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ABSTRACT
The aim of this paper is to critically review recent EU level debates on territorial impact assessment, which serves as a tool to
improve the understanding of uneven territorial impacts of the EU sectoral policies. The paper also seeks to elicit (1) which European countries employ territorial impact assessment when designing various national policies and (2) how this tool is used in different
governance environments. Particular attention is paid to the case of Czechia. The paper elaborates upon the state-of-the-art tools
used on a national level and analyses the motivation of actors on regional and local levels to use such tools in their decision-making
process. The research shows that EU member states that employ this tool can be categorized into four groups, for instance, depending on whether they enrich other impact assessments tools by territorial aspects, or whether they focus coherence of regional
development strategies and sectoral strategies. Territorial impact assessment is not implemented in Czechia, although recent years
have witnessed an upsurge of interest concerning territorial aspects of investments.
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1. Introduction
For a long time, there has been a quest to understand
spatial or territorial consequences of public policies
(Nijkamp and Van Pelt 1989). Some public policies are
focused directly on increasing the development potential of certain regions (regional policy). Other public
policies are not directly focused on regions, but their
impact is often greater compared to explicit regional policies. For decades, there have been attempts to
develop tools which would enable to assess or to measure a spatial impact of public policies.
In the 1970s, first tools emerged in the USA in order
to assess the impact of policies or projects with a focus
on environmental and economic impacts (e.g. Caldwell
1988; Bond and Pope 2012; Francis 1975). However,
geographers have been traditionally interested in
more complex tools assessing all aspects of territorial
development. Discussions at the EU level regarding the
territorial dimension and territorial cohesion paved
the way for more complex tools enabling a holistic
approach in the evaluation of impact on territorial
development (e.g. Medeiros 2017).
According to Fischer et al. (2015), territorial impact
assessment (TIA) is a distinctly EU policy assessment
closely connected to the EU territorial cohesion agenda and “does not make much sense in, e.g. the USA
where people are used to move to areas of greater
economic opportunity” (p. 9). The Territorial Agenda
of the European Union 2020 (European Commission
2011) states that territorial cohesion “enables equal
opportunities for citizens and enterprises, wherever
they are located” (p. 3). Following the addition of territorial cohesion among strategic goals of the European Union in 2009, it seems to be even more important
to evaluate potentially uneven territorial impacts of
particular projects, strategies, or policies.
Territorial Impact Assessment is a tool which
appeared in a practical debate in 1989 with the launch
of the European Spatial Development Perspective
(ESDP; Zonneveld and Waterhout 2009).
The aims of this paper are twofold: firstly, to critically review recent developments regarding impact
assessment tools at the EU level and, secondly, to analyse awareness about these tools and the current state
of their implementation in one EU member state – in
Czechia. Czechia was selected for a case study due to
the fact that the author of this paper has followed the
discussion and subsequent application of territorial
impact assessment in this country over the past five
years. Therefore, the paper seeks primarily to answer
these questions:
(Q1) How do European countries deal with the
challenge of evaluating territorial impacts of their
policies?
(Q2) What is the current state of Territorial Impact
Assessment implementation in Czechia?
The paper unfolds as follows: Chapter 2 presents
an overview of different types of impact assessment
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with special attention to TIA. Chapter 3 analyses the
current state of the art in selected European countries in using TIA or similar tools. Chapter 4 focuses
on Czechia and explains how TIA or similar tools are
employed. Chapter 5 summarizes the main conclusions and presents several suggestions for further
development of TIA in the Czech context.
From a methodological standpoint, the paper is
based mostly on content analysis of available documents dealing with the topic of policy evaluation and
(territorial) impact assessment in particular countries. This source of information has been complemented with questionnaires sent to academics and
public officials in several countries. The ambition of
the study was to elaborate on the current situation in
TIA use in all EU countries. Thus, respondents were
asked an open question, i.e. to describe use of TIA in
particular EU member states. Combination of those
two sources (content analysis and questionnaires)
enabled to divide EU member states into four categories (see Chapter 3 and Table 2). Nonetheless, relevant information has not been found in case of particular countries.
The analysis concerning Czechia is based on this
author’s experience gained at the Czech Ministry
of Regional Development and at the International
Advisory Centre for Municipalities, which implemented impact assessment techniques in the city of
Litoměřice.

