
Most of the buildings which host the sanitary units in Romania and in the programme area, as well as the equipment and medical devices are in precarious conditions and require significant investment in order to provide the population with standard health services. Most of these units are state-owned, which means that both the maintenance and the rehabilitation is a matter for the local authorities. Equipment is also usually bought from the state budget, under the coordination of the Ministry of Health. Hospitals can buy the medical devices they need, but the local budget is usually insufficient, since the procurement of devices stands after maintenance or rehabilitation of hospitals. 
The precarious infrastructure shows that most hospitals are older than 50 or even 100 years old, which means they are in a great need for rehabilitation. The fact that there are a lot of buildings without an operating licence affects the quality of health services which are being offered to patients and also their safety, which is why the health infrastructure is a domain which certainly needs to be improved and invested in in the future.
Having so many old hospitals in the programme area also means poor hygiene and not a healthy environment for patients. However, developing a clean space and strict hygiene should be a main concern. Due to the substandard conditions, hospital-acquired or nosocomial infections have become a serious issue in the past years. The numbers are alarming nowadays. 
The current cleaning and disinfection methods in hospitals prove to be inefficient. Replacing all the hospitals and building medical units is not something you can achieve over night, but there are possible solutions for the time being. 
Performant robotic machines have been developed to intervene in the fight against bacteria. These devices use UV radiation in order to kill the pathogenic micro-organisms. It is very important to state the fact that these robots can also be used to disinfect medical vehicles. They are very fast and efficient and capable of destroying many dangerous germs in a very short amount of time. Unlike people, they can function at all times and sanitize the medical spaces, even in places which tend to be forgotten by humans. 
Every year, more and more people die from hospital-acquired infections and the numbers are even higher than people dying from AIDS, breast cancer and accidents all together. Studies show that between 5-10% of patients develop an infections during their hospitalization. 
The disinfection is currently being made with the help of standard methods, during an estimated time of 12 hours. In this interval, the medical units cannot be used, which means that new patients cannot be hospitalized in that period of time. Using these robots, that can clean 99,9% of germs in a room in only 5 minutes will allow hospitals to provide the population with a safe medical unit and proper care during their time in the hospital.  
In all these areas can be identified a strong potential for cross border cooperation, to exchange good practices, to establish joint networks, to start the joint cross border access to specific health care services. 
In the 2014-2020 the sector of health care has been quite active and various projects have been implemented. The experience created can be capitalized in the next period, possibly developing new projects focused on the most important challenges, those of the access to health care in remote areas, in rural communities, timely and effective care and to promote healthy ageing and more efficient care among patients.  
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	· Programme area is well connected to main European Networks; 
· Central position in the Rine-Danube European core network;
· Disparities in the accessibility of international network among the programme area;
· Areas close to Belgrade and to Timiș much better accessible from international networks than the others;
· Areas in the plains are better connected than those peripheral and in the mountain areas;
· Density and quality of the local transport network lower than the national average;
· Low speed of public transport services reduces accessibility of rural and remote areas.
· Accessibility of border crossings is sufficient, but poor quality of infrastructure.
· Interconnection of programme area is limited by infrastructure quality and distances.



[bookmark: _Toc383415714]The programme area in the European Networks
The programme area benefits of the proximity to two of the Core European Networks. Orient/east-Med Corridor[footnoteRef:48] and Rhine Danube (former Corridors IV, X, VII).[footnoteRef:49]  [48:  REGULATION (EU) No 1316/2013, 1315/2013 Of The European Parliament And Of The Council of 11 December 2013]  [49:  TEN-T Core Network Corridors (Regulation (EU) No 1316/2013 O.J. L348 - 20/12/2013.] 

Particularly important in the programme area is the Rhine - Danube River core network, for its impact on the local system, and for the role that it offers to the region especially in connection to the European Union Strategy for the Danube River. The current volume of traffic on the Danube is much smaller than the potential capacity. 


[image: ]
Map 7‑1 Core European Networks in the Mediterranean and Balkan Area. (source EC Transport and mobility, http://ec.europa.eu/transport/index_en.htm)
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Map 7‑2 Annex III regulation 1306/2013 and 1305/2013: Indicative maps of the trans-European transport network extended to specific third countries. Roads and fluvial[footnoteRef:50]  [50:  http://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/ tentec/tentec-portal/site/en/maps.html Last accessed March 2014] 
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Map 7‑3 Annex III regulation 1306/2013 and 1305/2013: Indicative maps of the trans-European transport network extended to specific third countries Rails.
In Timiș, the international airport ensures large availability of connections to international routes. The international airport Traian Vuia processes around 1.7 million passengers per year, being the third busiest Romanian airport in terms of air traffic. 
In addition, in 2018, a financing contract has been signed for the construction of two new terminals, 10 passport control points and a new luggage system, in order to improve the passengers comfort. 
The improvement of road infrastructure to the airport has been funded from the Government in order to be extended to four lanes of traffic on the way to the airport. The railway infrastructure is also to be developed, creating a high speed railway between Timisoara and Bucharest. 
In the Serbian area, there are no airports located, but the Nikola Tesla International Airport located in Belgrade is at reasonable distance from all main towns of the programme area. Three fluvial ports offer access to the Danube (Rhine-Danube corridor). 
Good inland waterway infrastructures are present in all districts. The irrigation system Dunav-Tisa-Dunav (DTD) in Vojvodina (Banat and Bačka) has a canal network of 960 km, of which 600 km are navigable.
The Timiș County has one of the few inland waterways which are navigable, the Bega channel, as part of the Rhin - Maine – Danube system (linking at European level the Black Sea and the North Sea). The length of the Bega channel is of 44,5 km for the Romanian section and of 74 km of the Serbian section, its meeting point with the Danube is on the Serbian side at Klek.
The Bega Channel benefits from a maintenance and repair infrastructure project, which has been contracted in 2017. The project connects the region of Timisoara, in Romania, with Vojvodina region, in Serbia, by means of boat transportation. Timisoara is the only territory, on the Bega Channel, which benefits from public water transport, with the help of 7 ships, bought by Timisoara City Hall. 
A bicycle lane of 37 km from Timisoara to the border with Serbia is functional at the moment, but at the finalisation of the project mentioned above, the lane will be further improved by Serbia and a new border crossing point is to be created, specifically for the bike lane and for the Bega Channel. 
	The main transport infrastructure in the area: 
Road transport (AGR): E70: (Beograd) – Vrsac – Stamora Moraviţa – Timişoara – Lugoj – Caransebeş – Orşova – Drobeta Turnu Severin – (Craiova); E 771: Drobeta Turnu Severin – Kladovo – (Nis).
Railway transport (AGC): E66: (Beograd) – Vrsac – Stamora Moraviţa – Timişoara; E 56: (Arad) – Timişoara – Lugoj – Caransebeş – Orşova – Drobeta Turnu Severin – (Craiova).
Inland waterway transport (AGN): Danube, Bega (till Timişoara).
TEN-T network: (Belgrad) – Vrsac - Stamora Moraviţa – Timişoara; Timişoara – Lugoj – Caransebeş – Drobeta Turnu Severin – (Calafat).
Airports: Timișoara international Airport.


On the corridor IV (according to the former classification), a 53 Km segment of the highway between Timișoara and Arad was completed, on the North, and Timișoara’s bypass road. 
On the corridor X (former classification), it was completed a segment of the Horgos – Novi Sad – Beska highway, Horgoš border crossing between Hungary and Republic of Serbia, on the north east of the programme area).
According to EC Border Orientation Paper, urban poles in Timis and areas in the plains are well linked to international networks and show a higher density and quality of local transport networks than in peripheral and mountainous areas[footnoteRef:51]. However, the local transport networks and infrastructure are considered to be unsafe, still poor in regards to the quality, as well as the services and in lack of opportunities for trade between countries, due to poor connectivity and accessible links. [51:  Cross Border Orientation Paper for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, page 19
] 

[bookmark: _Toc383415715]Internal Transport network and accessibility
Concerning the local road network, despite recent improvements the proportion of modern roads is still small, and local roads in particular, are out of date and in poor repair. 
The length of public roads is 7081 Km in the Romanian counties (2017) (out of which 1865 km are national roads) and 5256 km on the Serbian side (of which 1142 km major roads and 1423 km of regional ones). 
	Region
	Public roads
	Modernized public roads
	National roads
	Modernized national roads
	County and rural roads
	Modernized county and rural roads

	TIMIS
	3198
	1515
	835
	831
	2363
	684

	MEHEDINTI
	1913
	977
	455
	384
	1458
	593

	CARAS-SEVERIN
	1970
	1080
	575
	556
	1395
	524



	Length of Public Roads (km) - 2017
	Severnobanatski
	Srednjebanatski
	Juznobanatski
	Borski
	Podunavski
	Branicevski 

	
	623.159 
	772.160 
	919.898
	1.469.740
	595.875
	1.688.306

	
	Timis 
	Mehedinti
	Caras-Severin
	
	
	

	
	3198 km
	1913 km
	1970 km
	
	
	


The indicator of road density per unit of surface shows that the availability of road infrastructure is lower than the national average, both in Serbia and in Romania.
	Country
	NUTS 3 units:
	Km roads /1000 sq.km

	Romania
	Total 
	343

	

	Timiş
	335

	
	Caraş-Severin
	229

	
	Mehedinţi
	376

	Republic of Serbia
	total
	504

	
	North-Banatski
	260

	
	Centre-Banatski 
	235

	
	South -Banatski
	231

	
	Podunavski
	515

	
	Braničevski
	423

	
	Borski
	431


Table 7‑1 Road infrastructure in the programme area (Ministry of infrastructure and transport) 
	TIMIS
	36.8

	MEHEDINTI
	38.7

	CARAS-SEVERIN
	23.1



[footnoteRef:52] [52:  Interreg IPA CBC Romania-Serbia Programme - Implementation evaluation report, 2019] 


*Public road density for 100 sq.km of territory
	Public road density /1000km2
	Severno-banatski
	Srednje-banatski
	Juzno-banatski
	Borski
	Podunavski
	Branicevski

	
	267.68
	237.08
	261.65
	419.09
	476.70
	437.73


It also describes a strong heterogeneity, with the lowest levels in South Banatski, with 231 Km of roads per 1000 sq.km, and the highest in Podunavski, with 515. 
However this indicator should be used taking in to account the strong structural heterogeneity of population density, distribution and size of settlements, topography, quality of maintenance and operation that also depend on the resources of the local administrations. In fact, in the northern plains of both Romania and Serbia, roads, and railroads, ensure a sufficient accessibility to national and international networks. In the southern parts, rail network is less developed, and also because of the mountainous profile and lower density of the population, road network is less efficient, and accessibility is more difficult.
Just like the road network, the rail system in the programme area is in great need of upgrading and investment.It is important to state the fact that the average freight rail speed in the country is one of the slowest in Europe (13km/h). The average speed of trains running in the country has decreased in recent years, due to heavy underinvestment in maintenance. There are also high delays of trains operating locally which affects passengers at all times. 

