Izvértéjuma zinojuma kopsavilkums

Kopsavilkums

2007.-2013. gada ES Struktirfondu planoSanas perioda Darbibas programmas ,Infrastruktira un
pakalpojumi” (turpmak — DP) 3.4.3. pasakuma “Kultlrvides socidlekonomiska ietekme” ietekmes un
2014. — 2020. gada ES fondu planoSanas perioda (specifiska atbalsta mérka 5.6.1.) (turpmak — SAM
5.6.1.) ieguldijumu kultdrvides attistiba ievieSanas efektivitates izveértéjumu veica SIA “Enviroprojekts”
sadarbiba ar SIA “CSE COE” laika posma no 2018. gada septembra Iidz 2019. gada februarim.

Izvértéjuma meérkis

Izvértéjuma mérkis ir 2007.—2013. gada ES Struktirfondu planoSanas perioda Darbibas programmas
sinfrastruktira un pakalpojumi” 3.4.3. pasadkuma “Kultirvides socialekonomiska ietekme” veikto
ieguldijumu sociali-ekonomiskas ietekmes novértéSana Latvija un 2014. — 2020. gada ES fondu
planoSanas perioda (specifiska atbalsta mérka 5.6.1.) ieguldijumu kultdrvides attistiba ievieSanas
efektivitates izvertéjuma izstrade.

Metodologija

Izvértgjums veikts saskana ar FinanSu ministrijas sagatavotajiem ieteikumiem Eiropas Savienibas
fondu ieguldijumu izvértéSana' un Eiropas Komisijas (EK) izstradatajam Labakas parvaldibas
vadlinijam un riku (European Commission, Better Regulation Guidelines, Better Regulation Toolbox?).
Izvértéjums ietver kvantitativo un kvalitativo datu analizi, pamatojoties uz datu avotiem. Sociali-
ekonomiskas analize ir veikta atbilsto$i Vadlinijam3, nosakot projekta ieguvumus un zaud&jumus
sabiedribai. Veikts sabiedribas ieguvuma aprékins no kultdras mantojuma saglabasanas izsakama
naudas izteiksme.

Izvértéjums tika veikts piecos limenos: ES (attieciba uz nakotnes prioritdtém), nacionala, regionala,
vietéja (novadu/pilsétu limenT) un projektu limeni. IpaSa uzmaniba tika pievérsta faktam, ka
izvertéjamas aktivitates attiecas uz dazadiem planosSanas periodiem un vienai aktivitasu kopai (3.4.3.
pasakums) tas ir nosleguma izvértéjums un otrai aktivitaSu kopai (5.6.1. SAM) tas ir vidusposma
izvertéjums.

Kopsavilkums par izvertéjuma aktivitatem

Kopuma 3.4.3. pasakums veidoja 90,53 milj. eiro* lielu ieguldijumu, no kuriem 48,87 milj. eiro veidoja
ES fondu Idzfinanséjums kultlrvides attistiba, atbalstot 27 projektus (ieguldijumi 25 kultGrvides
objektos) laika posma no 2007. I1dz 2013. gadam. Izvértéjuma perioda kultlrvides attistibas aktivitates
bija vérstas uz daudzfunkcionalu centru izveidi, socialekonomiski nozimigu kultiras mantojuma
objektu atjaunoSanu un kultdras piemineklu saglabasanu un to socialekonomiska potenciala efektivu
izmanto$anu. Planots, ka 5.6.1. SAM finanséjums bds ne mazaks ka 67,28 milj. eiro, no kuriem ES
fondu finanséjums veido57,19 milj. eiro, k& arT nacionalais publiskais finanséjums (pieméram, valsts
budZeta Iidzekli u.c.) ne mazaks ka 10,09 milj. eiro kultdrvides attistiba, atbalstot 5 projektus.
Izvértéjuma perioda kultirvides attistibas aktivitates vérstas uz Rigas pilsétas revitalizaciju, uzlabojot
atseviSku Rigas apkaimju socialekonomisko vidi un attistibas potencialu.

3.4.3. pasakuma ievieSanas efektivitates un ilgtspéjas novertéjums

1 https:/iwww. esfondi.\v/up\oad/Kohezuaﬁdoc/izvertesanasiieteikumi7[22.10.2015.]

2 http://ec.EURpa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/docs/br_toolbox_en.pdf [15.01.2019.]