2. The Role of Impact Assessment Tools
in Policy Coordination

It is only natural that since the addition of territorial cohesion among the European Union’s goals, it
has become even more pressing to assess territorial
impacts of sectoral policies that do not explicitly follow regional policy goals – no matter what the goals of
particular regional policies in different national contexts are, the Territorial Impact Assessment methodology has been developed as a tool to measure potential territorial effects of sectoral policies (Golobič and
Marot 2011).
TIA might be understood as a new addition to
a vast array of impact assessment tools that have
been applied since the 1970s. Impact assessment,
which is mostly used and embedded in legislation of
many countries all over the world focuses primarily on economic and environmental dimensions (see
Table 1). However, proper evaluation of impacts on
territorial development should include other dimensions as well. Stutz and Warf (2012) state that, “in
conventional usage development is a synonym for
economic growth” (p. 268). Nevertheless, territorial
development should be understood in a more complex way, Medeiros (2017) concludes that territorial
development should follow five main goals: economic competitiveness, social cohesion, environmental
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Tab. 1 Types of Impact Assessment.
Impact assessment focused on
Economic dimension
Examples

Cost-benefit analysis
Regulatory Impact
Assessment

Environmental dimension
Environmental Impact
Assessment
Strategic Impact
Assessment

Social dimension

Complex Impact Assessments

Poverty Impact Assessment

Territorial Impact Assessment

Health Impact Assessment

Impact Assessment (European Union)

Source: Author

sustainability, sound processes of territorial governance, and efficient processes of spatial planning
or territorial articulation. TIA is then supposed to
encompass all those dimensions.

2.1 Impact assessment – definition and origins
The purpose of impact assessment is to assess potential impacts of certain actions before they are implemented (Hayes 2017). Impact assessment is thus
supposed to evaluate what might happen as a direct
consequence of a particular project, strategy, or a policy. Today, there are more than 40 types of IA discussed
in literature (Morrison-Saunders et al. 2014). The
most frequently used ones are Environmental Impact
Assessments, Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment, or Regulatory Impact Assessments, which are
embedded in law in most of countries.
The first impact assessments focused on environmental impacts: the first legally binding IA was the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which came
into force on January 1, 1970 in the USA (Bond and
Pope 2012). This tool was aimed at federal actions
that might significantly affect the quality of human
environment (Francis 1975). At first, the tool was
used for large projects such as dams or nuclear power
plants but it was also used for assessment of smaller
projects in urban environment relatively soon (Francis 1975).
The system of impact analysis in the United States
was strengthened in the 1980s, when the Urban and
Community Impact Analysis (UCIA) was developed
as a consequence of Jimmy Carter’s presidential campaign promise to develop the first explicit urban policy. The main aim of the impact assessment program
was to ensure that there will be no actions contradicting the urban policy (Hack and Langendorf 1980).
Glickman (1980) summarizes the methodology as
being focused on assessing policies rather than projects and being focused on places rather than people
UCIA was being focused on assessing macroeconomic
impacts. Evers (2011) understands the Urban Impact
Analysis as a clear predecessor to the TIA, since “it sought
to assess the impact of non-urban policies (regional, local or even international) on urban areas” (p. 8).
The implementation of the Urban Impact Analysis
sparked a debate concerning potential unintended
spatial effects of public policies. With the exception
of the United States, there were no impact analyses or

assessments embedded in the law in other advanced
countries. However, according to Nijkamp and Van
Pelt (1989), the OECD collected a number of case
studies of urban impact analyses in Sweden, Canada,
or France.
In the late 1980s, the term strategic environmental assessment was coined in an interim report to
the European Commission (Fungisland Tetlow and
Hanusch 2012). Strategic environmental assessment
of policies and strategies has been clearly developed
upon the practice of Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) focused on the level of projects. However,
whereas EIA is primarily concerned with how a certain proposed development could affect the environment, Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) was
also supposed to analyse potential effects of alternative developments early in the decision-making process (Fungisland Tetlow and Hanusch 2012).

2.2 Territorial Impact Assessment of projects,
policies and future trends
Since the addition of territorial cohesion among the
goals of the European Union in 2009, the importance
of evaluating potential territorial impacts of policies,
strategies or particular projects became yet more
relevant, at least in the European context. Nevertheless, policy-evaluation tools were developed already
in 1980s as an integral part of the Structural Funds
intervention process (Medeiros 2017). Between 1995
and 1999, the European Commission (EC) produced
a detailed evaluation methodology under the MEANS
programme, which inter alia clearly distinguished
between “results” and “impacts”. The first one connected to direct measurable consequences, the latter
focused on long-term consequences. Medeiros (2017)
analysed “the MEANS collection” and concluded that
“the notion of territorial impacts is entirely absent”
and that “no concrete references are made to the need
for a more holistic impact assessment” (p. 149).
Another set of documents dealing with TIA were
the outcomes stemming from the EVALSED programme concluded in 2008 (updated in 2013).
According to Medeiros (2017), EVALSED took territorial dimension of policy evaluation more into account.
The European Commission released its first Impact
Assessment (IA) guidelines only in 2005. Surprisingly,
the guidelines did not include any reference to “territorial impacts”; instead they have focused on the