	
Eligible counties in Romania
	
Railway lines of public use in service
	
Electrified railway lines
	
One way railway lines
	
Two way railway lines
	
Density of railway lines per 1000km2  territory

	TIMIS 
	795
	113
	795
	0
	91.5

	MEHEDINTI
	124
	123
	101
	23
	25.1

	CARAS-SEVERIN
	341
	150
	332
	9
	40.0



	Railway network length
(km)
	Severno-banatski
	Srednje-banatski
	Juzno-banatski
	Borski
	Podunavski
	Branicevski

	Aprox.
	206.5
	97.7
	113.5
	66.0
	16.4
	162.2

	TOTAL 
Aprox. 662.3 km
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Timis
	Mehedinti
	Caras-Severin
	
	
	

	TOTAL:
10 774 km
	795
	124
	341
	
	
	



There are only two international railway routes that connect Serbia with Romania: Belgrade-Timisoara and Vrsac – Timisoara, according to the Serbian railway service, which makes it difficult for tourism travels, as well as for trade opportunities.
Rehabilitating the rail system includes a variety of works for rail infrastructure and superstructure such as: consolidations, tunnels, overpasses, roads, rail traffic, passenger information system, telecommunications, communications, signalling, optical cables, video surveillance, environmental protection, as well as architectural and electrical work. 
Considering these structural specificities, accessibility measured in terms of travelling time declines much faster than that measured in terms of physical distances (table 7.2). 
In the table below, the travelling times were estimated for public transport services, which in most cases need a combination of trains and buses. Most of the travelling distances between the main towns in the programme area are higher than 3 hours. 
The average travelling distance to the other towns in the area is higher than 4 hours for all towns considered. The average travelling time distance is above 6 hours for the most isolated town, Bor in Borski district.
Statistic data collected from the National Institute of Statistics in Romania shows that a total number of 1887661,3 people have used the local public passengers transport in 2017. From that total, the Timis county registered a number of 163284 passengers using local public transport, while Caras-Severin county had a total of 5925,3 passengers and Mehedinți county is in the last place, with a total number of 207,2 passengers.
The main concerns in terms of public transport are directly linked to the necessities of creating a modern, multi-modal and safe transport infrastructure networks, shifting towards low-emission mobility, taking into consideration the affordability (fair and efficient pricing in transport), reliability and accessibility of transport. 
	 
	Timisoara
	Drobeta T. Severin
	Resita
	Kikinda
	Zrenjanin
	Pancevo
	Smederevo
	Pozarevac

	Timisoara
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	T. Severin
	4.30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Resita
	3
	2.2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Kikinda
	2.24
	7.01
	6.37
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Zrenjanin
	3.5
	10.01
	8.25
	1.07
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pancevo
	3.4
	8
	7.4
	3.4
	1.2
	 
	
	 

	Smederevo
	5.53
	6.28
	5.53
	4.06
	2.11
	0.52
	 
	 

	Pozarevac
	5.15
	7.31
	8.05
	3.55
	2.34
	1.54
	2.49
	 

	Bor
	12.36
	3.02
	6.56
	11.45
	9.48
	6.19
	5.19
	9.2


Source: http://www.rome2rio.com/ last accessed on 15th December 2013
Table 7‑2 Public transport traveling time among main towns in the programme area (hours) (Bus or Train + Bus)

	No. of passengers of local public transport (2019) - Serbia
	

	Severno-banatski
	No data

	Srednje-banatski
	2.655

	Juzno-banatski
	5.129

	Borski
	753

	Podunavski
	7.058

	Branicevski
	2.906


Electric vehicles have made great strides in recent years, although the main concern remains finding chargers. New super-fast chargers will be available on the market in the near future and they are supposed to work as fast as gas fill-ups. With the help of this new technology, people will be more encouraged to choose zero-emission rides as well as adaptable infrastructure. 
Paying fares wirelessly is one effort that can encourage the use of public transportation and make it more convenient. This technology requires a connection between a wireless payment reader and a mobile phone. This helps by promoting an easy way to pay a fare and plan a travel itinerary instead of waiting in line at the designated ticket shops. The Near Field Communication (NFC) is a method of wireless data transfer that detects and enables technology in close proximity to communicate without the need for an internet connection. NFC is nowadays the most used technology in general mobile payment in physical stores and other services, so it can also be implemented in the public transportation sector. 
Mobile payment in public transport can also be developed as “pay-as-you-go”, this meaning that the mobile phone serves as a wallet (such as Apple Pay in London) and actual ticketing, where travelers buy and authenticate tickets on their mobile phone (such as Ruter in Norway). 
Mobile payment can become a valuable addition for public transport, making it easier for travelers to pay for trips and for service providers it can reduce the costs for distribution of tickets and subscriptions. 
In terms of connected services, intelligent transport systems (can automatically adjust traffic signal timings based on real time traffic information together with real-time passenger information. Such technology, can significantly improve the capacity and quality of existing transport services.
[bookmark: _Toc383415716]Cross border points accessibility and flows
The two sides of the border are connected by 10 border crossing points, two of them on roads and railroads, and three fluvial ports on the Danube. A detailed list of crossing points is provided in the table below:
	Serbian point 
	Modality
	Operativity
	Romanian Point

	Veliko Gradište
	Port
	Functional permanent
	 

	Donji Milanovac
	Port
	Functional permanent
	 

	Tekija
	Port
	Functional permanent
	 

	Kladovo
	Port
	Functional permanent
	 

	Đerdap
	Port
	Functional permanent
	Moldova Veche

	 
	Port
	Functional permanent
	Orșova

	
	Port
	Functional permanent
	Drobeta Turnu Severin

	Prahovo
	Port
	Functional permanent
	 

	Kikinda Crinja (Srpska Crnja)
	Road
	Functional permanent 
	Jimbolia

	Vrbica
	Road
	Functional temporarily
	Valcani

	Nakovo
	Road
	Functional temporarily
	Comloșu mare

	Kikinda Crinja (Srpska Crnja)
	Train
	Functional permanent
	Jimbolia

	Međa
	Train
	Functional temporarily
	Ionel 

	Jaša Tomić
	Road
	Functional temporarily
	Foeni

	Vrsac Vatin
	Rail/ train
	Functional permanent
	Stamora Moravița (Moravița)

	Kaluđerovo
	Road
	Functional permanent
	Naidăș

	Đerdap 1
	Road
	Functional permanent
	Porțile de Fier 1 (Gura Văii)

	Kusjak (Đerdap 2) 
	Road
	Functional permanent
	Porțile de fier 2 (Izvoru Frumos)


Table 7‑3 Border crossings in the PA (source: Border police Serbia and Romania)
The flow of passengers and vehicles is available only for some specific crossing points, and no records about the local cross border traffic are available. 
However, according to the qualitative information collected among stakeholders the number of crossing points is adequate for the intensity and direction of cross border flows, which include a large share of travellers to the long distance international destinations, and a minor share of commuters in the border area.
However, there are only few fully operated cross-border crossing points (e.g Stamora Moravița, Porțile de Fier), the others are not permanently functional cross-borders and some of them are just seasonal or limited. 
The traffic of vehicles across the border crossings has been growing at a fast pace, in both directions, growing from roughly 200 thousands in 2009 to up to more than 300 thousands in 2013.
The traffic of vehicles across the border crossing has been improved through the implementation of the project "Improvement of  Banat Connectivity" (lead beneficiary Public Enterprise “Roads of Serbia”) which had the following outputs: Construction of two-way bicycle paths on the right side of the state road No. 15 I-B section: Kikinda - Nakovo (state border with Romania) - 8,214 km, Construction of Border Crossing Nakovo - State Road I-B No. 15 section: Kikinda - Nakovo, Rehabilitation of the streets adjacent to the national road 59C in Jimbolia – streets Ion Slavici, Liviu Rebreanu and Calea Marasesti.
The annual flows of vehicles to long distance destinations correspond to an average of less than 1 thousands vehicles per day, almost the totality represented by cars (table 7.4).
Half of the traffic is concentrated at the Đerdap crossing points. 
	 Vehicles crossing the border between Serbia and Romania in 2009 (vehicles per day)

	 
	Romania to Serbia
	Serbia To Romania

	
	All
	Passenger cars
	Buses
	Motorcycles
	All
	Passenger cars
	Buses
	Motorcycles

	Total
	 583 
	 578 
	 5 
	
	 542 
	 537 
	 4 
	 0 

	Out of which:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vatin
	 146 
	 144 
	 2 
	
	 132 
	 130 
	 2 
	 0 

	Srpska Crnja
	 76 
	 76 
	 1 
	
	 76 
	 75 
	 1 
	

	Other
	 361 
	 359 
	 2 
	 
	 333 
	 332 
	 2 
	 0 

	

	Vehicles crossings the border between Serbia and Romania in 2012 (vehicles per day)

	 
	Romania to Serbia
	Serbia To Romania

	
	All
	Passenger cars
	Buses
	Motorcycles
	All
	Passenger cars
	Buses
	Motorcycles

	
	 930 
	 923 
	 5 
	 2 
	 865 
	 859 
	 4 
	 2 

	Out of which:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mokranje
	 79 
	 78 
	 0 
	
	 64 
	 64 
	 0 
	

	Đerdap
	 412 
	 410 
	 2 
	
	 353 
	 351 
	 2 
	

	Kaluđerovo
	 171 
	 169 
	
	 2 
	 173 
	 171 
	 0 
	 2 

	Other
	 268 
	 265 
	 2 
	 
	 275 
	 273 
	 2 
	 

	Source: NIS Serbia Border police data on border traffic of motor vehicles and passengers.
	


Table 7‑4 Traffic at the border crossing Romania- Serbia
The travelling time measured for cars, proves that all capitals of districts and counties can reach at least one neighbouring town on the other side of the border in less or roughly 2 hours (table 7.5). These time distances are compatible with daily commuting for social and economic activities. 
Considering the common availability of resources especially natural and cultural heritage, the cross border distances allow the identification of a potential for stronger interaction and cooperation, for the access to basic services by the local population, for the creation of joint business initiatives, especially in the area of tourism and for the development of cultural partnerships and networks.


	 
	Timisoara
	T. Severin
	Resita
	Kikinda
	Zrenjanin
	Pancevo
	Smederevo
	Pozarevac

	Timisoara
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	T. Severin
	4.17
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Resita
	2.05
	2.44
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Kikinda
	1.31
	5.47
	3.22
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Zrenjanin
	1.55
	5.17
	3.4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Pancevo
	2.2
	4.4
	3
	2.4
	1
	 
	
	 

	Smederevo
	3.14
	3.34
	3.2
	3.1
	2.17
	0.57
	 
	 

	Pozarevac
	3.43
	2.52
	4.01
	3.15
	2.52
	1.37
	0.47
	 

	Bor
	5.44
	2.3
	4.32
	5.1
	4.29
	3.31
	2.37
	2.47


Source: http://www.rome2rio.com/ last accessed on 15th December 2013
Table 7‑5 Driving time distances among main towns in the programme area (hours).
[bookmark: _Toc378857147][bookmark: _Toc383354413][bookmark: _Toc383415717]E-Society and digital divide
The access to broadband connections in Romania, according to the National Institute of Statistics, is quite high. A total of 65,6% of the households in Romania have had a computer in their homes, while 68 % of households have had access to the internet (2017). From a total, 65, 9% of households owning a computer and 64,3% which have access to the internet, are in the urban areas. In the rural areas, 34,1 % of households in the rural area have a computer at home, while a total of 35,7 % of households in those areas have access to the internet, according to the statistics registered in 2017. The differences are much larger inside the programme area, where in the Serbian areas the access is below 30% in all regions, while in the Romanian programme area the average is much closer to the national level. In Serbia, according to the EC Cross Border Orientation Paper, 72.5 % of households have internet access. In rural areas, however, the percentage decreases. The eligible area in Romania performs well in terms of fast and ultrafast fixed broadband network but that is mainly in urban areas. Also, human digital skills are not sufficient and show basic knowledge.[footnoteRef:53]  [53:  Cross Border Orientation Paper for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, page 19] 

The digital divide follows the dualism between urban and rural areas. In Serbia the share of households in rural and urban areas accessing to internet through broadband connection is estimated 16.4% versus 41.2%[footnoteRef:54]. In the same year 2011 according to the Romanian Authority for Management and Regulation in Communications (ANCOM), in the rural areas of Romania the rate of access to broadband connections was approximately 22%.  [54:  Usage of information and communication technologies in the Republic of Serbia, 2011 NIS] 

