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Operational Programme Prague-Competitiveness 2007-2013
Preparation of OP

In the text of the OP, partnership has been dealt with in a rather vague way, which does not allow the Commission to check if the legal obligations of article 11 of Regulation 1083/2006 have been respected. 

1) In what concerns the preparation of the programme, a more detailed description is needed. Information must be provided on how partnership has been organised and managed. Which partners (e.g. regional and local authorities, social and economic partners, any other appropriate bodies representing civil society, environmental partners, non-governmental organisations or bodies responsible for promoting equality between men and women) have been involved and to what extent their opinions have been taken into account into the OP. A list of partners involved could be added to the OP.

2) As far as implementation is concerned, the way how partnership will be fulfilled cannot be dealt with by merely referring to SPD2 of 2006, but must be clearly explained in the text of the current OP.

3) For monitoring, nothing is mentioned about the partnership principle. The same applies to on-going and final evaluation of the programme. 

1. Socio-economic analysis 

The OP gives a rather complete image of the region's situation, as well as enough information for a good understanding of the main issues for the region. 

Nevertheless the ideas of what is at stake are presented in a rather miscellaneous way. Thus, the analysis fails to provide any clear order of significance, giving the impression that all the issues are equally important and all require the same level of attention. 

Commission requires that the analysis provide clear mainstream reasoning leading logically to the selected strategy and its concretisation. These unifying threads, going from the socio-economic analysis through the SWOT analysis, anchored in the strategy and emerging into the ground interventions, would pave the way for a better understanding of the strategic choices, and their respective weights, made by Prague authorities for the 2007/2013 period. 

Moreover, little is said about expected evolution trends of the weaknesses signalled in the SWOT analysis. This is important to be able to give an anticipative effect to the chosen strategy. In view of the scarcity of resources, the different items of SWOT analysis should also be prioritised. 

2. Strategy and priority axis

Three priority axes were defined for the OPPC: Accessibility and Environment (77%), Innovation and Entrepreneurship (20.3%) and Technical Assistance (2.7%).

The importance of the transport and environment problems in the city has been extremely highlighted in order, namely, to justify the substantial share attributed to priority I axis. Arguments in favour of this strategic choice are even strengthened by pointing out several difficulties in implementing actions of priority II and possible severe foreseeable consequences on the absorption capacity of the new OP. Commission is ready to take into consideration the eventual future problems of absorption capacity, but finds it difficult to accept that the conceptual definition of the strategy is curtailed by this type of constraint.

The identified needs in the fields of transport, environment and knowledge economy should have been expressed in quantitative terms, in order to better evaluate whether the programme, as defined, is the appropriate instrument to address the needs. 

2.1. Coherence with CSG, Lisbon objectives

The coherence with the Community strategic guidelines (CSG) is rather extensively developed. But in substance this coherence is partly denied by the chosen allocation of resources between the axes of the programme.

Falling under the Regional competitiveness and employment Objective, this programme, also by the nature of its global target and type of interventions, is one of the Czech programmes where the link to the CSG is of indisputable importance. So, a more important commitment to the achievement of the guidelines could be translated into a more relevant share of earmarking categories of expenditure in the total allocation of the OP.

2.2. Ex-ante evaluation 

The OP contains a short section on the ex-ante evaluation. The text just states that comments of the ex-ante evaluation report were taken into account in the OP. The text also tries, in a rather biased way, to justify some specific choices made for the OPPC (priorities and allocation of resources between axes, limited scope of beneficiaries, concentration in certain type of interventions), on the basis of evaluators' opinions. 

The section dedicated to the ex-ante evaluation should be more elaborated. Further information must be provided on the process, explaining how the evaluation exercise was organised and managed, specifying the main factual findings, results and recommendations of the ex-ante evaluation, and substantiate the reasons why the recommendations have/have not been taken into consideration. A particular attention should be paid to legal obligations (as stipulated in Article 37.1b of Regulation 1083/2006) concerning the need to justify the strategic choices made and the priorities chosen having regard to the results of this evaluation exercise. A list of partners involved during the evaluation process could also be submitted. Moreover, the position of the evaluators towards the managing authority should be clarified.

2.3. SEA information

A Strategic environmental impact assessment (SEA) of this OP has been carried out. Several interesting recommendations were made by the OPPC SEA author, as described in the section "output from the SEA" of the programme, that didn't seem have been taken on board.