3 https://ec.europa.eulinea/sites/inealfiles/cha_guide_cohesion_policy.pdf [15.01.2019]
“https://www.esfondi.lv/aktivitates?form_name=projects-search-
form&fonds=ERAF&istenosanas_vieta=&region=Visa+Latvija&finansejums=viss&atb_iest=KM&sad_iest=visas&t
itle=&lesniedzejaNosaukums= [02.02.2019.]



DP 3.4.3. pasakumam ,Kultdrvides socialekonomiska ietekme” ir noteikti divi ietekmes radritaji un viens
rezultata raditajs:
e Majsaimniecibu izdevumi kultdrai un atpatai (no visiem izdevumiem), %;
e Lidzdalba kultiras aktivitatés;
e Kultdras pieminek|u Tpatsvars, kuru tehniskais stavoklis var tikt vértéts ka labs vai apmierinoss,
%.

Analizéjot pieejamo statistiku un iegdto informaciju no projektu Tstenotajiem, tika noteikts, ka pieaugot
ienémumiem uz majsaimniecibu un patérinam tika parsniegtas planotas ietekmes raditaju vértibas, bet
to netiesi ietekméjusi 3.4.3. pasakuma realizétie projekti. Pieaugot iedzivotaju labklajibai palielingjies
gan kultdras pasakumu apmekléjums, gan kultlras pasakumiem térétais majsaimniecibu budzets.

Parsniegta planota rezultata raditaja vértiba, ko tiesi ietekméjusi projektu realizacija 3.4.3.3. aktivitates
ietvaros. Radttaju sasniegSanu liela meéra ir ietekméjusi arf citi finanSu avoti (pieméram, citas ES fondu
programmas, finanSu instrumenti), kas paraléli izvért€jamajam aktivitdtém ir sniegusi bdtisku
ieguldijumu kultdrvides attistiba.

Izvértéjamaja pasakuma aktivitasu ITment bdtiski atSkiras planoto un realizéto projektu skaits, ko
ietekmé&ja naudas Iidzeklu pieejamiba ekonomiskas krizes (2008. — 2010.) apstaklos un papildus
virssaistibu® pardale perioda beigas (pieméram, 3.4.3.2. aktivitaté ietvaros planoto 10 projektu vieta
tika 1stenoti 6 projekti, bet 3.4.3.3. aktivitaté planoto 5 projektu vieta tika Tstenoti 18 projekti).

3.4.3. pasakuma ieguldijumi ir veikti infrastruktdra ar lielu socidlekonomisko potencialu, kas attista
tarismu, nodarbinatibu, uznéméjdarbibu un vietéjo kultarvidi. Veicot realizéto projektu ilgtsp&jas
novértéjumu, analiz&jot datus no projektu Tstenotajiem, secinats, ka lielaka investiciju dala tika ieguldita
kultdras iestadés, kas nespe] pilniba nodrosinat savu ilgtermina funkcionalitati, tapéc projektu
Tstenotajiem batu jaizvérté iesp&jamie risinajumu ienakumu palielinadanai (pieméram, infrastruktaru
izmantojot ka kultlras pasakumu norises vietu).

3.4.3. pasakuma lietderibas un ietekmes izvértéjums

Lietderibas un ietekmes izvértéjums ir saistits ar 3.4.3. pasakumu “Kultdrvides socialekonomiska
ietekme” un attiecas uz 2007. — 2013. gada ES planoSanas periodu. letekme no 1stenotajam aktivitatém
var tikt analizéta valsts, regiona, pilsétas/novada liment vai arT attieciba uz konkréto realizéto projektu.
Valsts un regionu Iimeni tika analizéti pieci raditaji: kultGras pasakumu apmekléjums, objektu
pieejamiba cilvékiem ar funkcionaliem ierobezojumiem, vecakiem ar maziem bérniem un vecaka
gadagajuma cilvékiem, kultiras piemineklu tehniskais stavoklis, muzeju apmeklétiba, kultdras centru
pieejamiba.