	Broad Band connection: % households 2011 (NIS and Eurostat)

	West Region
	Timiş
	53

	South West 
	Caraş-Severin
	48

	
	Mehedinţi
	

	
	ROMANIA
	50

	Voivodina
	Severno-Banatski
	28,8

	
	Srednje-Banatski
	

	
	Južno-Banatski
	

	Central Serbia
	Podunavski
Braničevski Borski
	26,5

	 
	SERBIA
	51


Table 7‑6 E-society Indicator: broadband access 
The use of internet can also be emphasised through the ever-growing tendency of e-commerce and online shopping. Although, in the past few years, people were not as interested in shopping with the help of internet, recent studies (Ecommerce Europe organization study) show that, in Romania, e-commerce has significantly increased. The study shows that in 2016, Romania had the biggest growth in terms of online commerce, of 38%, which is more than double compared to the European average[footnoteRef:55], and just 5% in Serbia. [55:  http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/ cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-SF-12-050/EN/KS-SF-12-050-EN.PDF] 

Regional data are not available, but according to qualitative information available the average access to the net in the programme area seems close to the national level. 
Data on the quality of the access to internet indicate that Timisoara is the best performing in Romania, according to the average connections speed. In Serbia, the same ranking per connection speed scores Kikinda 28th, Bor 44th, among the Serbian towns. [footnoteRef:56] [56:  http://www.netindex.com/upload/2,225/Serbia/] 

Digital connectivity is one of the main concerns in the future programming period and there is a need to improve connectivity and consequently competitiveness of regions in supporting the ICT infrastructure, mainly in rural areas. 
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· Divide of land use and land cover with agriculture dominating in the Northwest and mountain and forested areas dominating in the southeast, with punctual foci of human activity (e.g. mines)
· Rich natural environment and cultural heritage with many small and dispersed attractions which is at pressure either by abandonment in peripheral areas or by overexploitation in the plains; 
· Large number of NATURA 2000 and Natural Protected Areas covering a large part of the programme area;
· Rivers and water bodies mostly heavily modified and with weak ecological potential burdened by agricultural, industrial and municipal discharges; 
· Relative low level of service of water supply and sewage treatment especially in the rural areas and difficulties to overcome this by conventional approaches;
· Environmental infrastructure, is often obsolete, underperforming and with limited perspective for financing beyond rudimentary operation and maintenance;
· Municipal waste treatment is nascent and is relying in simple landfills or uncontrolled dumps;
· Air pollution in the urban centres as a consequence of traffic and poor industrial emissions standards;
· Environmental hotspots and risks, especially due to past and present mining and industrial activity, in many cases in remote areas with poor civil protection mechanisms; 
· Flood risks (fluvial and flash floods) in different parts of the Programme area;
· Flood Awareness Systems and disaster protection improving and connecting to European networks but still poor at the local level.
[bookmark: _Toc383162913][bookmark: _Toc383367983][bookmark: _Toc383415719]Land uses
The Programme Area is characterised by a basic division of land uses and land cover from Northwest to the Southeast. In the Northwest, agriculture predominates, while in the Southeast mountain areas and forests/woods are more common. 
[image: ]
Source: EEA (2006), CORINE Land Cover 2000, own illustration
Map 8‑1 Programme Area Land uses
Considering the land use structure, the following picture exists:
	Land use
	Share

	Agriculture
	52,26%

	Forests
	33,88%

	Pastures
	7,95%

	Settlement
	3,80%

	Water bodies
	1,09%

	Marshes
	0,76%

	Mines
	0,14%

	Parks
	0,04%

	Barren land
	0,04%

	Transport infrastructures
	0,02%

	Dumpsites
	0,01%

	Total
	100%


Source: EEA (2014), CORINE Land Cover 2000, own calculation
Table 8‑1 Land uses in the programme area
[bookmark: _Toc383162914][bookmark: _Toc383367984][bookmark: _Toc383415720]Natural and cultural resources
The programme area is extremely rich in natural resources. During the long geologic history, influences from terrain, climate, soil etc. has contributed to create a rich mosaic of ecosystems and sites, e.g. the Porțile de Fier/ Derdapa Klisura on the Danube in the central section of the area, is among the most celebrated sites of the “Wild Europe”.
The border area is characterized by highly varied flora, fauna and natural habitats. Natura 2000 sites cover for example up to 32% in the Mehedinți County. 


[image: ]
Source: EEA (2013), NATURA2000, own illustration
Map 8‑1 NATURA 2000 Sites in and near the Programme Area
According to the Cross Border Orientation Paper for IPA CBC, the cross border areas include a high quality potential on both, natural and cultural assets that goes from lakes, reserves, natural parks, to cultural sites, religious and historical.
The NATURA 2000 sites and Natural Protected Areas offer great potential for eco-tourism in the region.
Romania has six (6) inscriptions of cultural sites and two (2) of natural sites in the World Heritage List. In the area of nature protection, the target to establish the Natura 2000 network represents a clear cross border cooperation learning opportunity from EU member states. Twelve (12) sites are included in the World Heritage Tentative List that is subject to further steps at national level. In addition, the cooperation area offers several natural parks, the Mehedinti Mountains or the Danube Iron Gate.
Serbia is a country of nature and cradle of culture representing a geographical connection between Central Europe, Mediterranean and Eastern Europe. The cultural and natural heritage is characterized by a wealth of lakes and mountains. There are five (5) cultural world heritage sites in Serbia. In addition, twelve (12) sites are included in the World Heritage Tentative List.[footnoteRef:57] [57:  Cross border orientation paper for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, p. 23] 

[image: ]
Source: EEA (2013), nationally designated areas (CDDA), own illustration
Map 8‑2Nature protected areas in and near the Programme Area

This rich natural environment is evident by the numerous protected areas with an area of several thousand hectares.



Among others areas of attraction, which can be an important asset in tourism development include:
	Country
	District
	Natural Protected Areas
	
Main Cultural and historical Attractions

	Romania
	
Timiş
	Saraturile Dinias Reserve
Mlastinile Satchinez Reserve
Lacul Surduc Reserve
Insula Mare Cenad Reserve
Mlastinile Murani Reserve
Padurea Cenad Reserve
Lunca Poganisului Reserve
	Historic centre in Timișoara with the traditional neighbourhoods of Cetate, Iosefin, Fabric and Elisabetin;
Old town of Lugoj
Castle of General Mercy
Fortifications and town of Făget
Town and Thermal Baths of Buziaș

	
	Caraş-Severin
	Portile de Fier Natural Parc
Cheile Nerei – Beusnita National Parc
Semenic - Cheile Carasului National Parc
Izvoarele Nerei Reserve
Rezervatia Cheile Nerei - Beusnita Reserve
	Town and Thermal Baths Băile Herculane 
Semenic Winter sports resort
Gǎrâna Jazz Festival
Caransebeș synagogue 
Caransebeș Museum of Ethnography

	
	Mehedinţi
	Portile de Fier Natural Parc
Geoparcul Platoul Mehedinti Natural Park
Domogled – Valea Cernei Natural Park
 Cornetul Baltii Reserve
Cornetul Babelor si Cerboanei Reserve
	Towns of Drobeta and Orșova
Drobeta Castrum
Drobeta Castelul de Apa (Water Castle)
Remains of Podul lui Traian (Apollodorus Bridge)
Monastery of Baia de Aramă 

	Serbia
	Severno-Banatski
	Great Bustard Pastures
	“Kika” mammoth in Kikinda;
The Treadmill or “Suvaca” – mill that works on horse power, form the mid 19th century; one of the only two left in Europe;[footnoteRef:58] [58:  www.kikinda-turizam.rs ] 

- The special nature reserves „Karadjordjevo“[footnoteRef:59] [59: http://virtuelnimuzejdunava.rs/serbia/natural-heritage/special-nature-reserves/karadjordjevo.454.html] 


	
	Srednje-Banatski
	Slano Kopovo salt marshes, Rusanda Wetlands, Special Nature Reserve Stari Begej-Carska Bara
	Dundjerski (Fantast) Castle, near Bečej
Ecka Castle, near the city of Zrenjanin, Zrenjanin National Museum

	
	Južno-Banatski
	Sokolac Park, Nature parks Ponjavica, Deliblatska peščara, Vršačke planine, Uzdinska forest and Hajdučki park
	Vršac Castle and town
Mesić Monastery 

	
	Brani-čevski
	Đerdap National Park including an UNESCO protected area, Deli Jovan mt., Kučajske mts. and Radujevac in Braničevski District
	Town of Požarevac, Ram Fortress, Golubac, Viminacijum, Silver Lake, Vrelo Mlave

	
	Borski

	Lazarev kanjon Natural Monument	

	- Kladovo Fortress[footnoteRef:60] [60: http://virtuelnimuzejdunava.rs/serbia/cultural-heritage/fortresses/kladovo-fortress-(fetislam).369.html] 

and the Trajan’s Tabula and the Canal[footnoteRef:61] [61: http://virtuelnimuzejdunava.rs/serbia/cultural-heritage/archaeological-map-of-danube/trajan%E2%80%99s-plaque--tabula-traiana-.trajanova-tabla.355.html] 

Negotinske (Rajačke, Rogljevačke) pivnice.[footnoteRef:62] [62:  http://whc.unesco.org/en/tentativelists/5537/] 

- Archeological site „Lepenski vir“ – near Donji Milanovac

	
	Podu-navski
	Gornje Podunavlje
	Smederevo Fortress, largest medieval fortification in South East Europe, included in the tentative list of the UNESCO World Heritage List


Table 8‑2 Main attractions

[bookmark: _Toc383415721][bookmark: _Toc383162915][bookmark: _Toc383367985]Environmental protection, water and waste management, public utilities
Public utilities infrastructure (water and sewage infrastructure) is on the path to improvement in the eligible border area as a whole[footnoteRef:63]. Water quality is measured across a number of measuring stations in the main rivers and the groundwater bodies, although their density decreases as moves from the north-west (from a monitoring station density of <50 km2/station) to the south-east (density of <200 km2/station), hence making the measurements especially for groundwater less reliable, although the overall status is considered to be qualitatively and quantitatively good[footnoteRef:64].  [63:  ICPDR (2009), Danube River Basin Management Plan, Annex I Maps, Map 18 Urban Wastewater Discharges Reference Situation 2006 and Map 19 Urban Wastewater Discharges Baseline Scenario 2015. ]  [64:  ICPDR, ibid] 

The overall situation of the rivers water is summarised below: 
	River
	Natural status
	Ecological status and/or potential
	Chemical status
	Nitrogen loads in the catchment area
	Phosphorous loads in the catchment area

	Tisa
	Heavily modified
	Moderate or worse potential
	At risk
	6-9kg/ha*year
	30-45 kg/km2*year

	Tisa-Danube channel
	Heavily modified
	Moderate or worse potential 
	At risk
	6-9kg/ha*year
	30-45 kg/km2*year

	Danube
	Heavily modified
	Moderate or worse potential 
	Failing good status
	9-13 kg/ha*year
	45-60 kg/km2*year

	Old and Navigable Begej
	Heavily modified
	Good upstream of Timișoara, moderate or worse potential downstream
	Good upstream of Timișoara, at risk downstream
	6-9kg/ha*year
	30-45 kg/km2*year

	Timiș/Tamiš
	Mixed
	Good
	Good status
	Up tp over 13 kg/ha*year
	45-60 kg/km2*year

	Velika Morava
	Natural
	n.a.
	Possibly at risk
	9-13 kg/ha*year
	30-45 kg/km2*year

	Timok
	Natural 
	n.a.
	Possibly at risk
	9-13 kg/ha*year
	30-45 kg/km2*year


Source: ICPDR 2009, 2012
Table 8‑3 The overall situation of the rivers water

The following table gives an overview over the access to water and sewage in the area: 
	Country
	District
	Access to Waters
	Connection to Sewage network

	Romania
	Timiş
	The existing 2816 km of water supply network covers 88 administrative units (10 towns and 78 communes). The volume of drinking water in 2012 is 34.228.000 cubic meters. The water supply system covers a population of 468.220 inhabitants (nearly 70% of the total population of the county).
	The county is the second in the region related to the settlements access to sewage (with 9 towns and 17 communes in 2010), and to the lengths of sewage network – 1.003 km.