In this domain, Czech authorities should demonstrate the compliance with Directive 2001/42 on the SEA by providing the Commission with the following documents: 

(a) The non-technical summary, required under Annex I (j), that must cover adequately the items listed in Annex I to the SEA directive; 

(b) Information on public consultation and consultation of the environmental authorities (who was consulted and how, including the timeframe for responses); 

(c) The information on the decision required by Article 9: i.e. the plan or programme, a statement summarising how environmental considerations have been integrated into the programme, how the environmental report and the results of consultations (with the public and the environmental authorities) have been taken into account, and why the plan or programme was chosen in the light of other reasonable alternatives; 

(d) The description of the measures decided concerning the monitoring foreseen in Articles 9(1) (c) and 10. 

2.4. Assessment of the strategy

1) Overall, when approaching the economic and social analysis of the region, one gets the global impression that Prague needs to focus more in "axis II" type actions. This idea is entirely contradicted by the relative financial shares decided for the two strategic priorities: I) Accessibility and Environment, 77%; II) Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 20.3%. This fact seems all the more incomprehensible, as those type of actions have, in general, a more direct link to the global target of this OP, which is to increase Prague competitiveness.

Taking also into account the need for structural actions to concentrate on the EU strategic priorities of Lisbon agenda, Commission would appreciate that an increased financial allocation for the areas falling under the current axis II be seriously envisaged by Prague authorities. 

2) In any case, the resources assigned to axis II should at least be enough, on ERDF side, to adequately match the mirrored ESF interventions foreseen in OP Adaptability.  Has this been ensured? 
3) Moreover, and in view of a greater transparency, the Commission recommends the current axis I of the OPPC to be split in two axes, in order the programme to better reflect the 3 ERDF priorities laid down in article 5 of ERDF Regulation 1080/2006. If the axis 1 will not be split in two axes, it should be at least clearly defined in the OP which amount will be dedicated to the ICT.

4) The strategy has been defined by persons that are profound connoisseurs of Prague's problematic, but there is no evidence of deep interchanges to have been organised with extremely important discussion partners. Before the drafting of the final version of the OP, could an in depth dialogue be ensured with the responsible authorities of the following programmes?

· Three of the national programmes disposing of specific financial allocation for the Competitiveness Objective: Human resources and Employment, Education and Competitiveness, and  Integrated Operational Programme;

· OP Enterprise and Innovation, as well as OP Research and Development; 

· OP Central Bohemia.

5) The descriptions of areas of intervention, target objectives and type of interventions are not, in general, concise enough. An effort of accuracy should be done in this field. Commission would like to dispose of a justification of the set of beneficiaries chosen for the areas of intervention and a clarification of the standard phrase "specific compact project plans" that appears under points "Types of intervention". 

6) Priority axis I (Accessibility and Environment): taking into account the poor quality of the environment in Prague, the Commission considers that efforts and financial means should be concentrated on:

· Green public urban transport, with urgent need of improving the public transports (envisaged measure 1.1); 

· Revitalisation of abandoned, devalued or socially problematic zones (envisaged area of intervention 1.4), where priority should be given to the projects aiming at preventing adverse impacts on human health and on the environment. Along the implementation of the 2004/2006 SPD2, because of legal limitations, project selection in site rehabilitation has skipped a number of critical areas under private ownership. Czech authorities are invited to solve these legal problems and open the scope of beneficiaries foreseen for this area of intervention;

·  Natural/technological risks - solving or preventing; concerning in particular flood protection, measures should above all increase and revive the natural potential of water retention in river basins. Large projects, such as the construction of dams or barriers, are unsuitable to prevent floods and reduce flood risk. In the same way, flood barriers in the cities do not usually solve the problem because they tend to speed up the flows and worsen the damages down-stream. This type of measures should be completely avoided, or at least reduced to the minimum. Otherwise, it would be advisable to work with natural processes (such as an increased capacity of natural flood water retention), and rather carry out a large number of smaller projects (such as polders) outside built-up areas, as close as possible to the source or to the areas of frequent heavy rain falls.

· Sustainable use of energies and natural resources, with a priority being given to all projects improving the energy efficiency, making increased use of renewable resources and improving the waste management.