120

assessment of economic, social, and environmental
impacts in a way that is complementary to SEA, and
EIA (Tscherning, König, Birthe, Helming and Sieber
2007). At the same time, during public consultation
to the IA procedure, the EC published guidelines to
assess regional and local impacts, which could be
considered as the first EC attempt to establish a TIA
procedure (Medeiros 2017).
As a result of all these programs and activities,
the awareness about TIA, at least on the European
level, was growing. The European Commission document “Investing in Europe’s Future – Fifth Report
on Economic Social and Territorial Cohesion” included a statement that “both policies with and without
an explicit spatial dimension could benefit from an
assessment of territorial impact” (European Commission 2010, p. 195).
However, at the beginning (in the 1990s and
the 2000s), TIA was conceived rather as an ex-post
assessment tool of the EU policies such as the Common Agricultural Policy or Transport and Trans-European Network Policies and was based on quantitative
models (Fischer et al. 2015).
The European Spatial Development Perspective
Action Plan adopted in Tampere in 1999 defined the
development of a TIA methodology as one of key tasks
for the European Spatial Planning Observation Network (ESPON) (Fischer et al. 2015). ESPON enabled
to involve experts in the field of TIA and subsequently
to support numerous research projects. Thus, it was
the ESPON programme (established in 2002) that
triggered the development of first rigorous TIA methodologies. According to Medeiros (2017), the ESPON
programme funded more than 20 analyses dedicated
to the identification of impact of EU sectoral policies,
but only a few of them could be regarded as TIA tools.
Fischer et al. (2015) divide ESPON methodologies
into several period which demonstrates gradual shift
of TIA design.
First period (2004–2006) was characterized by
use of quantitative models and ex-post assessment of
particular European policies (e.g. Common Agricultural Policy). During this period for instance STIMA
(Spatial Telecommunications IMpact Assessment)
methodology has been established (see ESPON 2004).
Methodologies prepared in second period (2008–
2010) were still based on quantitative models, but
focused mostly on ex-ante assessment. This was the
case for instance for TEQUILA tool/model which
included all dimensions and components of the concept of territorial cohesion (Medeiros 2017), but the
results were difficult to read (Medeiros 2017). Specific was ARTS methodology which admitted use of
qualitative models and more participatory approach.
Third period (since 2012) is connected especially with EATIA methodology which brings significant
simplification of TIA procedure and use of qualitative
methods. EATIA is still based on ex-ante assessment.
Another step in a quest for simplification was the
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introduction of the TIA Quick Check Tool. This interactive web-based tool was introduced by ESPON in 2015
and enables to measure territorial impacts at the level
of the NUTS 3 regions. The TIA Quick Check Tool Is
based on the ESPON ARTS methodology and was prepared by the Austrian Institute for Spatial Planning.
However, according to Medeiros (2017), the TIA quick
check tool is too simplified and does not include all
crucial components of territorial impact evaluation.
Medeiros (2017) calls for a more robust (and relevant) evaluation technique, despite the fact that such
techniques demand more resources and time.
Overall, one can argue that TIA moved from a tool
to be used for assessment of territorial impact of projects (Austria, Germany) to a tool used for evaluation
of potential territorial impacts of policies. There have
been even efforts to analyse territorial impacts of
future trends (for instance Böhme and Lüer 2017).
Broadly speaking, the methodology of TIA is similar to those of EIA and SEA, or other impact assessment tools. All of these methodologies “explore the
causal links between proposed actions and impacts”
(Perdicoulis et al. 2016, p. 42). EIA, SEA, or Cost Benefit Analyses (CBA) methodologies can be considered
as prescriptive regarding which procedures should
be followed and which aspects should be addressed
(Fischer et al., 2015). TIA, on the other hand, is supposed to be more holistic, and should also take into
account governance arrangements. According to
Evers (2011), the emergence of TIA methodology has
also been caused by the need “to gain information on
policy effects within an increasingly fragmented public sector” (p. 76).
Medeiros (2017) sees TIA as a tool with a significant potential to replace the EIA and SEA, since all
existing TIA methodologies take into account the
environmental dimension. However, it might be
a challenging task, given the path-dependency of public policies. Consequently, when compared to its predecessors focusing on impacts in a narrow sense (EIA,
SEA, CBA), TIA enables to evaluate a potential impact
in a more complex way (Evers 2011).
Medeiros (2014) summarizes briefly all impact
assessment tools and concludes that TIA is “the most
difficult and complete IA procedure, since it needs to
take into consideration all the aspects of territorial
development (socio-economic, environmental, governance and spatial organization)” (p. 198). However,
according to Medeiros (2015), the territorial development does not equal the sum of socio-economic and
environmental impacts. Medeiros (2018 and 2019) also
suggests to apply TIA to evaluate spatial planning processes and (Medeiros 2019) and sectoral policies, for
instance cross-border cooperation (Medeiros 2018).
According to Medeiros (2015), the economic
dimension of policy evaluation has always been omnipresent because of the “strong position of economists
in this particular scientific field of policy evaluation”.
Medeiros (2015, p. 9) also explains that complex IA
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tools started to be tested after some of the EU strategic documents explicitly recognized the “territorial
dimension as a key element of policy intervention”.
Medeiros (2015, p. 9) suggests that there is a mainstream vision that policies should contribute primarily to the economic development. Nevertheless, he
calls for a more holistic approach that would take into
account several other dimensions of development
such as social cohesion, environmental sustainability,
territorial governance and spatial planning. Similarly, Zonneveld and Waterhout (2009) argue that TIA
“has to focus on the impact of policy and contextual
developments on the spatial organization and spatial
position of spaces and places” (p. 3).

