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BSR TeMo sets the background for identification of regional problems, 

territorial challenges and patterns of economic and social 

developments. 

  

Monitoring data assists decision makers in defining new objectives, 

specifying priorities in the area of potential intervention within the 

framework of cohesion policy and generally helps to develop evidence-

based policy.  

  

BSR TeMo provides relevant indicators for the entire BSR area necessary 

for measuring progress and achievement of objectives of territorial 

cohesion policy. 

  

Information supplied by BSR TeMo offers decision makers an opportunity 

to carry out dynamic analysis of indicators and, thus, provides 

framework for policy evaluation. 

Purpose of TeMo 



What we have built: 

BSR Territorial 
Monitoring  

(TeM o) system  

Policy dimension 

Methodological 
dimension 

- An operational indicator-

based territorial development 

monitoring system, 

comprehending a policy and 

a methodological dimension 

aimed at understanding 

territorial cohesion in the 

Baltic Sea Region. 



NUTS-3 and NUTS-2 levels are  

the main geographical  

scales in ESPON TeMo. 

 

The task for BSR TeMo was to generate 

seamless layers of administrative  

boundaries (NUTS3, NUTS2 and  

NUTS0) for the study area  

including Belarus and Russia.  

 

The project attempts to find additional  

data at the LAU-2 level. 

Geographical coverage 



Added value of TeMo 

- Building on regional policy context 

 

- Addressing the policy questions that are 

important in the region;  
- the context of the region and stakeholders is really 

strong. 

 

- Using available data, and at NUTS 3. 

 

- We have the data ï and we show also how to 

measure territorial cohesion. 
 

- With 10 operational analytical indicators 



Target Group  

 

ÅAnalysts and practitioners working with policy makers responsible for 

cohesion, regional and spatial policy; 

Å International organizations (e.g. the VASAB-cooperation and the 

HELCOM organization), and local cross-border associations (i.e. 

Euroregions); 

ÅThe ESPON community (including stakeholders, researchers and 

planners); 

Å Institutions implementing, managing and evaluating actions taken 

within the framework of the EUôs cohesion policy; 

ÅResearchers dealing with territorial cohesion; 

ÅOther interested actors, including students. 



Policy and Theory 

- Concept of territorial 
cohesion (TC) 

- .{w άŦƛƭǘŜǊέ ƻƴ ¢/ 

- Monitoring 
experiences 

- Previous indicators 

Workshop 

- 7 domains 

- No sub-domains 

- Focus on linking up 
with BSR topics 

- No indicators 

Final system 

- 5 Domains 

- 12 sub-domains 

- At first ca 90 
indicators 

- Now 29 indicators 

Thematic content and indicators 



 

 

Monitoring system: not just a database! 



 

 



(1.) The Gini Concentration Ratio  

  

(2.) The Atkinson index  

  

(3.) The 80/20 ratio  

  

(4.) Sigma-convergence  

  

(5.) Beta-convergence  

  

(6.) The east/west ratio  

  

(7.) The south/north ratio 

  

(8.) The urban/rural ratio  

  

(9.) The non-border/border ratio  

  

(10.) The coast/inland ratio  

10 Analytical / Complex indicators 

Distribution 

Convergence 

Targeted/Territorial 



Data needed for the project has been collected in the form of variables 

rather than indicators.  

 

The time frame for data to be collected was set to start in 2005, up to 

latest available data. 

 

Ease of updating the monitoring system has been a focus.  

 

Three main sources, which provide easily accessible data and ï to a 

certain extent ï data on a yearly basis are: Eurostat (BSR EU countries 

and Norway), ROSSTAT (Russia) and BELSTAT (Belarus). 

 

Coherence regarding methodology and availability for data covering the 

BSR countries has been considered crucial.   

Data 



Application of the System  

Testing  of  the  monitoring  system : allowed to establish the functionality of the 
system by pushing its analytical capacity in a selection of ñreal life situationsò. 