Izvértéjuma noteiks, ka:

e 3.4.3. pasakuma pilnveidoto kultiras iestaZzu apmekléjumu skaits 2015. gada veido ~1,3 mil].
apmekléjumi, kas ir ~6,4% no kopéja apmekléjumu skaita;

e 3.4.3. pasakuma 0,5% no kopéjiem valsts nozimes arhitektiras pieminekliem Latvija iespé&ju
robezas tika pieméroti cilvekiem ar funkcionaliem ierobezojumiem, vecakiem ar maziem
bérniem un vecaka gadagajuma cilvekiem;

o Kultdras piemineklu tehniskais stavoklis planoSanas perioda ietvaros ir batiski uzlabojies,
tomér izvértéjama pasakuma ietekme uz to ir salidzinoSi neliela, jo ta ietvaros tika ieguldits 22
€ku uzlabosana, kas ir tikai 0,5% no kopégjiem valsts nozimes arhitektdras pieminekliem
Latvija;

e Ir veiktas investicijas tris pasvaldibas muzejos un viena Kultliras ministrijas padotiba eso$aja
muzeja (LNMM €ka Riga (Tpasnieks Rigas pilsétas dome)), kas veido 4,3% no visiem 2016.
gada registrétajiem Latvijas muzejiem. 3.4.3. pasakuma Tstenoto projektu rezultata pilnveidoto

5 Virssaistibas - papildu saistibas veikt maksajumus no valsts budZeta to kopéjo attiecinamo izdevumu
segSanai, kuri parsniedz programmas finanséjuma un valsts budZeta lidzfinanséjuma dalu.



muzeju apmeklejumu skaits gada ir ~430 tdkst., kas veido ~12% no visiem 2016. gada muzeja
apmekleéjumiem. Muzeju apmekl€jumu skaits, neskatoties uz muzeju reorganizaciju, ir
palielingjies, ko ir nodroSinajusas gan investicijas muzeju infrastruktdras attistiba, gan muzeju
popularizéSanas pasakumi, pieméram, Muzeju nakts, gan bileSu politika, gan interneta
marketings u.c. pasakumi;

e 3.4.3. pasdkuma tika Tstenotas investicijas tris daudzfunkcionalos centros un viena makslas
centra. 3.4.3. pasakuma netika veikti ieguldijumi kultdras centru atjauno$ana.

Secinats, ka Tstenotie projekti 3.4.3. pasdkuma atstajusi ietekmi uz muzeju apmekléjumu skaitu.
Kultdras piemineklu tehniskais stavoklis planoSanas perioda ir butiski uzlabojies, tomeér izvertéjama
3.4.3. pasakuma ietekme uz kultiiras piemineklu tehnisko stavokli ir salidzinoSi neliela, jo
investicijas tika ieguldits tikai 22 €ku atjauno3ana, kas ir tikai 0,5% no kopégjiem valsts nozimes
arhitektdras pieminekliem Latvija. Daudzfunkcionalo centru izveide nav atstajusi batisku ietekmi uz
kultdras pasakumu apmeklétibas pieaugumu. ledzivotaju skaita izmainas ietekmé apmekléjumu skaitu
muzeju, kultdras piemineklu un daudzfunkcionalo centros.

Pilsétas un novados, kuros tika veikti ES fondu ieguldijumi 3.4.3. pasakuma TstenoSanas perioda no
2009.-2016. gadam, ir bijusi dazada sociali-ekonomisko raditaju (t.i. tdrisma, uznéméjdarbibas,
nodarbinatibas) attistiba, kas norada, ka nav novérojama tieSa korelacija starp veiktajam investicijam
projektos 3.4.3. pasakuma un apskatito raditaju izmainam. Dazas pilsétas darba vietu skaits ir batiski
palielinajies, bet dazas nozimigi samazinajies. Visas pasvaldibas izvértejuma perioda ir pieaudzis
ekonomiski aktivo vientbu skaits, kas izskaidrojams gan ar kopé€jo valsts attistibas tendenci, gan ar
mikrouznémuma reZima attistibu Latvija.

Papildus Latvijas situacijai, izvértéjuma tika veikts publisko un privato ieguldijumu izvértéjums
kultdrvide un kultdras mantojuma saglabasana lgaunija un Lietuva. Noteikts, ka Igaunija 2007 .-
2013.gada ES plano3Sanas perioda veiktas ievérojamas ES struktirfondu I1dzeklu investicijas vairak
neka 150 milj. eiro apméra, no kuriem apmé&ram 30 milj. ir novirziti muzeju atjauno$anai un attistibai.
2014.-2020. ES fondu plano$anas perioda uzsvars likts uz rado$o industriju atbalstu, regionalo
attistibu, ka arT IKT pakalpojumu infrastruktiras izveidi (e-kultdira) un tirisma nozares atbalstu.