	
	Caraş-Severin
	35 settlements have no access to a water supply network. The existing 911 km of water supply network covers 46 administrative units (8 towns and 38 communes). The volume of drinking water in 2011 is 11,200,000 cubic meters, decreasing with 20% from 2007.
	The county is the last in the region related to the settlements access to sewage (with only 8 towns and 16 communes in 2010), and to the lengths of sewage network - 393.2 km, representing 13.6% from the total regional network.

	
	Mehedinţi
	Water supply: Out of the 65 settlements, only 43 have access to a water supply network. The existing 911 km of water supply network cover 5 towns and 38 communes. The volume of drinking water in 2011 is 9,341,000 cubic meters, decreasing with 23% from 2007.
	The county is the last in the region related to the settlements access to sewage (with only 5 towns and 10 communes in 2011), and to the lengths of sewage network – 230,7 km, representing 11% of the total regional length.

	Serbia
	Severno-Banatski
	Supplied drinking water – 7435000 m3
Number of households connected to the water supply network - 56784


	The total discharged waste water – 5374000 m3
Wastewater discharged from municipalities with a system for waste water – 3259000 m3
Treated wastewater – 2599000 m3
Number of households connected to the sewage network - 20609

	
	Srednje-Banatski
	Supplied drinking water – 11094000 m3
Number of households connected to the water supply network -72740[footnoteRef:65] [65: Source: http://marketing-pr.fon.rs/webroot/uploads/Gradovi%20i%20opstine%202011%20G20112005.pdf
Table: 11-1 (chapter 11)] 



	The total discharged waste water – 8620000 m3
Wastewater discharged from municipalities with a system for waste water- 5225000 m3
Treated wastewater -0 m3
Number of households connected to the sewage network - 28953

	
	Južno-Banatski
	Supplied drinking water - 21729000 m3
Number of households connected to the water supply network - 105919


	The total discharged waste water – 13355000 m3
Wastewater discharged from municipalities with a system for waste water - 9223000 m3
Treated wastewater – 2708000 m3
Number of households connected to the sewage network - 51057

	
	Braničevski
	Supplied drinking water - 7633000 m3
Number of households connected to the water supply network - 40295


	The total discharged waste water – 4963000 m3
Wastewater discharged from municipalities with a system for waste water - 4575000 m3
Treated wastewater - m3
Number of households connected to the sewage network -22063

	
	Borski
	Supplied drinking water – 8644000 m3
Number of households connected to the water supply network - 35330


	The total discharged waste water – 5281000 m3
Wastewater discharged from municipalities with a system for waste water - 5281000 m3
Treated wastewater - 8000 m3
Number of households connected to the sewage network – 22333

	
	Podunavski
	Supplied drinking water – 9293000 m3
 
Number of households connected to the water supply network - 42091


	The total discharged waste water - 6118000 m3 
Wastewater discharged from municipalities with a system for waste water – 6064000 m3 
Treated wastewater - 950000 m3 
Number of households connected to the sewage network - 30208



Table 8‑4 Overview over the access to water and sewage in the area
Source: West Region RDA, 2014, Институт за јавно здравље Србије „Др Милан Јовановић Батут” (2011)




	 
	Indicator
	Percent of households connected on wastewater collecting system [%]

	
	Period
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Teritory - NSTJ
	 
	
	
	

	Juzno-banatska 
	41.1
	41.1
	41.2

	Severno-banatska 
	42.6
	44.9
	46.1

	Srednjo-banatska 
	43.2
	46.3
	47.2

	Borska 
	54.8
	54.8
	56.2

	Branicevska 
	37.3
	37.8
	39.1

	Podunavska 
	58.8
	58.8
	58.8



	Percentage of population connected to wastewater collecting system [%]

	Territory / Year
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Mehedinti
	42,45%
	47,05%
	48,41%

	Caras-Severin
	49,21%
	49,97%
	50,54%

	Timis
	54,91%
	57,64%
	60,58%


Source – NIS Romania 2019
[footnoteRef:66] [66:  Interreg IPA CBC Romania-Serbia Programme - Implementation evaluation report, 2019 ] 

Disparities exist across the border and intra-regionally mainly between urban areas with higher connectivity and rural areas not served by the networks and relying on makeshift infrastructure. 
In those areas connected to the networks, the infrastructure is obsolete and in need of overall overhaul. Water treatment plants in the best cases only provide primary (mechanical) treatment and many are not continually operated, due to poor maintenance and lack of financial resources hence releasing wastewater untreated into the adjacent water bodies, among them to the Danube. In the ICPDR scenarios on the development of the Urban Wastewater and Water Treatment after 2015, all scenarios presume an upgrade for the urban centres (3-grade treatment with removal of Nitrogen and Phosphorus in Romania and Phosphorus removal in Serbia) but also forecast only a slight improvement for the smaller settlements, where non-treatment will remain prevalent. 
Waste management is based on collection and waste disposal in landfills; in some cases these landfills are regional sanitary landfills with basic infrastructure, but in many cases they are small open dumps especially in rural areas and near or within vulnerable areas. 
Waste separation and recycling, especially packing materials, has been promoted and is at nascent stadium. Separation of biodegradable waste is also very low, although it traditionally occurs at household level in the rural areas. No other advanced infrastructure (e.g. biogas capture, incarceration etc.) exists.

	Country
	District
	Waste disposal
	Recycling and waste separation

	Romania
	Timiş
	Waste management raises environment problems as it is done in landfills, located in vulnerable areas, without special protection measures. For year 2010, the quantity that was stored there was of 215 837 tones.
	No information available

	
	Caraş-Severin
	Waste management raises environment problems as it is done in landfills, located in vulnerable areas, without special protection measures. For year 2011, the quantity that was stored there was of 112 751 tones.
	No information available

	
	Mehedinţi
	Waste management it is controlled at regional level – with 4 specially designed storage facilities, and Mehedinti county has one in Drobeta Turnu Severin. For year 2011, the quantity that was stored there was of 44 429 tones, which about 18% of the total regional.
	No information available

	Serbia
	Severno-Banatski
	Area near Kikinda:
Have been identified: one sanitary landfill, two rehabilitated and reclaimed landfill and 16 which do not fulfil the sanitary conditions (wild and official) 
Σ = 18 landfills
∑ = 32,06 ha + 8,2 ha (re-cultivated) = 40,26 ha 
1,490 t of waste per month (packaging waste,
Construction Waste, 
Hazardous household waste, 
Agricultural waste, 
garden waste, 
Electrical and electronic waste, etc.)[footnoteRef:67] [67: https://www.google.rs/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CCkQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.futura.edu.rs%2Fservisi%2Fmaterijali%2FEP%2520Opstine%2520Kikinda%2520final%25201.ppt&ei=B8koU6m4Msj-ygPPq4LACg&usg=AFQjCNGQXhliQgF76m-Kccg7BAerpPQS7g&bvm=bv.62922401,d.bGQ] 

	Kikinda: Collection of plastic and paper

	
	Srednje-Banatski
	Numerous smaller landfields
	-

	
	Južno-Banatski
	Numerous smaller landfields
	Vrsac: connection of plastic

	
	Braničevski
	Numerous smaller landfields
	-

	
	Borski
	Numerous smaller landfields
	-

	
	Podunavski
	Numerous smaller landfields
	-


Table 8‑5 Waste disposal
Source: Source: Environment Protection Agency for each Romanian county (2014) anecdotal information via RDA West, ISC (2014) Serbian Green List-Recycling Islands, EEA (2013) Municipal waste management in Romania, ISWA (2012) State of the Nation Report: Serbia

The issues on public utilities infrastructure is similar on both sides of the border and can be summarised as low level of connection and supply, underserved rural areas, obsolete infrastructures and uncontrolled discharges. 
As an EU MS, Romania has to comply fully with the UWWT Directive. Since 11 May 2005 Romania applies Article 5(8) and 5(2, 3) of the Directive. The parameters subject to more stringent treatment are nitrogen and phosphorus.
In 2016, Serbia adopted the Water Management Strategy and participates in Danube River Basin Management Plan (2009), Updated Danube River Basin Management Plan (2015) and Flood Risk Management Plan for the Danube River Basin (2015).

[bookmark: _Toc380860769][bookmark: _Toc383162916][bookmark: _Toc383367986][bookmark: _Toc383415722] Environmental hotspots and risks
The area is characterised by a very large number of hotspots in relation to agriculture, industrial sites and brown fields, mining activities and municipal waste water. The figure below gives an overview. 

[image: ]
Map 8‑3 Danube River Basin District: Significant Point Sources of Pollution
Source: ICPDR (2009), EEA (2013), own illustration

[bookmark: _Toc380860770][bookmark: _Toc383162917]Agriculture
Agriculture poses a threat to the environment especially in the Northern Plains due to its contribution to the Gross Nutrient Balance of the water bodies and the threats to biodiversity and landscape, since gross-scale commodities production is prominent. 
In peripheral rural areas, where often small scale semi-subsistence agriculture exists, the problems arise mainly due to abandonment of traditional cultivation and decline of the infrastructures (ICPDR (2009), Danube River Basin Management Plan. 
[bookmark: _Toc380860771][bookmark: _Toc383162918]Air
Air pollution has been decreasing as an overall trend due to the decline of industrial activity. At the same time emissions (CO2, NOx, PM10) by traffic and transport have increased due to the increased activity and higher private vehicle fleets. Low quality fuel and heating systems emit considerable amounts of particle matters especially in urban centres, Pančevo, Bor being notorious cases in Serbia. 
	District
	SO2
	NOx
	NMVOC

	Timiş
	1561 tones
	1477 tones
	3299 tones

	Caraş-Severin
	147 tones
	2950 tones
	5160 tone

	Mehedinţi
	5620 tones
	8888 tones
	1039 tones


Table 8‑6 Air Pollution, Romanian Districts
Source: Source: Environment Protection Agency for each Romanian county (2014) anecdotal information via RDA West
	Station/ parameter
	SO2 [µg/m3]
	NOx [µg/m3]*

	Kikinda
18/03/2014 15:30
	11.4
	6.1

	Pančevo – Sodara
18/03/2014 15:30
	9.3
	

	Kostolac
18/03/2014 15:30
	21.3
	11.1

	Bor - Institut RIM
18/03/2014 15:30
	6.9
	47.6

	Bor - Gradski Park 2
18/03/2014 15:30
	9.0
	

	Bor – Krivelj
18/03/2014 15:30
	7.7
	

	Smederevo - Carina
18/03/2014 15:30
	58.5
	…

	Smederevo - Centar
18/03/2014 15:30
	59.1
	83.3


Table 8‑7 Air Pollution, Serbian Districts
Source: http://www.sepa.gov.rs/ams/xajax_data/eas_kvalitet_vazduha_1.php
[bookmark: _Toc380860772][bookmark: _Toc383162919]Industries
In certain parts of the border area, extraction of fossil fuels, mines, and heavy industry significantly contribute to the pollution of the environment. 
The most polluting units are in the fields of mining, mineral oils processing and handling, chemical processing, animal breeding, agricultural products processing, machinery industry and metallurgy. 
In the Programme area of Romania, there are 115 dumps and decantation pools, around 85% of them from the mining industry, 44 of them being close to protected areas, for which an environmental strategy is needed.
Technologies applied are often obsolete or poorly operated. The main form of pollution is through the ground water and the discharge in the water bodies, through canalisation and minor tributaries. 
Special forms of industrial waste are derelict production plants and brown fields which pose a significant threat to human health, flora and fauna without the possibility to reclaim the areas in the short term. 
[bookmark: _Toc380860773][bookmark: _Toc383162920]Flood risks 
Floods are a constant threat to the area, accentuated by climate change but also by human interaction, e.g.: uncontrolled hydro morphological alterations through sediment extraction for the construction sector or fragmentation of adjacent wetlands and floodplains. 
Areas near the Danube will face fluvial floods, while others will encounter flash floods due to extreme weather. Overall civil protection mechanisms, administrative response capacity and interoperability have a lot of improvement potential.
In 2010 for example, the most serious events in Serbia were encountered in the Timok River, and the rivers in Banat, exceeding emergency flood defences. In Romania major flood events have been registered on Timiș, Barzava and Moravita rivers[footnoteRef:68].  [68:  ICPDR (2012), 2010 Floods in the Danube River Basin, Vienna] 