3. TIA implementation in EU member states

TIA at the EU level certainly represents a valuable
tool that helps to understand unintended territorial impacts of EU policies or new legislature. Nevertheless, such a tool at the EU-level cannot reflect all
specificities at the national, regional, or local levels.
Therefore, TIA at the EU level should be followed
by national TIAs (Zonneveld and Waterhout 2009).
However, according to Medeiros (2017), no EU member state or other country has encoded a mandatory
use of TIA. Consequently, the TIA procedures could be
labelled as an “EU experiment” (Medeiros 2017).
In European countries, different techniques are
employed to ensure that sectoral (non-regional)
interventions are in line with the principles of regional policy (no matter how defined). Obviously, numerous factors, including the governance system, administrative cultures, and political settings, influence the
way (territorial) impact assessment is implemented
(Meuleman 2015). Meuleman (2015) suggests that
the governance approach may vary: it can be more
market-driven in Anglo-Saxon countries, more network-driven in northwest Europe, and more hierarchical in Central, Eastern, and Southern Europe.
Each governance system implies certain weaknesses,
such as prioritization of efficiency in a market-driven model, the risk of losing focus in a network-driven approach, or rigidity in the hierarchical model
(Meuleman 2015).
Within the EATIA project, there were some, albeit
limited, efforts to disseminate the European TIA methodology to particular EU member states (Slovenia, Portugal, the United Kingdom) (Fischer et al. 2015). One
of the conclusions stemming from the dissemination
of results was a suggestion that the TIA concept is flexible enough to be adaptable to different policy-making
traditions (Fischer et al. 2015). Although Slovenian
(e.g. Golobic and Marot 2011) and Portuguese (e.g.
Medeiros 2015) academics contributed significantly
to the research in the field of TIA, both in Slovenia and
Portugal TIA procedures are still rather unknown concept (Marot 2015; Medeiros 2015).
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Regarding TIA implementation EU countries could
be distinguished into several categories which are not
mutually exclusive. First category consists of German
speaking countries (chapter 3.1). Second category
represents countries where focus on compliance
with regional or sustainable development strategy is
required when sectoral policies are designed (chapter 3.2). Countries in third category (chapter 3.3.)
enrich traditional impact assessment tools by territorial aspects. Countries in fourth category (chapter
3.4) elaborate Territorial Impact Assessment ad-hoc
in order to assess impact assessment of large projects,
or European directives/policies.

3.1 TIA as a traditional tool in German speaking
countries
Tools similar to TIA are used traditionally mostly in
German-speaking countries. The roots of TIA can be
traced back to tools used traditionally in Austria, Germany, and Switzerland. Even the fact that the term territorial impact assessment is directly translated from
its German equivalent demonstrates that the roots of
the tool can be traced in the German-speaking world
(Othengrafen and Cornett 2013; Healy 2001). In Austria and Germany, TIA is used extensively for ex-ante
evaluation of major projects.
Particularly in Austria, the use of TIA can be traced
back to 1959, thus even predating the introduction
of EIA (Healy 2001). In German-speaking countries,
competences of different levels of public administration (national, regional, and local) are set out very
clearly (Tosics et al. 2010). This holds true for spatial
planning as well. According to Tosics et al. (2010),
the federal systems of Germanic countries result in
a strong regional level of planning.
Particular authors even declare that TIA is embedded in Austrian, German, or Swiss Law (e.g. Zonneveld and Waterhout 2009). This was, nevertheless,
dismissed by Dallhammer (2016) who argues that
“Raumverträglichkeitsprüfung” (which is a tool sharing similarities with TIA) is proceeded on voluntary basis and only in particular federal states (e.g.
Carinthia).
Paradoxically, Austria does not have a very strong
explicit regional policy (Polvevari and Michie 2011).
The Austrian Conference on Spatial Planning has
been established only in 1971 in order to enhance
cross-sectoral coordination. The body comprises
representatives of the state (Bund), federal states
(Länder), and municipalities. Each ten years the Austrian Spatial Development Concept is adopted to coordinate federal policies with spatial impact and policies implemented by Länder (Polvevari and Michie
2011). Similarly, in Germany, sectoral policies are
coordinated through the Regional Joint Task (Polvevari and Michie 2011).
Germany evaluates ex-ante impacts of transport infrastructure or large retail projects “to verify
whether these are in line with the aims and objectives
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of official planning policies” (Othengrafen and Cornett
2013, p. 13). The process (called Raumordnungsverfahren) usually takes around three months. According to Healy (2001), the German procedure is focused
on testing the conformity of new projects and new
regional plans with existing plans. Bundesländers
(sixteen units) are in charge of this process.