Lietuva 2007.-2013. gada ES planoSanas perioda kultdras un tdrisma atbalsts netika izcelts ka
atseviSka prioritate, bet tika veikti ievérojami ieguldijumi 389 projektos ar kop&jo ES fondu finanséjumu
382 milj. eiro apméra, kas ietver gan tieSas, gan netieSas investicijas kultiras nozaré. 2014.-2020.
gada ES planosanas perioda kultGras nozares aktivitates vada KultGras ministrija ar kopéjo
finans&jumu apméram 200 milj. eiro.

Sociali-ekonomisko ieguvumu analize

3.4.3.1. aktivitate “Nacionalas un regionalas nozimes daudzfunkcionalu centru izveide” tika Tstenoti tris
projekti. Kopé&ja ieguldijumu summa bija 53,43 milj. eiro. Saskana ar aprékiniem tas radija kopé&jo
Tstermina ietekmi 11,50 milj. eiro apméra un ilgtermina ietekmi 45,4 milj. eiro apmeéra.

3.4.3.2. aktivitaté “Socialekonomiski nozimigu kultiras mantojuma objektu atjauno$ana” tika Tstenoti 6
projekti piecos objektos (4 muzejos un 1 makslas centrd). Kopéja ieguldijumu summa bija 22,03 mil].
eiro. Aprékinu rezultata tika noteiks, ka ieguldijumi radija kopéjo Tstermina ietekmi 17,11 milj. eiro
apméra un ilgtermina ietekmi 0,81 milj. eiro apméra.

Veiktas sociali-ekonomiskas analizes baznicam, kuras tika veikti ES fondu ieguldijumi 3.4.3.3.
aktivitate, parada, ka veiktie ieguldijumi baznicu atjauno$ana rada salidzinoSi nelielu sociali-
ekonomisko ietekmi. Batisku restauracijas darbu veik§8anai baznicam ir nepiecieSami aréjie finansu
fdzekli, jo draudzu lielums ir atSkirigs un bieZi nav samérigs ar nepiecieSamajiem I[idzekliem
restauracijas darbu finanséSanai. Lai arl baznicu mérkis primari ir ta izmanto$ana religiska satura
darbibam, planojot ieguldijumus sakrala kultdras mantojuma atjauno3ana un saglabasana, ir japievers
pastiprinata uzmaniba to sociali-ekonomiska potenciala palielina8anai, lai kopéjie sociali-ekonomiskie
ieguvumi parsniegtu ieguldijumus, pieméram, taristu piesaistei, izstaZzu un koncertu organizéSanai.



Veikta sociali-ekonomiska analize komersantu TpaSuma esoSajiem kultiras piemineklu objektiem
(muizas, pilis u.c.) 3.4.3.3. aktivitaté, parada, ka ekonomiskie ieguvumi no ieguldijumiem komersantu
TpaSuma esoSajiem kultiras pieminekliem parsniedz ieguldijumu vértibu.

Skérsli un problémas

3.4.3. pasakuma Tstenoto projektu rezultata ir mazinatas DP identificetas attistibas problemas un
Skersli (pieméram, nepietiekami attistita kultdrvide un kultiras pieminek|lu ekonomiskais potencials
paslaik tiek izmantots tikai dalé&ji, jo kultdras pieminekli ir salidzinosi slikta stavoklt un ar tiem saistita
infrastruktdra ir nepietiekami attistita u.c.), kuros tika veiktas investicijas. Tika noteiks, ka turpmakajos
gados ir nepiecieSami papildus [1dzekli talakai kultiras piemineklu atjaunoSanai un saglabasanai
nacionala un regionala ltiment, ka art jaunu nacionala limena kulttiras bdvju (pieméram, koncertzalu)
izveidei, lai noteiktu kadda pasakuma ietekmi uz kultdrvides attistibu, politikas planotgjiem ir
nepiecieSams definét, kads ir attistitas kultirvides (objektu skaits, pasakumu skaits, parstavéto zanru
veids un tml.) raksturlielums.

Intervences perioda ir novérojama investiciju kulttrvides attistiba ietekme uz lielako dalu DP minétajam
horizontalajam prioritatém (pieméram, teritorijas Ndzsvarota attistiba, makroekonomikas stabilitate
u.c.).

leteikumi attieciba uz kultiiras nozares attistibu un finanséjuma avoti

Izvérteéjuma tika veikta mérka grupu viedokla analize. Dazadi respondenti (paSvaldibas, paSvaldibas
parvaldiba eso$as iestades, nevalstiskas organizacijas, u.c.) ir augstu novértéjusi veikto investiciju
lietderibu un ietekmi attiecibd uz kultGras mantojuma saglabdSanu un kultGras pakalpojumu
piedavajuma paplasdinaSanu. Gandriz visi respondenti saskata nepiecieSamibu turpinat investicijas
kultdrvides projektos. Galvenas investicijas batu javeic materiala un nemateriala kultdras mantojuma
saglabasana un kulttrvides attistiba lauku novados, ka arT nacionalas un regionalas nozimes attistibas
centros. Respondenti atzimé arT nepiecieSamibu attistit modernu un madsdienigu kultiras pakalpojumu
pieejamibu (t.sk. ieklaujot digitalizaciju, jauna satura veidoSanu) un kultarizglitibu.