In relation to the improvement of accessibility to the TEN-T/quality of transportation links (area of intervention 1.2), the Commission requests a more accurate demonstration of the environmentally friendly character of the foreseen interventions. A mention to the tangible projects, as specified for area 1.1, would be useful. Will the commuting important link with Kladno, the second largest city in the metropolitan area, be co-financed under the programme?

6) For Priority axis II (Innovation and Entrepreneurship), a better use of Structural Funds in leveraging development of regional research, innovation and higher education capacity would be expected from the Czech authorities, particularly in the case of Prague. Several Commission' services feel uneasy with such a small amount of resources devoted to these areas. As more than one half of all research and development capacities of Czech Republic are concentrated in the capital, Commission would really welcome another step forward to be carried out by Prague in the knowledge economy and innovation during the 2007/2013 programming period.

Some points mentioned in the socio-economic analysis don't seem to have been addressed in the operational part of the programme. For instance, what is the type of intervention, within Axis II, supposed to remove the barriers restricting the activities of business entities on a city level, mentioned on point 1.2.5 ("information for new investors, cooperation within the business sector and with the research sphere, difficult orientation in the regional market for newly arrived entrepreneurs and those already operating locally)? What about the co-financing of the development agency mentioned in page 83 (English version)?

Under this axis, a clear priority, as well as an adequate share of resources, should also be attributed to eco-innovations. 

The area of intervention 2.1 is supposed to "contribute to the implementation of the Regional Innovation Strategy for Prague". Commission would like to be informed about quantified expenditure needs of this Strategy, what is considered to have already been realised (namely with the aid of Framework Research Programme), and to what extent the remaining needs will be covered by current allocation of  resources in the OPPC.

3. Indicators

3.1. Type and relevance of indicators

The relevance of indicators depends on how the amounts have been sub-divided between intervention areas inside each axis. Taking into account a certain number of issues at stake in this position paper, Commission services would prefer to discuss again the indictors at a latter stage.

Nevertheless,  

· Explain why those precise sets of indicators were kept, instead of all the other relevant possibilities contained in Working Document N°2, 

· Highlight the casual links between the indicators chosen and the objectives of the OP, its axis and the specific targets of the areas of intervention;

· Define one or two impact indicators for each axis; in priority axis I, impact indicators ought to be added for pollution and noise (i.e. reduction of greenhouse gas emissions); 

· Null baseline values should constitute an exception, applicable only to completely new interventions; 

· Envisage the possibility of enlarging the number of indicators of priority axis II and add an indicator on patent applications and awards. 

3.2. Link with "earmarking"

The Commission is aware that there is no legal requirement for the Czech Republic to earmark Lisbon related expenditures. The Commission believes, however, that it would be very useful to have the Czech Republic included among all the other countries that have decided to earmark on a voluntary bases. 

4. Financial aspects

4.1. Financial tables

Financial tables are in conformity with profile (annex XV of Commission Regulation).

In the opinion of the Commission private financing has not been mobilised enough for this programme. It is not clear why the OPPC is solely oriented to the public projects. The old Member States gained positive experience while opting for the PPP during the programming period 2000-2006. The MA of OPPC could select in the new programming period few pilot projects for the PPP. Example: transport sector (construction of roads), P&R systems etc. 

4.2. Coordination with other Community financial instruments

The possibility of using Jessica and/or Jeremie (Joint European resources for Micro-to Medium Enterprises) facilities should be sought of by Prague authorities, before the drafting of the final version of the OP. 

The Managing Authority is invited to study the possibility to turn to one, or both, of these Commission initiatives.

Indeed, some tasks could be delegated to Jeremie in the field of the management of operations related to new business creation, innovation in enterprises, improved access to finance for SME's, as well as micro-credit. 

On the other hand, Jessica (Joint European Support for Sustainable Investment in City Areas) could back the Managing Authority in planning and deciding urban investments on the basis of integrated urban development plans, providing funding for a wide variety of PPP or other revenue generating urban projects, with a view of ensuring  the revolving character of ERDF contribution to funds invested in urban development. 

(See also point 6.3 Others).

5. Coordination and implementation

5.1. Coordination between Structural Funds

Several "levels" of coordination and synergy are at stake with the OPPC. The question has already been raised in the letter of additional comments and further information is needed.