3.2 TIA as tool to align territorial priorities with
sectoral and regional strategies
Such strategy is relevant for instance for Switzerland,
where Sustainable Development Strategy 2016–2019
states that the implementation of the document is
coordinated by the interdepartmental Sustainable Development Committee, which is supposed to
ensure the incorporation of sustainable development
principles into sectoral policies (Swiss Federal Council 2016).
Similar strategies are employed in Ireland, where
the compliance of strategies at both local and regional
levels with the Irish National Spatial Strategy is a key
requirement (Hague 2010), and in Estonia (Ministry
of Regional Development 2018) where compliance
with the most important elements of the Estonian
Regional Development Strategy for 2014–2020 is
assessed while preparing new regulations, strategic
policy documents, and grant schemes supported by
the EU Structural Funds.
In Poland specific document entitled Territorial
dimension of strategic documents have been prepared in order to bridge the gap between territorial
and sectoral strategic documents (Szlachta, Zaucha
and Komornicki 2017). Similar tool with focus on
operational programmes have been invoked in Czechia (see chapter 4).

3.3 TIA as an enrichment of traditionally used tools
This strategy is relevant for Finland, Belgium, or
Denmark. Those countries use standard EIA, SEA,
or Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) procedures
and “upgrade” them, at least in some cases in order
to assess wider development processes. Finnish EIA
aims to evaluate not only the impact on human health
and environmental aspects (soil, water, air, climate
etc.), but also the impact on “the urban structure,
buildings, landscape, townscape and cultural heritage”. (Ministry of Environment Finland 2009). Similarly, in Wallonia the EIA procedure was adjusted in
order to encompass certain aspects of TIA (Hague
2001; Böhme and Lüer 2017). Denmark held discussions regarding a holistic approach within the EIA
procedure currently, as well (Kørnøv, Christensen and
Nielsen 2005). In another cases the RIA is “upgraded”.
This is the case for Belgium and its Flemish Region,
where RIA includes the Sustainable Development
Impact Assessment (OECD 2010; Huge and Waas
2011).
The United Kingdom has specific impact assessment called rural proofing, which evaluates potential
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impacts on rural areas (Hague 2010). Rural proofing
evaluates impacts on services, infrastructure, business, employment, environment etc. (Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 2017). In
2011, IA Toolkit was published by the Department for
Business, Innovation and Skills (2011). In the British
context, IA is based mostly on a cost-benefit analysis.
The use of impact assessments in the United Kingdom
has been discussed in connection with Brexit, but no
impact assessment of Brexit has been conducted so
far. This was later criticized by Fischer and Sykes
(2017), who suggested that impact assessment taking into account not just economic impact but a wider
scale of impact should be conducted in case of Brexit, because it is clear that it is going to have uneven
regional impacts.

3.4 Ad-hoc use of TIA
Such TIAs were applied in Netherlands, Poland, or
Lithuania. In the Netherlands, there is no standard
TIA procedure. Large projects are usually assessed
via a cost-benefit analysis. Currently, there are efforts
to include a social dimension via a social cost-benefit
analysis (Evers 2016). Nonetheless, the Netherlands
experienced an ad-hoc implementation of TIA in connection with possible regional implications of the
EU’s policies. According to Evers (2011), the Dutch
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment requested the Environmental Assessment
Agency to conduct TIA as a reaction to the European
territorial cohesion policy and to the energy-climate
package. Evers (2011) stresses that “given the two
very different points of the policy process, the studies
are very different in character in terms of methodology and conclusions” (p. 98). The TIA focusing on the
European territorial cohesion policy was affected by
not having a clear definition of territorial cohesion. In
contrast, the energy-climate package had clearly stipulated goals and it was thus ambition of TIA to find
policy actions in order to meet targets. Ad hoc impact
assessments are undertaken as well for large projects
(Poland), or after implementation of the EU programming period (Lithuania).

4. Summary

Table 2 shows that there is a rather limited use of
Territorial Impact Assessment or similar tools across
European countries. Nevertheless, according to several studies (e.g. Dabrowski 2012; Raagmaa and Stead
2015), a certain trend towards Europeanization of
public policies can be observed especially in Central
and Eastern Europe, especially in the fields of spatial
planning and regional policy. This might be seen, for
instance, in Partnership Agreements signed between
the European Commission and particular member
states, which include an analysis of tools to be used by
the member states to enhance the territorial approach
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Tab. 2 Typology of TIA use in EU member states and Switzerland.
Type of TIA use

Description

Countries

TIA used extensively for ex-ante impact
assessment of large infrastructure projects

Germany, Austria

TIA as tool to align of territorial priorities
with sectoral and regional strategies

Compliance of policies, plans, or strategies
compared with main regional development
strategies