Kultdrvides attistibai 3obrid izmanto 5 finanséjuma avotus: valsts un pasvaldibu budZets, Eiropas
strukturalos un investiciju fondus, ES tiedi administrétas programmas, citus arvalstu finan3u
instrumentus un privato finanséjumu. Valsts budzeta Iidzekli tiek novirziti, lai atbalstitu dazadu
organizaciju dalibu ES tieSi administrétajas programmas, gan dalibas veicinasanai, gan nodrosinot
nepiecieS8amo Iidzfinanséjumu. Eiropas strukturalie un investiciju fondi, pieméram, INTERREG un
LEADER programmas, ari tiek izmantoti kultdrvides projektu attistibai. ST fonda finans&juma
pieejamiba atkariga no kopéjam ES prioritatém, dalibvalsts darbibas programmam un parrobezu
darbibas programmam.

Eiropas komisijas pazinojuma® noteiktas ES kultdras nozares prioritates nakamajiem gadiem, ietverot
socialo, ekonomisko un argjo dimensiju, kas ir svarigi art Latvijai un atbilst Latvijas ilgtermina attistibas
mérkiem. Nosakot Latvijas nakama planoSanas perioda prioritates, bGtu svarigi nemt vera ES
prioritates, ka arT ES planoto finanséjumu o prioritaSu mérku sasniegSanai.

Kultdras nozares prioritatém batu jabat verstam uz jaunrades un inovaciju attistibu, pieméram, planojot
atbalstu radosajiem kvartaliem, inkubatoriem, planojot pasakumus digitalo kulttiras produktu izveidei,
ka arT sadarbibas veidosanai starp tradicionalajiem sektoriem, pieméram, muzejiem, un digitalajiem
uznémumiem jaunu produktu izstradei muzejiem. Kultdrvides attistibas projekti ietver |oti dazadas
jomas, tai skaita infrastruktiras, tematiska satura un kompetencu attistibu, un katrai no jomam var tikt
izmantots savs finanséjuma avots vai tos kombinacija, pieméram, ESIF, Radosa Eiropa, INTERREG,
EEZ un Norvégijas finansu instruments u.c.

Izvértéjuma secinats, ka galvenie nosacijumi nakama planoSanas perioda projektu planosanai ir
nodrosinat integrétu planosanas pieeju gan attieciba uz projekta iesaistitam pusém, gan projektu
veidiem, gan finanséSanas mehanismiem. Svarigi nemt véra katra projekta posma sagatavosanai un

6 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?2qid=1527241001038&uri=COM:2018:267:FIN [02.02.2019.]



izpildei nepiecieSamas kompetences un apzinat iespéjamos finanséjuma avotus, ka art Kultdras
ministrijai nodrosinat nepiecieSamo atbalstu.

Planojot ESIF aktivitates, izdalit atseviSkas programmas uznéméjiem un pasvaldibam, lai izvairitos no
situacijas, ka uznémeji un pasvaldibas konkuré vienas aktivitates ietvaros, jo tas neveicinatu vienotas
teritorialas koncepcijas attistibu, ietverot taja gan pasvaldibas, gan uznéméjus. P&c iespé&jas veidot
atklatus, nevis ierobezZotas atlases konkursus. Savlaicigi informét par projektu pieteikumu iesp&jam un
konkursa nosacijumiem, jo projekta pieteicéjiem nepiecieSsams laiks projekta pieteikuma
sagatavosSanai, Tpasi saistiba ar lieliem infrastruktdras objektiem. ES projektu konkursus veidot, nemot
véra kopéjas novadu attistibas programmas nostadnes un nodrosinat ES programmu atraku virzibu
un izmainu neievieSanu. Planot lielos “enkurprojektus”, ap kuriem attistit mazakus projektus. Veidot
atSkirigus projektu izvéles un uzraudzibas kritérijus jaunam kultirvides bavém un eso$So kultdras
objektu renovacijai.