[image: ]
Source: ICPDR (2012), 2010 Floods in the Danube River Basin, Vienna and ICPDR (2012), Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment in the Danube River Basin, own illustration 
Map 8‑4 d events in the Danube River Basin (2010) and area of potential significant flood risk

Apart from the major basins affected by fluvial floods, others will encounter flash floods due to extreme weather events and ground saturation. 
Overall EU wide initiatives, such as the European Flood Awareness System[footnoteRef:69] (EFAS) and the Danube Flood have improved the situation at the macro-level.  [69:  JRC (2013), Joint Research Centre — Annual Report 2012, Luxemburg] 

However the prediction and disaster protection mechanisms, administrative response capacity and interoperability at the local level still need improvement.



[bookmark: _Toc378857149][bookmark: _Toc383354419][bookmark: _Toc383415723]Tourism
	· Promoting a holistic/multileveled approach for enhancing the touristic competitiveness of the programme area.  
· Relevant potential for various types of tourism on both sides of the border, based on natural and historical resources and on business and cultural activities that attract tourism demand.
· Ecotourism in the protected areas, cultural tourism attracted by historical heritage, business tourism generated by growing international integration of industrial clusters and business poles, present the highest potential.
· Thermal and wellness tourism are a great asset for the Romanian programme area and should be considered a priority so that the region will become a cross-border health touristic destination;
· Accomodation infrastructure is underexploited, signalling the need for soft investments in coordinated actions for increasing attractiveness and national and international demand.
· International connections are adequate for tourism travels to the area, but the quality of local transport infrastructure and services is poor, constraining the development of coordinated offers and cross border initiatives. 
· The digital demand regarding tourism should be increased in order to improve the visibility of natural and cultural assets of the programme area in the online community.[footnoteRef:70] [70:  RORS-20-HERA (project financed under the 2014-2020 Programme)] 

· Focus on the touristic destinations which present untapped potential, in order to reduce the development gap between counties/districts and in that sense the natural capital of the programme area should be harnessed.



Tourism plays an important role for the economies of both countries accounting for nearly 4,6 % of the country’s GDP in Romania (direct impact) and more than 16 % of the GDP in Serbia.[footnoteRef:71] [71:  CROSS BORDER ORIENTATION PAPER for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, p.14] 

In the “Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Report 2017”[footnoteRef:72], the World Economic Forum ranked 136 countries, based on the Travel and tourism index and Romania was ranked as the 68th country (with a score of 3.78 out of 7), while Serbia was ranked as the 95th country (with a score of 3.38 out of 7). Among various indicators used for obtaining the global ranking for the two countries, the ones which were scored the lowest and could be tackled by future public interventions were: [72:  http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_TTCR_2017_web_0401.pdf] 

· Air transport infrastructure (RO-2.37, RS-2.35 out of 7)
· Ground and Port infrastructure RO-2.80, RS-2.77 out of 7). The level of satisfaction of the population regarding the quality (extensiveness and condition) of road infrastructure in 2015-2016 is very low (RO-2.6 and RS-2.9, where 7 is equivalent to “very good”), while in terms of ground transport efficiency (ie. frequency, punctuality, speed, price) for Ro the score is 2.9, and for RS is 3.1, where 7 is equivalent to extremely efficient.
· Natural resources (RO-2.99 – the 68th country, RS-2.01- the 130th country. For Serbia the situation is more serious, most probably not because of a lack of natural resources, but more because of a poor usage of its potential available natural capital as well as the development of outdoor tourism activities. Natural capital is defined in terms of landscape, natural parks and richness of the fauna. According to the same study, the level of “attractiveness of natural assets”, as in the level interest of international tourists to visit the country due to its natural assets, for Romania is quite high (5.2 out of 7).etc.)?) For Serbia, the score obtained for this indicator is 4.2
· Cultural resources and business travel (RO-2.27, RS-1.65- the scoring is low, but the ranking is average. According to the report, “this indicator measures the availability of cultural resources intended in a broad sense archaeological sites, entertainment facilities and conferences. To a large extent this pillar captures how cultural resources are promoted rather than the actual existing cultural heritage of a country”). According to UNESCO, in the programme area, there are no World Heritage cultural sites or natural sites, but this weakness can be overcome with systematic promotion of other cultural and natural assets of the area.  
· Tourist service infrastructure: In 2015-2016 Number of hotel rooms per 100 population (0.7 for RO and 0.3 for RS; for the indicator “quality of tourism infrastructure (e.g. hotels, resorts, entertainment facilities)” Ro scored 3.2 (7 being excellent) and RS is 3.6 (the questionnaire was applied to the resident population).
Another indicator used for the analyses of this topic is “digital demand”: tool that measures the total online search volume for tourism-related activities and attractions within all of the countries and territories included in the ranking, allowing the assessment of the online behavior and decision-making processes of international tourists. The more online tourism-related searches a country has, the more appealing that country brand is. According to Bloom Consulting Country Brand Ranking©[footnoteRef:73], in a European Ranking of the “country branding”, Romania sits on position 29, while Serbia occupies position 37. According to the EC Orientation Paper, for the programme area “Investing in territorial strategies promoting destination marketing of the regions, linked with the offer of local products” is recommended. [footnoteRef:74]. Also, according to the same document, “in order to increase synergies and the quality of marketing of cultural and natural sites, enhanced coordination with the Council of Europe’s Roman Emperors and Danube Wine Route could be considered in coordination with the EUSDR to integrate a cross border tourism offer in addition to the preparation of ecotourism strategies and action plans for National Parks and Protected Areas as eco-tourism destinations.”  [73: https://www.bloomconsulting.com/pdf/rankings/Bloom_Consulting_Country_Brand_Ranking_Tourism.pdf]  [74:  CROSS BORDER ORIENTATION PAPER for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, p.24] 

The Programme area presents a relevant potential for the development of various types of tourism. Most of the tourism potential is shared on the two sides of the borders, and its development could benefit from a stronger cross border cooperation. However, without proper infrastructure, as mentioned above (e.g road infrastructure, tourist service infrastructure) and proper services (e.g efficient transport services, services for efficient exploitation of natural and cultural resources), there are little means to develop the tourism in the programme area. These issues are also mentioned in the EC Orientation Paper[footnoteRef:75], which pinpoints the following areas that need further investment: [75:  CROSS BORDER ORIENTATION PAPER for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, p.24] 

”- The development of sustainable and nature-based tourism in the area through eco-tourism product development and services provision 
- The establishment of networks with local partners and tourism industry to prepare and certify the quality of travel products. 
- The accommodation infrastructure is underexploited, signaling the need for soft investments in coordinated actions for increasing attractiveness of national and international demand.”
Eco tourism seen as a combination between rural tourism and adventure tourism, is considered to be an attraction for the foreign tourists looking for simplicity and authenticity. The main assets are a rich patrimony of natural resources, historical heritage, cultural resources, on both sides of the border, which was presented in the previous chapters. The main potential is represented by the natural parks along the river Danube, the natural areas on the mountains, and the historical sites (see also table 8-2 Main attractions). However, the main challenges[footnoteRef:76] when it comes to the development of eco-tourism are: underdeveloped or obsolete infrastructure for natural/mountain tourism; lack of connections with the European Greenways[footnoteRef:77] and poor touristic guidance/interpretation infrastructure. This topic is also underlined in the EC Orientation Paper:”Improvement of the attractiveness of the region as a destination for green tourism and cultural heritage. Sustainable tourism trails or the development of quality labels for excellence in services could contribute to increasing such perception.”[footnoteRef:78] [76:  Regional Strategy for Smart Specialisation – West Region, Romania, September 2016]  [77:  “Greenways are communication routes reserved exclusively for non-motorised journeys, developed in an integrated manner which enhances both the environment and quality of life of the surrounding area. These routes should meet satisfactory standards of width, gradient, and surface condition to ensure that they are both user-friendly and low -risk for users of all abilities. In this respect, canal towpaths and disused railway lines are a highly suitable resource for the development of greenways”- http://www.aevv-egwa.org/greenways/ ]  [78:  CROSS BORDER ORIENTATION PAPER for IPA CBC cooperation programme with participation of regions from Romania and Serbia, European Commission, October 2019, p.24] 

The development of business activities, and the intensive flow of FDI, has created a significant potential for business tourism. These types of tourism generate demands for accommodation and services in the main business centres in the programme area, and in the historical and natural areas, for events like company conventions, or congresses. At present these flows are concentrated in the Timisoara area, but in some measure also in other centres of the programme area, like in Borski district and Mehedinti.
Leisure and ethno-gastronomic tourism can be attracted by the cultural events, festivals, fairs that are present in the area, one example being the Danube Wine Route in Južni Banat and the wine production centres in Timisoara county, as well as wine production areas on the side of the programme area. Many of these attractions include a cross border dimension. Rural and agri-tourism could be developed especially in agricultural territories in the proximity of the national parks and protected areas.
Health and thermal tourism can be attracted by the thermal centres. The whole programme area is very rich in high quality therapeutic thermal water having important springs of mineral and thermal waters contributing to the development of spa resorts. In Serbia, among the most popular spa resorts are in Banja Kanjiža, Brestovačka Banja and Banja Rusanda and in Romania, there is the Băile Herculane, an old city known since the Roman Empire and in Bala, Balta and Negoiesti Dubova, Simian, Obarsia Closani, Ieselnita municipalities. For the thermal resorts in Timiș (Buziaș and Băile Călacea) and Caraș-Severin (Băile Herculane), the major weaknesses are: timeworn accommodation facilities, old medical facilities, lack of leisure facilities.
Resources for sports and hunting tourism can be mentioned along the Danube, and especially in the Carpathian mountains. Other potentials can be identified in mountain cycling along the Danube, water sports (the example of cave diving in caves Isverna and Topolniţa, in the Orsova or Drobeta Turnu Severin)
Next to the potential, some weaknesses and structural constraints should be mentioned. The natural and historical patrimony is extended over a large territory, and there are few points that can exhibit a special and unique character at international level, able to attract international visitors. The same beautiful sites on the segment of the Danube that crosses the programme area should compete with other tourism attractions on the same river, with a stronger consolidated image on the international tourism markets.
The transport infrastructure allows a good connection with international and national networks, but the local, internal network is still poor, and the public transport is not developed to the quality standards of tourism service, making difficult the creation of an offer for integrated tours that represent a large share of the tourist market. 
Secondary infrastructures and services, like info points, hiking trails, road signs, guidance services, are still underdeveloped.
The basic infrastructure, mainly in form of hotels, motels, camping and other accommodation facilities, is available, but it is still underdeveloped. Hospitality infrastructure is strongly concentrated on the Romanian side, in particular in Timis county and Caras-Severin. The Serbian districts have a lower but equally spread, asset of tourist facilities.
In the last decade a growth of accommodation facilities has been observed. For Caraș-Severin county, the increase in accommodation capacity is of almost 30% within the past 6 years and has surpassed Timiș county. It is also encouraging that Mehedinți, the county that had the lowest accommodation capacity, registers an increase of almost 20 % in the same reported period.
[footnoteRef:79] [79:  NIS Romania-Tempo online, Indicator TUR 102C] 