Investigative areas  ( topics ) : 
 
Å ability to handle cross-cutting issues (territorial 

cohesion );  
Å functionality within a pronounced thematic focus 

(migration );  
Å functionality to depict a particular geographic 

scope (border regions );  
Å overall benchmarking ability (BSR benchmarked 

against the Alpine Space and the North Sea 
transnational regions ). 



SYSTEM TESTING 

 

ï MAIN FINDINGS IN SHORT 



Main findings in short 1(5) 

Å Increasing spatial polarisation, further 

aggravating already existing unbalanced 

regional structures 

 

Å Selected opposite trends indicate more 

balanced development and increasing 

convergence (e.g. rapidly decreasing east-west 

economic divide) 



Example: migration 2005-2010 

Average annual net migration rate 2005 - 2010 

according to various territorial typologies in the BSR, NUTS level 3
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Only ten urban regions swallow 47 % of 

all migration surplus in the BSR 



Example: jobs gained and lost in the BSR 

ï territorially specific spatial patterns 

Development of employment in the BSR according to the typology on metropolitan 

regions 2005-2009, index 2005=100, NUTS 3
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Example: jobs gained and lost in the BSR 

ï macroregional spatial patterns 

Development of total BSR employment and the coefficient of variation of 

employment between NUTS 3 regions in the BSR 2005-2009

(Coefficient of variation = Standard deviation / Mean )
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(in million persons, left scale)

Coefficient of variation

in NUTS 3 employment

(right scale)

When the nr of jobs in 

the BSR increased, that 

increase was beneficial 

to most regions 

 

When the nr of jobs 

declined (following the 

credit crunch), the 

decline hit mostly 

weaker regions, 

resulting in increased 

concentration 



Main findings in short 2(5) 

Territorial disparities between contiguous regions 

 

Å Territorial disparities between adjacent regions 
have in the past 15 years ñexplodedò 

 

Å The urban hierarchy is a decisive factor in 
dictating the magnitude these disparities 

 

Å Corresponding analysis with unemployment 
rates depicts a more pronounced social context 



Example: ñOn-the-

groundò disparities 

analysed 



Main findings in short 3(5) 

The specific types of BSR territories 

 

Å are generally lagging behind in most aspects of 

socioeconomic development 

 

Å but at the same time harnessing the potential in 

such territories does pose considerable 

possibilities 



Example: 

GDP per inhabitant in the 

BSR subdivided by 

various territorial 

typologies 

GDP per capita in PPS, index: EU27=100

ca. 2005 ca. 2009 Development

ca. 2005-2009:

points change to

EU27 average

The Baltic Sea Region (BSR) 75 81 +6

of w hich:

- w estern BSR 124 122 -2

- eastern BSR 50 60 +10

Typology on urban-rural regions

Predominantly urban regions 98 109 +11

Intermediate regions 66 71 +5

of w hich:

- close to a city 66 71 +5

- remote 71 74 +2

Predominantly rural regions 62 65 +3

of w hich

- close to a city 53 57 +4

- remote 86 85 -1

Typology on  metropolitan regions

Capital city regions 101 112 +11

Second-tier metro regions 84 89 +5

Smaller metro regions 58 64 +5

Other regions 61 65 +4

Typology on regions in external border programmes

Border regions 46 53 +8

Non-border regions 82 88 +6

Typology on sparsely populated regions

Sparsely populated regions 90 91 +1

Not sparsely populated regions 74 80 +7

Typology on coastal regions

Coastal regions 95 101 +6

Non-coastal regions 62 68 +6

Specific types of BSR territories are generally 

lagging behind 

 

Most development trends are not cohesive 



Example: 

EU 2020 strategy 

employment targets 

in the BSR 

14 regions in the EU parts of the 

BSR are projected to reach neither 

their national target rates, nor the 

corresponding EU one 

 

Reaching EU 2020 employment 

targets would bring two million 

additional jobs to the BSR 