Summary

Impact assessment of 2007-2013 EU’s structural funds’ planning period Operational Program
sinfrastructure and Services” (hereafter — OP) impact assessment of the measure 3.4.3. “Socio-
economic Impact of Cultural Environment” and 2014-2020 EU funds’ planning period (Specific
Objective 5.6.1.) (bellow — SAM 5.6.1.) was carried out by SIA Enviroprojekts in cooperation with SIA
CSE COE, from September 2018 to February 2019.

Purpose of the evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide the socio-economic impact of EU funds in Latvia, in the EU
planning period of 2007-2013 — the measure 3.4.3. within the framework of the measure “Socio-
economic impact of cultural environment” and an evaluation for EU planning period of 2014-2020 SAM
5.6.1. “To promote the revitalization of Riga City by ensuring the effective socio-economic use of the
territory” effectiveness of implementation of investment in the development of cultural environment..

Methodology

Evaluation is based on “Suggestions for EU funds investment evaluation”” and European Commission
guidelines for Better Regulation and Regulation Toolbox8. Evaluation includes quantitative and
gualitative data analysis based on the data sources. Socio-economic analysis has been carried out in
accordance with the Guidelines®, determining project benefits and costs to society. Created public-
benefit calculation of the cultural heritage expressed in monetary terms.

Evaluation is carried out in five levels: EU (future priorities), national, regional, local (county / city level)
and project level. Because evaluation is for different EU planning periods and activities, were used
expost and midterm evaluation.

Summary for evaluated activities

Total funding of the measure 3.4.3. is 90,530 million euro that comprise 48, 87 million euro of EU
funding. EU funding for the development of culture environment was compiled by supporting 27
projects (investments in 25 cultural objects) in the EU planning period 2007-2013. The cultural
environment development activities of the evaluation period focused on the creation of multifunctional
centres, restoration of socio-economically significant cultural heritage objects and preservation of
cultural monuments and effective use of their socio-economic potential. Is planned than on SAM 5.6.1.
funding will be not less than 67,28 million euro, that includes 57,19 million euro financed by EU funds
and 10,09 million euro national public funding (example state budget etc.) for the development of
cultural environment by supporting 5 projects. The cultural environment development activities of the
evaluation period are focused on the revitalization of Riga city, improving the socio-economic
environment and development potential of some Riga neighbourhoods.

An evaluation of the effectiveness and sustainability of the measure 3.4.3.

For OP sets for the measure 3.4.3. "Socio-economic impact of cultural environment" have been
identified two impact indicators and one result indicator:

e Household spending on culture and recreation (of all expenses), %;

e Participation in cultural activities;

7 https://www. esfondi.\v/up\oad/Kohezuaﬁdoc/izvertesanasiieteikumi7[22.10.2015.]

8 http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/docs/br_toolbox_en.pdf [15.01.2019.]

9 https://ec.europa.eu/inea/sites/inealfiles/cba_guide_cohesion_policy.pdf [15.01.2019]
Ohttps://www.esfondi.lv/aktivitates?form_name=projects-search-
form&fonds=ERAF&istenosanas_vieta=&region=Visa+Latvija&finansejums=viss&atb_iest=KM&sad_iest=visas&t
itle=&lesniedzejaNosaukums= [02.02.2019.]



e The proportion of cultural monuments whose technical condition may be assessed as good or
satisfactory, %.

Analysing available statistics and information from project implementers, it was determined that the
increase in household income and consumption exceeded the value of the planned impact indicators,
but indirectly it was affected by measure 3.4.3. implemented projects. Increasing the well-being of the
population has increased both the attendance of cultural events and the household budget spent on
cultural activities.

The value of the planned results indicator are directly affected by project implementation is exceeded
3.4.3.3. activity. The achievement of the indicators has also been influenced by other financial sources
(example other EU funded programmes, which have contributed significantly to the development of the
cultural environment.

The measure 3.4.3. under evaluation at activity level has significantly different planned and
implemented f projects number that are affected by availability of funds during economic crisis and an
additional transfer of funds during the end of period (for example, an activity 3.4.3.2. planned for 10
projects resulted as 6 projects therefore, an activity 3.4.3.3. planned for 5 projects resulted as 18
projects).