In general, the OPPC should clearly specify the procedures and mechanisms for the cooperation of the Managing authorities assuring the synergies between the OPPC and the relevant OPs. 

Example of the possible coordination mechanism:

· Participation of a representative of MA of the other OP in the Monitoring committee of the OPPC and visa versa 

· The mutual information of the two Managing authorities on the selected projects in some areas of the interventions (example: public transport etc.).

· The communication of the progress report of the OPPC to the Managing authority of the other OP and visa versa.

1) At a first is Prague-Adaptability programme. The questions of coordination and synergy effects are dealt with in a way that is not clear enough. Links should be established between the two programmes on policy, as well as operational matters. In spite of the advantages of same managing authority, mechanisms of coordination should be consistently explained in the text of the OP.

The OPPC should also contain a description of the estimated needs for training linked with the interventions co-financed by this programme. This description should be communicated to the Managing authority of the OP Prague Adaptability in order to take them into account while elaborating the interventions.

As cross financing is foreseen, it must be cleared up within which priority axis. The rationale and the guiding principles for the use of this possibility should be stated, as well as the aspects related to the monitoring of the concerned amounts.

2) Second "level" includes all the national programmes that have received financial transfers from Prague: Human resources/employment, Education/Competitiveness, Technical assistance and Integrated Operational Programme (IOP). Those amounts will be managed by the respective national programmes under the Objective Competitiveness and the mutual participation in the Commissions responsible for selecting projects does not seem enough; 

3) The needs of coordination with the Central Bohemia OP, appear to be substantial and have been treated in very general and unclear way. Further information should be provided going beyond that already sent in response to Commission letter on initial comments.

4) Under Transport and Environment OP's important projects benefiting Prague city will be financed and Commission services more detail should be provided on the respective coordination matters; a quantified forecast of the Cohesion Fund contribution to those projects will be very useful.

5) Concerning the Priority axis II Innovation and entrepreneurship of the OP, the possibility to appoint the Ministry of industry and trade as intermediate body could be reconsidered. 

5.2. Governance of programmes and projects 

Taking into account low absorption capacity of the SPD2 Prague in the programming period 2004-2006 the operational programme should better explain which measures will be undertaken to guarantee sufficient administrative capacity of the MA in the years 2007-2013. The administrative structure of the MA should be clear, identifiable and in line with the regulatory requirements on Structural Funds.

The information provided in the OP as regards the management and control systems does not fully comply with Articles 37(g) and 59 of Regulation (EC) N°1083/2006. Commission services comments are the following:

· The principle of separation of management, payment and control functions within the Managing Authority structure should be better explained; 

· It should be clearly indicated whether there will be intermediate bodies acting on the behalf of the Certifying Authority (CA);

· It should be specified which Department of Prague City Hall will be in charge of making payments to beneficiaries. The relations between this Department and the operational parts of the MA and with CA should be explained.

· The OP should clearly indicate that the transfer of the money (including the EU co-financing) to final beneficiary will be conditioned by the approval of the MA and of the Paying authority.

· It should be ensured that once a project is selected, funding from different sources (EU, state, Prague) will be simultaneously approved. 

· It should also be indicated whether this Department will be involved in the implementation of the OP, and whether and how its independence will be ensured. If possible, a complete chart with services names within Prague City Hall and respective functions should be added. The tasks of the Managing authority and of the final beneficiary should be strictly separated. 

· A description of the monitoring and evaluation systems should be provided. Apparently, the Monitoring Committee of this OP would be also in charge of the ESF Adaptability Programme, as well as of the monitoring of the SPD2 previous period programme, but any information is provided in the text. Information is desirable on how the weaknesses within the current monitoring system will be addressed during the transition period until the new system would be in place;

· The bodies in charge of system audits and expenditure checks should be clearly identified in the OP, section 4.8;

· The OP, section 4.7, should specify whether the opinion on the compliance of the system descriptions (Article 71 of Regulation 1083/2006) will be made by the Audit Authority itself or another body;

· The OP should list the general criteria (i.e. applicable to all OP measures) which will be used for project selection. It should be ensured that the criteria will be clear and be explained how the criteria will be objectively measured for consistent application across candidate-projects.