Special attention should be paid to increasing the tourism competitiveness for Mehedinți county by tackling the issues of: ground infrastructure, tourist service infrastructure, effectiveness of marketing and branding for specific attractions. In this way, all the natural and cultural resources existing within the boundaries of this county will achieve their full potential. According to the Study on Tourism[footnoteRef:80], carried out by the SW Regional Development Agency, the touristic potential of this county is significant: there are 5 touristic resorts (Dubova, Şimian, Obârşia Cloşani, Eşelniţa, Bala) that could be considered of national interest, the following touristic natural resources with untapped potential: Bâlvăneşti Forest, Cazanele Dunării, the lilac forest from Ponoarele, Sviniţa botany reservation and numerous ethnographic sits (Blata, Costesti, Prejna). Tapping the touristic potential of this county can be facilitated by the existence of faculties in the filled of tourism, spatial planning and business administration in Drobeta-Turnu Severin. [80:  https://www.adroltenia.ro/studii-strategii-regionale/] 

For Serbia, there is also a big discrepancy between the 6 districts, in terms of number of beds in tourism facilities: 


[footnoteRef:81] [81:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 


	Number of tourism facilities[footnoteRef:82]  [82:  NIS Romania-Tempo Online-Indicator TUR 101 C and National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 


	 Year: 
	2007 
	2012
	2015
	2017
	2018
	

	Timiş
	102
	153
	168
	172
	175
	

	Caraş-Severin
	118
	181
	231
	241
	247
	

	Mehedinţi
	19
	42
	55
	71
	70
	

	ROMANIA
	4694
	4884
	6821
	7905
	8449
	

	Severno-Banatski
	19
	34
	22
	20
	36
	

	Srednje-Banatski
	13
	35
	37
	47
	54
	

	Južno-Banatski
	25
	28
	30
	55
	46
	

	Podunavski
	22
	31
	8
	11
	10
	

	Braničevski
	63
	73
	79
	69
	91
	

	Borski
	19
	80
	139
	177
	127
	

	SERBIA
	4041
	4339
	4001
	4115
	4185
	 


Table 9‑1 Establishments of touristic reception and dynamic
The number of arrivals and overnight stays, confirms the large dominance of Timis county, that receives with around 30% more of arrivals than the second largest county per number of facilities (Caraș-Severin).
[footnoteRef:83] [83:  NIS Romania, Tempo online, Indicator TUR105E
] 

After analyzing the chart above, it can be noticed that the trend of arrivals is still ascending, but more obvious for the case of Mehedinți county. This could imply that the other 2 counties have come close to reaching their maximum potential in the conditions of the actual touristic offer, which would imply a shift in the approach taken and investment into different touristic products.
However, after introducing in the analysis another factor – type of tourist-, another scenario shapes up: Timiș county and Caraș-Severin county have relatively the same number of overnight stays of Romanian visitors and the difference is given by the number of overnight stays of foreign visitors. This could be explained by the fact that the largest city of the area, Timișoara, attracts a large number of foreign visitors (business and leisure travels) thanks to its good accessibility at international level. Also, the interest of foreign visitors for this county is continuously increasing and these tourists could be redirected towards the other two counties, if the transport connections would be convenient/accessible and also if there would be some multifunctional centers for sports, leisure and business.   
[bookmark: _Hlk6224916][footnoteRef:84] [84:  NSI Romania-Tempo online, indicator TUR 105D, 2017] 

[footnoteRef:85] [85:  NSI Romania-Tempo online, indicator TUR 105D, 2008,2010,2012,2014,2016,2017] 

[footnoteRef:86] [86:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 


For the Serbian districts, according to the chart above, it is obvious that Bor is the most attractive one when it comes to tourism. This is an opportunity for this district to attract new residents, working in the field of tourist services, so that it can overcome its major ageing demographic problem.
In order to assess the role of the tourism services in the local economy and to analyze the performance, some basic indicators have been calculated. 
The number of beds in tourism facilities per 1000 of inhabitants, can be used as very rough indicator of the relevance of the tourism sector in the programme area (see graph below). 
[footnoteRef:87] [87:  Based on INS Romania, Tempo online, indicators TUR 102C and POP 107A] 


[footnoteRef:88] [88:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 

According to this indicator the highest density of tourism activities (in relation to the population) is that of Caraș-Severin, and Borski in the Serbian programme area. In all other counties and districts the basic indicator of specialization is much lower than the National average, particularly in Serbia. 
The current performance of the tourist sector in the area has been analyzed using the indicator of occupancy rate of the tourist infrastructure, calculated as number of nights spent by tourists per bed available, compared to the maximum potential.
Compared with 2014, when both Serbia and Romania presented an occupancy rate below 30%, among the lowest in Europe, the present situation has slightly improved for Romania. In that sense, for Romania, in 2017, the index of net using of the touristic accommodation capacity was 30,9%, and the trend through the years is of stabile increase[footnoteRef:89], but for Serbia, in 2017, the index of net using of the touristic accommodation capacity was 28,5%[footnoteRef:90]. [89:  NSI Romani-Tempo Online, Indicator TUR 106A]  [90:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 

At least from this rough indicator, it seems possible to conclude that the tourism sector in the area has difficulties in increasing the tourism demand sufficiently enough as to exploit the infrastructural asset available.
Although the Serbian national average index for the net using of the touristic accommodation capacity is still under 30%, the graph above illustrates that for some Serbian districts this indicator is much higher and that the touristic facilities are being used at a high capacity.

[footnoteRef:91] [91:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 


In Serbia the occupancy rate is almost constant all year-around, while in Romania there is a pick of arrivals in the summer season. However, this pick does not concern much the programme area, since at national level the pick depends largely on the summer arrivals on the Black Sea coast.
The forms of tourism where can be identified the highest potential for cross border actions seem those related to cultural tourism, eco-tourism, and all those niche tourisms based on natural and cultural resources. The quality and quantity of resources available, and their distribution in the programme area, lead to identify the main challenge in the creation of a common image of the area, a territorial brand capable to attract a significant flow of demand and to exploit the synergy between the single tourism attractors.
European Capital of Culture year in Timisoara in 2021 will provide a framework for a set of activities focused on developing and building more connections with European and international scenes, strengthening sound and sustainable measures for tourism through culture and building bridges between local and European narratives.
Cultural interventions to stimulate the construction of a Banat identity in a European context can be fostered, while innovative cross-border touring routes are put in place.[footnoteRef:92] Moreover, the European dimension of the culture can be addressed through multi-annual cultural interventions, addressing intangible heritage through encounters between local and regional communities, developing long-term international networking & artists in residence programmes.[footnoteRef:93] [92:  Bidbook Timisoara 2021: https://timisoara2021.ro/ro/cariere/director-de-program/]  [93:  Bidbook Timisoara 2021: https://timisoara2021.ro/ro/cariere/director-de-program/] 

In the current programming period the programme partners generated a significant number of projects in the field of tourism, most of them of soft type, aiming to the promotion of attractiveness of touristic areas.

[bookmark: _Toc378857150][bookmark: _Toc383354420][bookmark: _Toc383415724]Education, research and innovation
	· The educational system is experiencing intensive structural changes in both countries, but the shift should be towards an educational system more adequate to the labor market, and accent should be placed on the vocational education and on the development of skills.
· Basic primary and secondary education quantitatively adequate in the programme area, limited differences pre-primary education, more developed in Romania.
· The Programme Area presents an unequal distribution of higher education and research poles. 
· Private schools are growing in both countries, however limited statistical information is available.
· In the North of the programme area in Romania counties are located many university poles, with a national and international potential. 
· In Serbia there are no large university poles in the PA, but many are located close to the edge in the main urban poles, accessible to the local population. 
· Many research centers in the Romanian area, fewer in the Serbian side, but all are geographically polarized  
· In order to overcome the low financial support in the field of research and innovation, the emphasize should be on entering into clusters, networks and on building on the expertise already gained by other important research and innovation poles;Common needs of improvement of the effectiveness and quality results of education.
· Common needs of improvement of the access to education for disadvantaged groups. 



 The Educational system
In the Global Human Capital Report 2017, issued by the World Economic Forum, out of 130 countries analyses from the perspective of development of human capital, Romania ranks 42, while Serbia ranks 60. For Romania, the fields where it performs better (24 out of 130) are literacy and numeracy abilities, secondary and tertiary attainment rate (This captures the percentage of population that has achieved at least primary, secondary or tertiary education and the proportion of the population that has a basic level of literacy and numeracy). When the analysis shifts towards the ”quality” of the education (how well the education system as a whole meets the needs of a competitive economy), the scoring is lower 57 out 130. For Serbia, the situation is quite opposite, as it ranks 73 out of 130 for the first group of indicators, whilst for the second group of indicators it ranks 36 out of 130.
Primary and secondary education institutions are present in the programme area, at a quantitative level comparable to the national averages. Also, as it can be seen in the graphs below, the situation has not changed significantly in the past decade.  However, due to the geographical dispersion of the rural population, the number of education units in the rural area is much higher than in the urban areas (the school age population for urban /rural areas is similar).
Fostering sustainable cultural education while increasing the number and quality of places opened for culture as well as enhancing the architectural heritage are the two key elements which can be considered for financing.









[footnoteRef:94]
 [94:  RO NIS, Tempo online, SCL 101 B] 


[footnoteRef:95] [95:  ibidem] 

In the Serbian programme area the number of employees in the primary and secondary school system is higher compared to the population than in the Romanian programme area and the number of students per each teacher is lower, below ten units[footnoteRef:96]. In the Romanian programme area, the best student/teacher ratio is in Caraș Severin County, 12.17, but what is surprisingly is that all three counties are below the national average, meaning that, at county level, the number of existing teachers is satisfactory.  [96:  Data source: NIS Serbia Municipalities of Serbia, Employees by section of activity, Education and NIS Romania.] 