During measure 3.4.3., investments have been made in infrastructure with high socio-economic
potential, which develops tourism, employment, entrepreneurship and local cultural environment.
When implemented projects sustainability assessment in the analysis of data from the promoters,
concluded that the largest share of investment was invested in cultural institutions, who are unable to
fully ensure its long-term functionality, so project developers should look at possible solutions for
revenue increase (for example, infrastructure use as a cultural venue etc.)

The measure 3.4.3. evaluation of the effectiveness and impact

Efficiency and impact evaluation are related to the measure 3.4.3. “Socio-economic impact of cultural
environment” for 2007 — 2013 EU planning period. Impact from the implemented activities can be
analysed at the national level, at the regional level, at the city/county level or in relation to the realized
project. Five indicators were analysed for impact evaluation at national and regional level: attendance
of cultural events, accessibility for people with functional limitations, parents with small children and
elderly people, technical condition of cultural monuments, attendance of museums, and accessibility
of cultural centers.

During the evaluation it was determined that:

e |n 2015, the number of visits to cultural institutions under development (developed within
measure 3.4.3) was ~1,3 million, which is ~6,4% of the total number of visits;

e Within the framework of the measure 3.4.3., 0,5% of the total architectural monuments of
national significance in Latvia were adapted to people with functional limitations, parents with
young children and elderly people;

e The technical condition of cultural monuments within the planning period has significantly
improved, however, the impact of the measure under assessment is relatively small, as it
involved investing in the improvement of 22 buildings, which is only 0,5% of the total
architectural monuments of national significance in Latvia;

e Investments were made in three municipal museums and one museum subordinated to the
Ministry of Culture (Latvian National Museum of Art building in Riga (municipal museum)),
which is 4,3% of all Latvian museums registered in 2016. The annual number of visits to the
improved museums was ~430 thousand, which is ~12% of all museum visits in 2016. The
number of museum visits, in spite of the reorganization in the number of museums, has
increased as a result of both investment in museum infrastructure development and museum
promotion activities such as Museum Night, ticketing and internet marketing, and other
measures;



e Within the framework of the measure 3.4.3., investments were made in three multifunctional
centres and one art centre. No investments were made in restoring cultural centers.

It was concluded that the projects implemented within measure 3.4.3. had an impact on the number of
museum visits. The technical condition of cultural monuments has improved significantly during the
planning period, however, the evaluation of measure 3.4.3 impact on the technical condition of cultural
monuments is comparatively small, as investments were invested only in the renovation of 22 buildings,
which is only 0.5% of the total national significance architectural monuments in Latvia. The creation of
multifunctional centers has not had a significant impact on the increase of attendance at cultural events.
Population changes affect the number of visits to museums, cultural monuments and multifunctional
centers.

Cities and regions where investments were made under the measure 3.4.3. during 2009-2016, have
had different developments in socio-economic indicators, indicating that there is no direct correlation
between the investments made and changes in the indicators examined. In some cities, the number of
jobs has increased significantly, but in some cities it has fallen significantly. The number of
economically active units has increased in all cities during the assessment period, which can be
explained by both the general development trend of the country and the micro-enterprise development
in Latvia.

In addition to the situation in Latvia, evaluation was carried out for public and private investment in the
cultural environment and cultural heritage in Estonia and Lithuania. In the EU planning period 2007—-
2013 Estonia made significant investments of the EU structural funds worth more than 150 million euro
that includes 30 million euro for museum renovation and development. The emphasis during 2014-
2020 EU planning period are on support of creative industries, regional development, as well as on the
development of ICT service infrastructure (e-culture) and support in tourism industry.

In the EU planning period of 2007—2013, support of culture and tourism in Lithuania was not highlighted
as a separate priority, but significant investments were made in 389 projects with a total EU funding
~382 million euro, which includes both direct and indirect investment in the cultural sector. During 2014-
2020 EU planning period the cultural sector activities managed by the Ministry of Culture with a total
funding of ~200 million euro.

Socio-economic benefits analysis

Three projects were implemented in the activity 3.4.3.1. “Creation of multifunctional centres of national
and regional importance”. The total investment amount was 53,43 million euro, which resulted in a total
short-term impact of 11,50 million euro and long-term impact of 45,4 million euro.

In the activity 3.4.3.2. “Restoration of cultural heritage objects with substantial socio-economic
importance” 6 projects were implemented in five sites (4 museums and 1 art centre). The total
investment amount was 22,03 million euro, which made a total short-term impact of 17,11 million euro
and long-term impact of 0,81 million euro.