In addition, although they do not influence the acceptability of the OP, we would like to make the following observations:

· The "Payment and Certification Authority" must be renamed "Certifying Authority", in compliance with Regulation (EC) 1083/2006;

· For both the ministry of Finance and the CHU, the OP indicates that it "is authorised to perform the function of the Audit Authority" (section 4.7). The OP should specify clearly which body is the Audit Authority (AA);

· In the description of the system of SF and CF financial flows (section 4.10), after step four, it's unclear how funds are transferred from the state budge into the City Prague budget;

· An introduction to the primary and secondary control systems could be made, with reference to Regulation 1083/2006, in the description of the system of financial control in section 4.8;

· Section 4.3 should be better elaborated on so as to show that there will be reliable accounting, monitoring and financial reporting systems in computerized form, in compliance with Article 58d) of the general regulation. The OP should provide a description of the new information system, and explain the transitional arrangements, if any. The new system should be described in relation with the information on the Integrated Central Information System given in the NSRF, section 10.3. Monit2007 and MSC2007 which appear on the chart should be briefly presented. The links between this information system and the IS VIOLA system to be managed by the Certifying Authority should be briefly explained. Since the information system is described differently in the several Czech OP's, it would be helpful to dispose of a comprehensive and consistent description of it;

· Responsibilities for management checks falling with the MA are only evoked in section 4.1 ("on site verification") and in section 4.8 ("first level control"). In general, more information should be given in the OP on the control function of the MA. The MA is informed that, further to audit findings of the 2004/2006 period, Commission auditors will examine whether MA established plans for on-the-spot checks in the beginning of the new programming period, whether checks put enough emphasis on the areas of eligibility and public procurement rules, and whether audit findings are followed up in a prompt and appropriate way; 

· The AA should be informed that, further to audit findings of the 2004/2006 period (mission 2005/CZ/REGIO/I3/198/1), Commission auditors will examine whether AA staff has access to and uses a module of the OP information system to monitor the follow-up on the audit findings. They will also examine whether the audit reports are properly circulated, and what the arrangements are taken to ensure that the reports can be relied upon;

· The Commission insists that all the national audit reports have to be communicated by the Czech Authorities to the Commission, in their full version and not merely their's executive summaries. The amendment of Act N° 320/2001 Coll., announced by the Winding-up Body in its letter of 26 June 2006, allowing for the communication of the audit reports, should be brought into force before the finalisation of the first reports of the new programming period, at the latest. 

The "Project evaluation and selection process" follows a rather cumbersome procedure that can be very dissuasive for more "fragile" categories of applicants to the OP, as small enterprises and individual operators. 

5.3. Others

1) In what concerns competition policy, the following standard clause should be added in the OP text:

"The Managing Authority ensures that any state aid granted under this programme will comply with the procedural and material State aid rules applicable at the point of time when the public support is granted".

2) A standard commitment phrase on Regions for Economic Change is asked to be included in the OP:

"In the framework  of the Regions for Economic Change initiative the Managing Authority commits itself to:

a) make the necessary arrangements to welcome into the mainstream programming process innovative operations related to the results of the networks in which the region is involved; 

b) to allow in the Monitoring Committee the presence, as an observer ,of a representative of the network(s) where the region is involved, to report on the progress of the network's activities;

c) to foresee a point in the agenda of the Monitoring Committee, at least once a year, to take note of network's activities and to discuss relevant suggestions for the mainstream programme concerned;

d) to inform in the Annual Report on the implementation of the regional actions included in the Regions for Economic Change initiative."

3) The Managing authority should include in view of possible future implementation of Jeremie and Jessica, a standard text in the OP:

"An integrated approach will be pursued for sustainable urban development in cities and towns. Planning and deciding urban investments on the basis of integrated urban development plans is essential in this respect. The new JESSICA initiative targets PPPs or other revenue generating urban projects included in integrated urban development plans, with a view to achieve leverage and recycling for operational programme resources invested in such projects. 

In this context, the managing authority intends to contribute an amount of …€ under the new JESSICA initiative to support, where appropriate, urban development funds investing in revenue generating urban projects. (Option 2
: The managing authority is also envisaging organising JESSICA operations through a holding fund. Option 3: The managing authority intends to entrust the JESSICA holding fund tasks to the EIB, by awarding it a grant in accordance with Art 44 of Reg 1083/2006, contributing to the EIB an indicative initial amount of …… €)."

� Please choose only one option.
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