
���������	
����

���������	
���
�
����

�����������	�
��	���

�������������	�
��	���

�� ��
�����
��� ���������� �������� �� ��������������


����	

������	�����	�
������

����	

������	�����	�
������ �	��	�����	��	���� ��

��

���������	���	 �
��

�������������

���������	���	 �
��

�����������
 �!�������
 �!�������


"��!�	��
�����#��$����
��������� �	 
���
���
 �������� ���������

��������	

�� (PhD)

������ ������������� ���
���� !�!



���������	
����

���������	
���
�
����

��
��
�
��
��
�

�� ����
������
�� �
���	�
����������
���	������
���	�
����������
���	�����
�� ���
���	�����������
������������������
���	�����������
���������������

– "���
������� !!#$ !!%�
��&'���

– ��������������� ��(��(��������� 
��"���
�������
 !!#$ !!%

�� ��������������������������	������������������������������������	����������

�� ����	�
�������
����������������������
�������
������	�
�������
����������������������
�������
��
������ !!"������ !!" ## !!$ !!$

�� %���������
����%���������
����



����
������
�� �
���	�
����
���	�
��� ������ �� ��
����
�� �� 	�����	�����

����������
��������

���������	
����

���������	
���
�
����

GDP (2007) GDP per capita 
(2007) 

Name of counties 
Surface 
(km2, 
2009) 

Population 
(person, 2009) Billion 

HUF % Thousand 
HUF 

EU27 = 
100 % 

Borsod-Abaúj-Zemplén 7 250.0 701 160.0 1 186.9 4.7 1 662.0 41.1 

Heves  3 637.0 314 441.0 581.7 2.3 1 828.0 45.3 

Nógrád 2 546.0 207 637.0 245.9 1.0 1 162.0 28.8 

North Hungary 13 433.0 1 223 238.0 2 014.5 8.0 1 619.0 40.1 

Hungary 93 027.0 10 030 975.0 25 408.1 100.0 2 527.0 62.5 
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Name Budget 
(Million EUR) 

Priority 1: Creating a competitive local economy 151.96 

1.1.1. Development of regionally balanced industrial areas of regional and local significance  

1.1.2. Development of businesses by means of consultancy 

1.2.1. Establishment of clusters and corporate cooperation  

1.3.1. Developing the innovation potential of the region  

Priority 2: Strengthening potential for tourism 228.69 

2.1.1. Development of competitive tourism products and attractions 

2.2.1. Development of the quality of commercial accommodation and services 

2.3.1. Development of destination management 

2.4.1. Development of business services for tourism  

Priority 3: Settlement development 391.88 

3.1.1. Integrated social urban rehabilitation 

3.1.2. Settlement rehabilitation to increase functions  

3.1.3. Settlement development supplementing rural development  programmes 

3.2.1. Protection of environmental values, environmental safety 

Priority 4: Development of human community infrastructure 143.32 

4.1.1. Development of fundamental and out-patient medical  care 

4.1.2. Development of rehabilitation,  geriatric and medical care services 

4.2.1. Development of social welfare services 

4.2.2. Ensuring accessibility of facilities 

4.3.1. Development of education and training 

4.3.2. IT development of regional public administration and public service systems 

Priority 5: Development of regional transport  105.54 

5.1.1. Improving access by road 

5.1.2. Development of community transport 

Total 1 021.39 

 

System and budget of priorities
and measures

in the Action Plan 2007-2008

NHOP includes 4 APs,
the first one regards 2007-2008.
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Plan Fact Fact/Plan 
# Name of priority  

2007 2008 Total 2007-2008 2007-2008 

1. Creating a competitive local economy 38.372 15.585 53.957 53.957 100 % 

2. Strengthening potential for tourism 52.322 4.394 56.716 56.716 100 % 

3. Settlement development 91.255 32.367 123.622 91.251 74 % 

4. 
Development of human community 
infrastructure 56.844 69.594 126.438 126.438 100 % 

5. Development of regional transport No data 53.686 53.686 100 % 

Total 238.793 121.940 414.419 382.048 92 % 

 

Priority Announced  Awarded Contracted Paid 

1. Creating a competitive local economy 53.957 33.771 11.032 4.406 

2. Strengthening potential for tourism 56.716 56.204 38.813 5.603 

3. Settlement development 91.251 60.829 24.107 2.609 

4. Development of human community 
infrastructure 126.438 71.506 No data No data  

5. Development of regional transport 53.686 45.737 32.733 7.421 

Total 382.048 268.047 106.685 20.039 

 

Amounts of proposal funds by priorities (million EUR)

Financial frames announced in the calls for proposals by priority
(million EUR)
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Source:
authors’ own compilation.

Almost one third of the total population in the reg ion living 
in disadvantageous microregions.



���������	
����

���������	
���
�
����

Typology of priorities and measures by territorial effects

Priority // 
Measure 

Likely territorial effect on 
disparities: 

Intensity of territorial 
effect: 

Is there specification for 
disadvantageous micro-regions? 