	Primery and high school[footnoteRef:97] [97:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 

	
	
	
	
	

	District
	Regular elementary school
	
	 
	Regular high school

	 
	students
	teachers
	stud/teachers
	students
	teachers
	stud/teachers

	Severno Banatska
	10072
	1203
	8.37
	3417
	586
	5.83

	Srednje Banatska
	13542
	1637
	8.27
	5783
	762
	7.59

	Južno Banatska
	22547
	2303
	9.79
	7859
	1104
	7.12

	Podunavska
	15414
	1513
	10.19
	5253
	770
	6.82

	Braničevska
	12105
	1413
	8.57
	4354
	567
	7.68

	Borska
	7800
	975
	8.00
	3097
	523
	5.92

	Serbia total*
	543028
	53038
	10.24
	220874
	29743
	7.43





 [footnoteRef:98] [98:  RO NSI, Tempo online, SCL 130D, SCL 104A, SCL 101B] 



[footnoteRef:99] [99:  National Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia  ] 


In both areas the educational system has experienced substantial structural evolutions, because of the administrative and political reforms and the demographic change. In the programme area, following the demographic decline, the number of students in primary and secondary schools has declined regularly. In Romania, the decline has been more intensive in professional schools balanced by a growth of enrolments in the lyceums.
Higher education institutions are present in the programme area, but the territorial distribution of the offer is asymmetric, in the Romanian territory there are five large universities. In the Serbian area, there is in Bor a Technical Faculty as branch of the University of Belgrade and in Vršac a research centre connected with Hemofarm industry. Also there are various newly established private educational facilities in the programme area. In fact the access to university institutions by the local population is not as unequal as this locations could suggest, because in Serbia the population has easy access to the University poles located at the borders of the programme area, in Belgrad, Novi Sad, Niš.
In the Romanian programme area there are 5 public universities, largely concentrated in Timiș, as in Timiș County there are 4 public universities (Universitatea Politehnică Timișoara, Universitatea de Vest Timișoara - also ranked in the QS Top Universities in the World[footnoteRef:100], Universitatea de Științe Agricole și Medicină Veterinară a Banatului Timisoara, Universitatea de Medicină și Farmacie Victor Babes Timișoara). In Caraș-Severin County there is one public university (Universitatea Eftimie Murgu Reșița) and in Mehedinți county there is a branch of the University in Craiova, including 5 faculties (law, economics, letters, physical education, business administration) and a branch of Bucharest University, including 2 specializations in the field of geography and tourism.  [100: https://www.topuniversities.com/university-rankings/world-university-rankings/
] 

In the Serbian districts there are fewer public higher education institution, one is the Mihajlo Pupin" Technical Faculty in Zrenjanin, connected to Novi Sad, second is College of Professional Studies for Educator Education in Kikinda, third is University of Economic- School of Dental Medicine (privat university), fourth is College of Professional Studies for Educator Education in Vršac, the fifth is Technical College of Professional Studies in Požarevac, and in Bor there is a Technical Faculty as branch of the University of Belgrade. 
All over the programme area the sector of private schools, in particular high schools and universities, is growing at a fast pace, according to the local stakeholders. It is worth mentioning that private universities in the Romanian programme area are only in Timiș county (10); Some examples are the Tibiscus University, with faculties of informatics and design and the Mihai Eminescu University, Timisoara (tourism and social studies); 
According to the available statistics, the share of population with university degrees is similar, ranging from the maximum of Timis county to the minimum in Braniceski. This indicator is less than half of the EU average. 
	Population per education attainment in 2011(Eurostat, NIS Serbia, Romania)

	 
	Inhabitants with: 
	% on total Inhabitants

	 
	University education
	Higher education
	University education
	Higher education

	Timiş
	119213
	410356
	17%
	60%

	Caraş-Severin
	29142
	183595
	10%
	62%

	Mehedinţi
	25694
	158488
	10%
	60%

	ROMANIA
	2591021
	11759627
	12%
	55%

	Severno-Banatski
	13683
	59420
	9%
	40%

	Srednje-Banatski
	20055
	79903
	11%
	43%

	Južno-Banatski
	30386
	123955
	10%
	42%

	Podunavski
	17915
	81805
	9%
	41%

	Braničevski
	13456
	56692
	7%
	31%

	Borski
	11561
	45831
	9%
	37%

	SERBIA
	1000569
	3015092
	14%
	42%

	TOTAL EU (27)
	 
	 
	26,7
	46%


Table 10‑1 Indicators of educational attainment

The indicator for higher education is much more heterogeneous. In Serbia it is close to one half of the level in Romania. Furthermore, in Romania the indicator is higher than the EU average, while in Serbia it is much lower. 
For 2016, the indicator related to tertiary education reveals that Romania is lagging behind, as its national percentage is of 25,6%[footnoteRef:101] (% of population with a tertiary education diploma) and the EU average is 30.3%. [101:  EUROSTAT 2016] 

In both countries, according to surveys and studies, carried out by national and international institutions, the quality of education has experienced a decline in the last decade. 
The PISA tests indicators for mathematics achievements declined in Serbia from 477 to 436, and in Romania from 475 to 415[footnoteRef:102]. Similar variations are reported for science and reading.  [102:  http://www.unicef.org/ceecis/Romania.pdf] 

At national levels, the enrolment rates are similar in both countries, with the exception of pre-primary schools that are more developed in Romania than in Serbia.
The two countries share the problem of providing educational services to minorities and disadvantaged groups. One significant indicator is that of the access to primary education of Roma children, that is roughly 40% compared to 90% of Romanian and Serbian children. 

Research and Innovation activities
Research and innovation activities in the programme area are extremely polarized, with one main pole, in Timis County, and a low density in all other areas. For example, according to the Romanian national statistical institute, in 2016 the number of employees in research and innovation was of 2696 in Timiș, 99 in Caraș-Severin and 0 in Mehedinți. This comes as no surprise, since the total R&D expenditure as GDP share was, in 2014, 0,26 % for Timiș, but below 0,01 % for Caraș-Severin and 0% for Mehedinți.
In Timiș County research specialization is very diversified varying from medicine, to engineering, physics, social sciences. Timis county houses more than 20 public and privately owned, research centres, some based in the local universities, other connected to industrial and scientific organizations. 
Poles of research can be mentioned in the engineering, testing of the materials, chemistry related laboratories, physics, forestry, constructions, public health, social sciences, etc. Regarding the human resources, the number of employees in R&D field is estimated at 0,88% out of the total employees in the county, close to the national Romanian average.
In Caraș Severin County, the research specialization is focused on fruits production and animal breeding (2 research centres) and on mechanical engineering (UCM Resita - Research and Development Center for Hydraulic Equipment and Hydro-Engineering SA – Research centre for Hydraulic, Automation and Thermal Processes). The number of employees in R&D field is 0,11% of the total number of employees in the county, which represents roughly the 22% of the average in the West region , and even less in comparison to the national average. In Mehedinți County Research& Development activities are very limited, as in the entire in South West region. 
Regarding the research activity in the Serbian border regions, there are fewer research institutions, mainly in the fields of agriculture and forest studies, food processing, mining technologies. A university centre in research in Engineer fields is located in Vrsac and an Institute for Research in mining sciences is based in the city of Bor. 
The following innovative companies are entered into the register of innovation activities managed by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development:
· VRŠKA PRESS doo, Zrenjanin, Central Banat Administrative District;
- 	Agricultural Expert Service Institute “TAMIŠ”, Pančevo, South Banat Administrative District[footnoteRef:103] [103:  NA data, Attachment no. 58] 

As it was mentioned for the University network, companies and public institutions in the Serbian side of the programme area have easy access to the research and innovation facilities in the neighbourhood of the area, in particular in the Belgrade area, and in Novi Sad.
In terms of patent applications to the European Patent Office, as an indicator of research and innovation competitiveness, the situation is encouraging: for Romania, there were 50 patent applications filed in 2017, with a 66% increase since the previous year, while for Serbia there were 12 patent applications filed in 2017, compared with just one application filed in 2016[footnoteRef:104]. It can be seen that the situation between the two countries is unbalanced, since Romania (2,6 applications for million inhabitants in 2017) is more advanced than Serbia (1.5 applications for million inhabitants in 2017), but both are lagging behind EU 28 (135 applications for million inhabitants in 2017).The capacity for research and innovation is dependent of structural factors, such as institutional cooperation, policy instruments, networks between enterprises and research centers, higher education specialization, that enable knowledge to be converted into products, behaviors, processes and institutions.  [104:  European patent application – 2017 Report; https://www.epo.org/index.html] 


[bookmark: _Toc378857151][bookmark: _Toc383354421][bookmark: _Toc383415725]Smart specialization
Smart Specialisation is a strategic approach to economic development through targeted support to Research and Innovation. It will be the basis for European Structural and Investment Fund interventions in Research and Innovation as part of the future Regional and Cohesion Policy's contribution to the Europe 2020 jobs and growth agenda[footnoteRef:105]. [105:  Communication Regional Policy contributing to smart growth in Europe 2020, http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/ official/communic/sustainable/ comm2011_17_en.pdf] 

Smart specialisation involves a process of developing a vision, identifying competitive advantage, setting strategic priorities and making use of smart policies to maximise the knowledge-based development potential of any region, strong or weak, high-tech or low-tech.
Vojvodina region in the Republic of Serbia and West Development region in Romania are actively working for the implementation of the European SMART specialization strategy and have joined the European network S3 platform, therefore five out of eight districts in the programme area are directly involved in the platform, creating a strong basis for the extension of the strategic approach to the whole programme area.
The S3 Platform assists EU countries and regions to develop, implement and review their Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation (RIS3)[footnoteRef:106]. The role of the S3 Platform is to provide support to national and regional policy makers, as well as promote mutual learning, trans-national co-operation and contribute to academic debates around the concept of smart specialisation. [106:  http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu /s3-platform -registered-regions;jsessionid=0pKHSy ZDw GJwlL9L87 y0hj Qkd9xfy8Kkvg 1MGwGq1QKpFy Q8hbHr!1794812450!1390991811073] 

In the current programme a large number of University and research centres was involved in the programme, specially, but not only, in the area of environmental protection, and resource management. The main challenge for the next programme could be that of the involvement of the local stakeholders in the field of SMART specialization shared by the economic systems on the two sides of the border.
Based on the Strategy for Smart Specialization for the South-West Region, Mehedinți county has, in addition, potential for smart specialization in the field of transport- automobile and motorcycle repairing and textile[footnoteRef:107]. [107:  http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/regions/ro41/tags/ro41] 

According to the Strategy for Smart Specialization for the West Region, one example of smart specialization could be the use of TIC in the tourism field. 

[bookmark: _Toc378857152][bookmark: _Toc383162921][bookmark: _Toc383415727]The IPA II CBC programme Romania –Republic of Serbia 2014-2020
The strategy of the CBC Programme Romania-Republic of Serbia 2014-2020 was focused on addressing the following key challenges: 
· Promoting Employment, labour mobility and social and cultural inclusion across the border;
· Protecting the environment, promoting climate change adaptation and mitigation, risk prevention and management;
· Promoting sustainable transport and improving public infrastructure;
· Encouraging tourism and cultural and natural heritage.
According to the Implementation evaluation report[footnoteRef:108], elaborated by external assessors during 2019 for Interreg IPA CBC Romania-Serbia Programme, the socio-economic situation of the eligible area has not changed dramatically and all the needs identified for the 2014-2020 Programme are still present and remain valid. [108:  Implementation Evaluation Report, 2019] 

The only domains where the trend has slightly changed (only positive trends were registered) are: health care services (only for Romania) and tourism.
According to the feedback from the stakeholders, the interest in applying for funding within the 2021-2027 is very high both from the beneficiaries and applicants (respectively 96% and 99% of respondents). The most interesting areas to cooperate are education (57% of beneficiaries and 60% of applicants) and environment (52% of beneficiaries and 53% of applicants).




[bookmark: _Toc378857153][bookmark: _Toc383162922][bookmark: _Toc383415728]ETC programmes in the area
The Programme Area partially overlaps (e.g. Interreg HU-RS, Interreg BG-RS, Interreg RO-BG, Interreg RO-HU, Interreg Adrion) or is contained (e.g. Danube Programme) to a number of other Territorial Cooperation Programmes. Many of these Programmes follow similar objectives and have relevant thematic orientations. The evaluation of the current programme signalled the need to improve coordination and to exploit synergies. In all cases, they contribute to the development of capacity and know-how among the administration and stakeholders of the region. 