Estonia, Ireland, Switzerland, Poland

TIA as an enrichment of traditionally used
tools

Territorial aspects more or less incorporated
into existing evaluation techniques

Belgium, Finland, Greece, Denmark, Great Britain

Ad-hoc TIA

TIA used “when needed” such as before
implementation of European directives and
policies into national contexts

Netherlands

No TIA procedure

Mostly Central and European countries
declare no use of standard TIA procedures

Slovakia, Slovenia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia,
Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Portugal

No relevant information founded

During desk research no relevant information
regarding TIA in seven EU countries has been
found

Sweden, Malta, Cyprus, Spain, Italy, France,
Luxembourg

TIA encoded in the law

Source: Author

in implementation of the EU cohesion policy (Nosek
2017).
The position of (spatial) planning in Central and
Eastern European countries in the 1990s was difficult,
mostly because planning of any kind was associated
with the communist regime by both policy-makers
and population in general (Raagmaa and Stead 2015).
There is no doubt that an EU membership pushes member states to adopt changes in the strategic
planning process (Dabrowski 2012), including an
application of more sophisticated methods in impact
assessment. Therefore, it can be expected that some
sort of mapping of territorial impact will become
more embedded in spatial planning processes in the
near future.
Namely, some Central and Eastern European countries plan to apply impact assessments tools over the
next few years. This is the case, for instance, in Romania, which expects that the methodology for measuring territorial impact of sectoral policies will be
approved by the Government following the approval
of the Territorial Development Strategy (Ministry of
Regional Development 2018).

5. The case of Czechia

According to the law defining responsibilities of particular Czech ministries, the Ministry of Regional
Development is obliged to coordinate other ministries
in order to implement regional policy. Such setting
might seem favourable for pushing sectoral ministries
to reflect regional specifics.
Nonetheless, the actual promotion of regional
aspects into sectoral strategies and policy-making
process cannot be taken for granted. Such promotion
demands numerous discussions and eventually also
political support – which is in Czech context frequently lacking. The Ministry of Regional Development is

often considered less influential in comparison with
Ministry of Industry and Trade or Ministry of Environment. As a consequence, certain ministries see the
territorial dimension concept as a threat and intervention into its competencies.
Czechia is one of the countries which do not use
TIA methodology at the national level. However, an
interest in the tool has been growing in recent years,
similarly to other Central and Eastern European
countries and certain measures have been taken to
adjust sectoral policies in order to reflect territorial
specificities.

5.1 TIA at the policy level in 2014–2020
programming period
According to the Partnership Agreement between
the European Commission and Czechia concluded in
2014, the territorial dimension is in the Czech context
understood as a possibility to concentrate resources
from the European Structural and Investments Funds
(ESIF) in specific types of territories supporting both
competitiveness and moderating territorial disparities (social, economic, environmental).
In Czechia, a relatively comprehensive approach
to incorporate the territorial dimension into the programmes within the period 2014–2020 was developed. In particular, a special document called the
National Document for Territorial Dimension (NDTD;
Ministry of Regional Development 2015) was prepared with the aim to identify, which specific goals
should be preferred in specific types of territories.
The incentive for its existence came implicitly from
the European Commission, which pushed for more
territorially sensitive implementation of European
Structural and Investment Funds. This document also
served as a “substitute” for Czech NUTS II regions
which implemented its own regional operational programmes in 2007–2013 programming period.
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Overall, eight types of specific territories have
been identified in the NDTD (e.g. for urban areas, for
rural areas, for socially excluded localities, for solving
labour market problems, for enhancement of entrepreneurship etc.).
NDTD could be understood as a kind of ex-ante
TIA. This document indicates which measures will
most likely have uneven territorial impacts, similarly to concepts described in the previous chapter and
applied by ESPON or by particular countries (e.g.
Austria or Germany). However, in contrast to ESPON
models, in Czechia, no data analysis has been performed in order to decide which specific goals should
have the territorial dimension.
The NDTD also specifies the volume of funds that
the state will distribute via the territorial dimension.
Resources used for addressing the territorial dimension include funds distributed through tools designed
to support urban development (i.e. Integrated Territorial Investments and Integrated Territorial Development Plans) and tools aimed at rural development
(Community-led Local Development). The total allocation is expected to be approximately 8 billion EUR,
which is almost one third of the Czech allocation from
the EU European Structural and Investment Funds.
The very existence of the NDTD might be seen as
progress in promoting the territorial dimension into
sectoral policy making. However, the NDTD was the
first document of its kind implemented in Czechia
and suffers from several weaknesses. The NDTD was
arguably created too late, since it was finalized well
after the finalization of operational programmes. Territorial dimension was thus not implemented into
the operational programmes, but it was described
ex-post, based on discussion with responsible ministries/managing authorities.
The NDTD does not cover national grant schemes
and currently, there is no alternative document