1. There is relevance for territorial cohesion in the priority. 
1.1.1 Differentiation Intensive No 
1.1.2 Nivellation Moderate Yes 
1.2.1 Differentiation Intensive No 
1.3.1 Differentiation Intensive No 
2. There is NO relevance for territorial cohesion in the priority. 
2.1.1 Differentiation Moderate No 
2.2.1 Differentiation Moderate No 
2.3.1 Differentiation Moderate No 
3. There is relevance for territorial cohesion in the priority. 
3.1.1 Differentiation Intensive Yes (indirectly) 
3.1.2 Neutral - Yes (indirectly) 
3.1.3 Nivellation Moderate Yes (indirectly) 
3.2.1 Nivellation Moderate Yes (indirectly) 
4. There is NO relevance for territorial cohesion in the priority. 
4.1.1 Neutral - No 
4.1.2 Neutral - No 
4.2.1 Neutral - No 
4.2.2 Neutral - No 
4.3.1 Neutral - No 
4.3.2 Neutral - No 
5. There is relevance for territorial cohesion in the priority. 
5.1 Nivellation Intensive Yes (indirectly) 
5.2 Nivellation Intensive Yes (indirectly) 

 

Economic
priority!
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Distribution of proposals submitted and granted by micro-regions
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Source: authors’ own compilation.
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No evidence that

the disadvantegeous microregions show

higher activity and efficiency.
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Average grant intensity
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Evidence that

the disadvantegeous microregions have

higher grant intensity.
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System of the measures and components

1.1.1. Development of regionally balanced industrial areas of regional and local importance 

  1.1.1/A Development of regional industrial parks suitable for the settlement of businesses  

  1.1.1/B Preparation on industrial areas owned by the local governments 

  1.1.1/C Development and expansion of incubator houses 

  1.1.1/D Revitalisation of brown-field areas 

  1.1.1/E Key project 

  1.1.1/F Business infrastructure development in the most disadvantageous micro-region 

1.1.2. Development of enterprises by consulting  

  1.1.2/A Consulting for entrepreneurs 

  1.1.2/B Developing consultancy networks 

1.2.1. Development of cluster and corporate collaborations  

  
1.2.1. Establishing and strengthening cluster management organisations, joint purchase of 

instruments and investments  

1.3.1. Developing the innovation potential of the region  

  
1.3.1/A Establishing and strengthening cluster management organisations, joint purchase of 

instruments and investments 

  
1.3.1/B Establishing and operating innovation transfer offices of regional importance and offering 

innovation services  
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AP 2007-2008 manages a framework of 53.357 million EUR (13.568 
billion HUF) concerning Priority 1, which amount available during the 
period via four calls for proposals: 

� ÉMOP-2007-1.1.1 Supporting the development of industrial areas , 
industrial parks and incubator houses ;

� ÉMOP-2007-1.1.1 Development of regional industrial parks
suitable for the settlement of enterprises;

� ÉMOP-2008-1.1.1 Supporting industrial areas , industrial parks , 
incubator houses and the revitalisation of brown-field areas ;

� ÉMOP-2008-1.2.1 Supporting the joint investments of clusters of 
regional importance , establishing and developing their services.
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Observations:
1) The priority just supplements the Economic 
Development Operational Programme.
2) The priority finances large projects, not really SMEs.
3) The Measures are just indirectly related to SMEs.
4) Slow payment procedures, hard to measure the effect.

Source: authors’ own compilation.
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Measure 
Proposals 
received 
(pieces) 

Total funds 
requested 

(EUR) 

Winning 
proposals 
(pieces) 

Grants 
awarded in 

round 1 
(EUR) 

Grants awarded 
(EUR) 

Funds available  
(EUR) 

Funds 
used (%) 

ÉMOP-1.1.1 44 47 296 475.5 29 1 731 289.3 29 922 877.3 36 455 847.3 82.03 

ÉMOP-1.2.1 37 6 058 973.4 19 0.0 3 847 632.3 5 579 416.2 68.96 

ÉMOP-1 
otal 81 53 355 448.9 48 1 731 289.3 33 770 509.6 42 035 263.5 80.03 

 

Use of grant awarded and available funds
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Addressed to development of SMEs

� More financial sources should be reallocated for Priority 1.
� New calls have to be announced really suited for SMEs. 

� To reduce the interval from the application to the payment.
� The administrative burden has to be cut with keeping the legality and 
transparency of the system.
� The main hindrances of SMEs to take the opportunity offered by the EU funds 
have financial nature . Most of the SMES suffer from liquidity problems due to 
the go-round debts. 
� In the recent years the worsening labour market conditions represented the 
main challenges for economic development, therefore such call have to be 
announced which aim the protection of workplaces (as already made in EDOP).
� With the allocation of the EU funds the innovative investments (regarding new 
technologies, know-hows, etc.) should be financed more intensive (like the 
function of seed capitals) in order the help the SMEs becoming more efficient and 
competitive. 
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