[bookmark: _Toc383354424][bookmark: _Toc383415729]Conclusions
The Territorial Analysis provides a description of many common challenges for a smart sustainable and inclusive growth. Some of these challenges can be effectively addressed by joint cross border actions. 
Both communities, in the Republic of Serbia and in Romania, suffer of a demographic decline, with aging of the population and unemployment. 
Another common challenge of the programme area is related to environmental issues. From the plains of Banat and Timis counties, to the Carpathian Mountains, to the Danube valley, all the Serbian and Romanian communities live in an extremely integrated and interdependent environmental system. These systems generates challenges that can be addressed only through common actions, by establishing a sustainable use of natural resources, in particular water, by developing and managing environmental infrastructures, by protecting natural resources. The actions in the field of environmental protection and sustainable development are also those where the strongest synergies with the Danube regions strategy can be pursued.
Local transport, public utilities and services is another challenge which must be tackled for economic growth. The programme area has good accessibility to national and European transport networks, but suffers of a poor quality and inefficiency of local networks, for both transport infrastructure and public services. The severity of this challenge is worsened by the risks of marginalization of the remote rural areas, in particular those close to the borders, and those in the mountains. Similar dualism can be observed in the basic public service networks, for example waste management, with the remote areas on both sides of the border needing strong improvement and extension of the services provided. 
RO-population growth
general evolution 	Timiș	Caraș-Severin	Mehedinți	3298	-4056	-4339	natural increase	Timiș	Caraș-Severin	Mehedinți	-770	-2182	-1983	internal migration	Timiș	Caraș-Severin	Mehedinți	4443	-1211	-1040	external migration	Timiș	Caraș-Severin	Mehedinți	-375	-663	-1316	



RS - population growth 

Severnobanatski             	Srednjebanatski      	Juznobanatski         	Borski             	Podunavski            	Branicevski            	-11.3	-9.5	-7.6	-15.4	-10.3	-13.5	


RO-% urban population

national	Mehedinti	Caras-Severin	Timis	0.56360623860198733	0.50583704459537504	0.58440473269116677	0.60051231926477788	


RS-% urban population

Severnobanatski             	Srednjebanatski      	Juznobanatski         	Borski             	Podunavski            	Branicevski            	national	0.63584855208099966	0.51502470277708845	0.58020718128896209	0.59400644596191954	0.52955455309877253	0.41038852691134914	0.56000000000000005	


RO- % population over 65 years
Mehedinți	2011	2016	2018	0.18	0.19319081551860648	0.20073025456919061	Caraș-Severin	
2011	2016	2018	0.18	0.18789805534805837	0.19834365218150024	Timiș	
2011	2016	2018	0.14000000000000001	0.14671460558043403	0.15319337589932416	national	
2011	2016	2018	0.14000000000000001	0.17385391171364614	0.18177912428943027	



RS-% population over 65 years
2017	
Severnobanatski             	Srednjebanatski      	Juznobanatski         	Borski             	Podunavski            	Branicevski            	national	0.19890728548612063	0.19552981252960949	0.19143821367481856	0.23152738683425034	0.19696336684453516	0.23731103891144312	0.18429999999999999	2011	
Severnobanatski             	Srednjebanatski      	Juznobanatski         	Borski             	Podunavski            	Branicevski            	national	0.17	0.17	0.16	0.19	0.17	0.21	0.17	



Number of SMEs /
1000 Inhabitants 
Mehedinti	Caras-Severin	Timis	Severnobanatski	Srednjebanatski	Juznobanatski	Borski	Podunavski	Branicevski	14.350160075025062	17.821517859397606	35.792403204215141	21.297815293667025	26.298869763349654	46.845161680351922	26.851658305462653	37.325943593296351	41.108767559501082	


% women on unemployed 
Timiş	Caraş-Severin	Mehedinţi	ROMANIA	Severno-Banatski	Srednje-Banatski	Južno-Banatski	Podunavski	Braničevski	Borski	SERBIA	0.50095541401273891	0.45718949399020675	0.41528180779038082	0.44175977683926482	0.49539482595151063	0.49477619584144283	0.51932733161006628	0.56299999999999994	0.51868872549019662	0.52064803049555386	0.52074297873722786	Education impact on unemployment
0.77474471135559086	0.7197297507603726	0.69400504917291528	0.66789538354336386	0.44069543829612767	0.47951606094331678	0.49163048637146961	0.5	0.34986010184386307	0.39161793505332626	0.53556421238140672	20	55	95	54	86	100	118	74	66	106	106	share of population with high or university degree
Unemployment rate
small enterprises and unemployment 
20	55	95	54	86	100	118	74	66	106	106	0.62322614623869865	0.34508540863863807	0.25999472474471536	0.38792032400445886	0.27730722626461157	0.24465594657865447	0.21341861583693558	0.36000000000000015	0.13964878330997543	0.21835402010221699	0.2958121771389472	Unemployment rate
Small Enterprises density
Access to the health services 
Older 65 	Timiş	Caraş-Severin	Mehedinţi	ROMANIA	Severno-Banatski	Srednje-Banatski	Južno-Banatski	Podunavski	Braničevski	Borski	SERBIA	2.4005378010562253	0.72631488941230749	0.61284822627119295	1.1648355056691939	0.80014650824475242	0.75968238385926479	0.93902014393889688	0.81619177083278194	0.706212961597252	1.0412250698525201	1.0329847392656151	Total inhabitants	Timiş	Caraş-Severin	Mehedinţi	ROMANIA	Severno-Banatski	Srednje-Banatski	Južno-Banatski	Podunavski	Braničevski	Borski	SERBIA	2.0568857298444168	0.78854148676335267	0.69514985634945903	0.96600945075401123	0.81447090064953265	0.75424906998361785	0.93370033086143089	0.87304852897697505	0.8866204618453335	1.1213744473320539	1.1099497366398168	Km roads /1000 sqkm

2011	
ROMANIA	Area RO	CBC	SERBIA	Area RS	351.26370282062175	304.83895726295066	313.36834637289871	487.66792077641821	323.64582768530067	2017	
ROMANIA	Area RO	CBC	SERBIA	Area RS	361.16761266274227	319.69263275754645	323.9371194056323	488.99874574853953	329.03404716725402	



% of population connected on wastewater collecting system  

ROMANIA	
2011	2017	0.42216412160586292	0.49429362641166547	Area RO	
2011	2017	0.45896615265250701	0.52929256206700637	



% of households connected on wastewater collecting system  

SERBIA	
2011	2017	0.57055749338997042	0.62807710071948852	Area RS	
2011	2017	0.46857229203918704	0.50197060893222656	



RO - Touristic accomodation capacity
year 2012	
CS	MH	TM	7566	1772	8250	year 2018	
CS	MH	TM	9049	2302	7998	



RS-Touristic accomodation capacity, 2018

Borski okrug	Branicevski okrug	Podunavski okrug	Južno - Banatski okrug	Srednje - Banatski okrug	Severno - Banatski okrug	3028	2164	362	1876	1156	1536	


RO - Overhight stays - evolution
Caraș-Severin	
year 2010	year 2012	year 2016	year 2017	471000	497568	688303	694922	Mehedinți	
year 2010	year 2012	year 2016	year 2017	135869	119972	201610	229574	Timiș	
year 2010	year 2012	year 2016	year 2017	506385	600224	891240	900211	



RO-overnight stay-per type of tourists, 2017
Romanian	
Caraș-Severin	Mehedinți	Timiș	670948	202249	603219	Foreign	
Caraș-Severin	Mehedinți	Timiș	23974	27325	296992	



Timiș - overnight stay of foreign tourists  

year 2008	year 2010	year 2012	year 2014	year 2016	year 2017	195423	149987	179190	188594	237400	296992	


RS- Overnight stay, 2018

Borski okrug	Branicevski okrug	Podunavski okrug	Južno - Banatski okrug	Srednje - Banatski okrug	Severno - Banatski okrug	185396	142392	25831	93411	78643	133443	


RO - Indicator of specialization in tourism services_2018  (No. of beds in tourism facilities /1000 inhabitants) 

Caraș-Severin	Mehedinți	Timiș	Romania	28.108507723704768	8.1559190643722399	10.665094949748173	18.089942920943002	


RS-Indicator of specialization in tourism services_2018 (no. of beds in tourism facilities/1000 inhabitants) 


Srbija	Borski 	Branicevski 	Podunavski 	Južno - Banatski 	Srednje - Banatski 	Severno - Banatski 	16.399999999999999	26.8	12.9	1.9	6.7	6.6	11.2	


Occupancy rate of tourism facilities 2018
2018	
Srbija	Borski okrug	Branicevski okrug	Podunavski okrug	Južno - Banatski okrug	Srednje - Banatski okrug	Severno - Banatski okrug	30.3	20.2	27.6	18.100000000000001	21.4	24.2	39.9	


RO-primary and secondary education units (urban)
Mehedinti	
Year 1996	Year 2008	Year 2010	Year 2012	Year 2014	Year 2016	Year 2017	39	22	20	16	16	16	16	Caras-Severin	
Year 1996	Year 2008	Year 2010	Year 2012	Year 2014	Year 2016	Year 2017	73	20	20	16	14	14	15	Timis	
Year 1996	Year 2008	Year 2010	Year 2012	Year 2014	Year 2016	Year 2017	79	45	42	39	36	39	39	



RO-primary and secondary education units (rural)
Mehedinti	
Year 1996	Year 2008	Year 2010	Year 2012	Year 2014	Year 2016	Year 2017	256	58	60	60	61	60	60	Caras-Severin	
Year 1996	Year 2008	Year 2010	Year 2012	Year 2014	Year 2016	Year 2017	218	70	64	63	62	62	62	Timis	
Year 1996	Year 2008	Year 2010	Year 2012	Year 2014	Year 2016	Year 2017	274	98	88	82	81	81	82	



RO-2017
teachers/1000 inhabitants	
national	Mehedinti	Caras-Severin	Timis	12.06	11.3	12.11	13.6	students/teacher	
national	Mehedinti	Caras-Severin	Timis	15.15	14.07	12.17	14.61	



RS-2017
teachers/1000 inhabitants	
Srednjebanatska 	Severnobanatska	Juznobanatska	Podunavska	Branicevska	Bor	9.2924829157175406	7.7400516795865633	9.8538647342995169	10.196132596685082	9.4894878706199464	9.2766122766122763	students/teacher	
Srednjebanatska 	Severnobanatska	Juznobanatska	Podunavska	Branicevska	Bor	12.379588061452388	13.9841440764322	11.777968229357439	11.486532939166857	10.898494186490568	11.209239130434781	
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County/ District No. of 

SMEs

Population No. of 

SMEs/ 1000 

inhabitants

Mehedinti     3,550  247,384       14.35           

Caras-Severin     4,940  277,193       17.82           

Timis   25,053  699,953       35.79           

Severnobanatski     2,947  138,371       21.30           

Srednjebanatski     4,663  177,308       26.30           

Juznobanatski   13,173  281,203       46.85           

Borski     3,083  114,816       26.85           

Podunavski     7,058  189,091       37.33           

Branicevski     6,997  170,207       41.11           

Density of SMEs in the eligible area


image5.emf

image6.jpeg
- mam Rl




image7.jpeg
— igh speed rail  Completed
BB 7o be uparaded o high speed ral
—-= mmm Highspeed ai/Plamed





image8.jpeg
Eligible Area

Land uses

Agriculture
Barren land
Dumbsites
Forests
Marshes
Mines
Parks
Pastures
Settlement
Transport
Water bodies

60

0

60 Kilometers

e —




image9.jpeg
n Eligible Area
I Rivers
[ Districts

[] NATURA 2000 Areas

60 0 60 Kilometers N
e —




image10.jpeg
n Eligible Area
[ Districts
Nat__areas.shp
Monument al naturii
] Nacionalni park

Parc national

[ Parc natural

Park prirode

Predeli izuzetnih odlika
Rezervat prirode

] Rezervatie naturala
Rezervatie stiintifica
Spomenik prirode

60 0 60 Kilometers N
e —




image11.jpeg
] Eigible Area

Hotspots
B Agriculture
A Industry

@ Municipal waste water
O wwrP

I Rivers

D Districts

60 0 60 Kilometers
e —





image12.jpeg
n Eligible Area
I Rivers
D Districts

@ Flood events
[ Transb. Flood Risk Zones

60 0 60 Kilometers N
e —




image1.jpeg
CROSS
h BORDER
COOPERATION

Romania-Serbia