stipulating the territorial dimension within national grant schemes or national sectoral policies. For
example, even the Regional Development Strategy
2014–2020 does not stipulate how sectoral policies
are supposed to reflect territorial specificities. The
Czech Regional Development Strategy only identifies micro-regions of 57 municipalities with extended powers as “economically weak” and without any
further specification states that these micro-regions should be taken into account within sectoral
policies.
Each year, progress evaluation in implementation of the NDTD is to be prepared. This evaluation
should be primarily based on an analysis of particular
calls for proposal and on an analysis of allocation of
funds. So far, evaluation has been prepared for years
2015, 2016, and 2017. According to the evaluations
for the period 2015–2017, the calls were in most
cases targeted at territories specified by the NDTD.
Analyses of spatial distribution of allocation of funds
have been limited by poor quality of available databases, in which a large proportion of projects did not
include information concerning their localization at
the municipal level. Nonetheless, available data suggest that the share of the Cohesion policy expected by
NDTD to be spend on the territorial dimension has
been achieved.
The analysis of individual calls for proposals raised
several important questions. First, the pivotal question was which calls should be declared as taking into
account the territorial dimension. The NDTD did not
include any rigorous methodology in order to assess
calls with regard to its territorial dimension. Eventually, four types of possible scenarios have been identified by the Ministry of Regional Development:
– The call is focused exclusively on a specific territory (for instance, on a selected NUTS 2 region).

Tab. 3 Territorial dimension in operational programmes in Czechia in 2014–2020.
Operational Programme

Level of Territorial
Dimension

Description of Territorial Dimension

Integrated Regional OP

High

Specific calls for certain type of regions (e.g. regions with socially excluded
localities); Funds in certain calls distributed in accordance with regional
needs.

OP Entrepreneurship and Innovation for
Competitiveness

High

Regions with high unemployment rate or economically weak regions
benefited in selection process.

OP Transport

Medium

Projects contributing to regional development priorities supported
primarily.

Rural Development Programme

Medium

Most of the activities within Community-led Local Development financed via
Rural Development Programme.

OP Research, Innovation and Education

Medium

Local and regional action plans in education define local/regional priorities
in elementary schools and high schools.

OP Environment

Low

In certain cases specific territorial dimension applied – for instance localities
specified in flood plans.

OP Employment

Low

Except of labour market policy.

OP Prague – Growth pole

Not Relevant

Focused only on the Capital City of Prague.

Source: Author
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– The call explicitly declares the distribution of funds
among a specific type of regions/municipalities.
– The call sets up the criteria favouring particular
regions (e.g. those with an above-average rate of
unemployment).
– The call is focused on addressing specific problems
that are concentrated in certain regions/territories
(i.e. implicit territorial dimension).
When applying such criteria, it appeared that most
calls that were expected to have a territorial dimension indeed incorporated it in one way or another into
the calls’ designs.
The Ministry of Regional Development itself manages in 2014–2020 programming period Integrated
Regional Development Programme, which is seen as
a flagship programme for regions and cities. Certain
important aspects of regional development were
however implemented by other (sectoral) ministries,
as well.
Table 3 summarizes operational programmes
implemented in 2014–2020 programming period and
territorial dimension expected by National Document
for Territorial Dimension.

5.2 Territorial dimension expectations in post-2020
period
Discussions regarding implementation of post-2020
programming period are already underway. Following
significant growth of Czech economy in recent years,
large decrease of European funds allocation in Czechia
is expected in post-2020 period. Thus, the Regional
Development Strategy post-2020 aims to define the
territorial dimension within particular national sectoral policies in addition to the territorial dimension
embedded in operational programmes supported via
the European Structural and Investment Funds.
Discussion with bodies responsible for sectoral
policies again shows scepticism of sectoral ministries regarding the role of Ministry of Regional Development. Promotion of regionally sensitive policies
is often understood as a unnecessary intervention
which put artificial element into the policy-making
process.
Regional Development Strategy post-2020 aims
to elaborate only topics with identified territorial
dimension and is supposed to be more specific with
comparison to its predecessor. Thus, key questions
appearing during most of the discussions are: (1)
which topics have territorial dimension (i.e. needs
territorially sensitive solutions), and for those which
have, (2) how it can be defined in particular fields?
Apparently, the debate is often affected by conflicting
motivations of particular stakeholders. While representatives of rural areas, cities and regions have a tendency to promote territoriality as much as possible,
ministerial officers tend to declare that certain fields
(and respective policies) are spatially blind and no
significant regional adjustments are needed.
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It might be argued that “territorial” stakeholders
aim to ensure allocation of funds in future policies
implementing the strategy. In their understanding,
more territoriality equals higher chances to get funded. Ministries, on other hand, aim to avoid, from their
point of view, unnecessary intervention into their policies. In such context, the role of Ministry of Regional
Development might be seen as of a mediator.