Socio-economic analysis of the churches shows that the investments made in the reconstruction of
the churches have a relatively small socio-economic impact. Essential restoration works for churches
require external financial resources, because the size of churches is different and often not proportional
to the resources needed to finance restoration works. Although the primary purpose of churches is to
use them for religious activities, to invest in the restoration and preservation of sacred cultural heritage,
more attention needs to be paid to increasing their socio-economic potential so that the overall socio-
economic benefits outweigh the investments, such as tourist attraction, exhibitions and concerts .

The socio-economic analysis of the objects of cultural monuments owned by merchant’'s (manors,
castles etc.) shows that the economic benefits of investing in cultural properties owned by merchants
exceed the value of investments.

Obstacles and problems



As a result of the projects implemented within the measure 3.4.3., the OP identified development
problems and obstacles (such as the underdeveloped economic potential of cultural environments and
cultural monuments is currently only partially exploited, as cultural monuments are in a relatively poor
condition and the associated infrastructure is underdeveloped) where investments were made. It was
determined that in the coming years additional funds would be needed for further restoration and
preservation of cultural monuments at national and regional level, as well as for creation of new national
cultural structures (e.g. concert halls).In order to determine the impact of an action on the development
of the cultural environment, it is necessary for policy planners to define the characteristics of the
developed cultural environment (number of objects, number of events, type of genres represented,
etc.).

During the intervention period, the impact of investment in the development of the cultural environment
on most of the horizontal priorities mentioned in the OP (such as balanced development of the territory,
macroeconomic stability) are observed.

Recommendations for cultural sector development and sources of funding

The analysis of the target group opinion was carried out within the evaluation. Various respondents
(municipalities, institutions under municipal administration, non-governmental organizations etc.) have
appreciated the usefulness and impact of the investments made in preserving cultural heritage and
expanding the supply of cultural services. Almost all respondents see the need to continue investing in
cultural projects. Major investments should be made in the conservation of tangible and intangible
cultural heritage and in the development of cultural environments in rural areas, as well as in national
and regional development centres. Respondents also have noted the need to develop access to
modern and contemporary cultural services (including digitization, new content creation) and cultural
education.

Currently 5 funding sources are used for the development of the cultural environment: the state and
local government budgets, the European Structural and Investment Funds, programs directly
administered by the EU, other foreign financial instruments and private financing. The state budget
funds are directed to support the participation of various organizations in the programs directly
administered by the EU, both to promote participation and to provide the necessary co-financing.

European Structural and Investment Funds, such as INTERREG and LEADER, as well are used to
develop cultural environment projects. Access to funding from this fund depends on common EU
priorities, Member State operational programs and cross-border operational programs.

In the European Commission statement!?, are identified the priorities of the EU cultural sector for the
coming years, including the social, economic and external dimensions, which are also important for
Latvia and meet the long-term development goals of Latvia. When defining the priorities of the next
Latvian programming period, it would be important to take into account the EU priorities as well as the
planned EU funding for the achievement of the objectives of these priorities.

Priorities in the cultural sector should focus on developing creativity and innovation, for example by
planning support for creative quarters, incubators, planning events for digital cultural products, and
building collaboration between traditional sectors such as museums and digital companies for new
product development for museums. Cultural development projects cover a wide range of areas,
including the development of infrastructure, thematic content and competencies development. Each of
these areas may use its own source of funding or a combination of them, such as EFSI, Creative
Europe, INTERREG, EEA and Norwegian Financial Instruments, etc.

The main conditions for project planning for the next planning period are to provide an integrated
planning approach for all project partners, types of projects and funding mechanisms. It is important to
take into account the necessary competencies for the preparation and execution of each phase of the

11 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1527241001038&uri=COM:2018:267:FIN [02.02.2019.]



and to , as well as to provide the necessary support to the
Ministry of Culture.

When planning the activities, need to separate individual programs for entrepreneurs and
municipalities, to avoid the situation that entrepreneurs and municipalities compete within one activity,
as this would not promote the development of a unified territorial concept, involving both municipalities
and entrepreneurs. Make open, rather than restricted, tenders possible. Timely notification of project
application opportunities and tender conditions, as project applicants need time to prepare a project
application, especially for large infrastructure objects. EU project competitions should be developed
taking into account the guidelines of the common county development program and ensuring faster
progress of EU programs and non-implementation of changes. Plan large “anchor projects” to develop
smaller projects around. Create different project selection and monitoring criteria for new cultural
environment structures and renovation of existing cultural objects.