5.3 TIA at the Project level
Until 2016, there was no certified TIA methodology
in Czechia at the level of projects. Finally, in 2016, the
Ministry of Regional Development published project
impact assessment methodology prepared in cooperation with regional policy experts. Following the publication of this methodology, the Ministry of Regional
Development plans to start a project (to be implemented in 2019–2020) aimed at raising awareness at
the methodology and to train public officials who will
be implementing the methodology on all hierarchical
levels – national, regional, and municipal. There is
also a plan to develop a software tool to guide potential users through the methodology.
This TIA methodology has been inspired by similar documents based on the initiative of the European Commission (especially EC 2009), which includes
a list of potential impacts that should be taken into
account when evaluating possible impacts of EU policies. Therefore, the Czech methodology designed at
the project level has been developed on the basis of
the EU methodology, which, however, targeted the level of policies.
The TIA procedure is divided into two steps. In the
first step, the evaluator must assess overall quality of
the project proposal and decide whether the project
will have a significant territorial impact or not. The
potential impact is evaluated in the following fields:
employment, environment, transport, market, quality
of life, and public services. The evaluator must also
assess what the level of impact is (average, important,
and fundamental).
Project proposals that are considered as those with
a potential socioeconomic impact are subject to further analysis. The subsequent procedure of the TIA
differs based on the scale of the potential impact in
the above-listed fields.
Prior to 2016, TIA or similar methodologies were
only exceptionally applied in Czech regions and/or
municipalities. One of these exceptions was the city
of Litoměřice in Northern Bohemia, whose representatives decided to establish a procedure analogical to TIA in order to measure the possible impact
of project proposals supported by the city from the
economic, social, and environmental point of view.
The assessment is undertaken by “Sustainable Development Strategic Team” consisting of the mayor or
his/her deputy, members of the department of strategic development and the department of sustainable development, and members of other relevant
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departments (depending on type of the project). The
resulting assessment is subsequently presented to
the political representation and forms the basis for
the decision-making process. This process is similar to the one employed in Austrian Carinthia, as
described in Chapter 3. However, city representatives
are not obliged to follow recommendations of this
assessment.

6. Conclusions

Studies in the sphere of regional policy and regional development have emphasized uneven territorial
impacts of non-regional public policies for a long time.
Over the past two decades, the search for a sophisticated tool that would enable to analyse territorial
impacts of proposed interventions has already found
several potential solutions.
Nevertheless, the ambitions behind the search for
a suitable TIA methodology seem to be conflicting. On
the one hand, the tool is supposed to be sophisticated
enough to take into account all potential territorial
impacts, while, on the other hand, it should be simple enough to serve the purposes of public officials
in the sphere of regional development at all levels of
public administration. This is hardly realistic. Nevertheless, the paper suggests that the territorial impact
assessment is a tool that is developing quite dynamically both at the EU level and at the level of member
states.
The process of developing TIA methodologies is
still under-researched. The aim of this paper was to
contribute to research of TIA via an analysis of the
extent and form to which the EU member states implement the TIA methodology within their policy-making
processes. Specific attention was paid to the case of
Czechia, which recently witnessed an upsurge in the
interest of public officials in the TIA methodology at
the national level.
The first question posed in this paper was focused
on the current state of affairs in European countries
regarding the use of Territorial Impact Assessment
or a similar tool. It can be concluded that while the
European Commission has been a clear leader in
developing new (and in the past decade largely simplified) methods of territorial impact assessment, the
EU member states have not paid similar attention
to measuring territorial impacts despite the recent
incorporation of territorial cohesion among the European Union goals. From author’s overview follows
Germany and Austria lead the way towards sound TIA
implementation. Several other countries aim at introducing at least simple methods to measure uneven
territorial impacts of public policies (Estonia, Romania). This process might be seen as another proof
of Europeanization of public policies in Central and
Eastern European countries (Dabrowski 2012; Raagmaa and Stead 2015).

Štěpán Nosek

The second question focused solely on the recent
development of TIA in Czechia. In this country, in
order to encompass the territorial dimension within
the operational programmes for the EU 2014–2020
programming period, the National Document for Territorial Dimension has been approved by the government. It is the first document of its kind and, despite
some shortcomings, it forced the sectoral ministries
to take the territorial dimension into account by one
way or another during implementation of operational programmes they are responsible for. Nevertheless,
a large variety of interpretations of the term territorial
dimension have been observed during the implementation phase of particular operational programmes.
Finally, at the project level, a significant achievement has been recently accomplished in Czechia, as in
2016 a TIA methodology at the project level has been
published by the government. This came just in time
to assist some more active cities and regions in their
attempt to design an impact assessment approach to
their own projects. Thus, the recently published TIA
methodology can stimulate stakeholders at the local
and regional level to deal seriously with uneven territorial impacts of various public interventions. The
extent to which this potential to deliver more effective
and efficient public policies will be used by local and
regional actors remains to be seen
Consequently, a thorough analysis of advances
made in the field in various countries should be subject to further research.
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