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Ex-ante assessment of the Integrated Regional Operational Programme (IROP) for the programming period 2014 - 2020
[bookmark: _Toc390955585]Management summary 
The closing report is the last part of the ex-ante assessment of the prepared Integrated Operational Programme (IROP) which was assigned by the management body of the programme, the Ministry for Regional Development. The assessment was made on the programme document in the version as of 2 May 2014, including its official and unofficial appendices, using evaluation areas that were defined as part of the assignment – these areas cover the required areas of interest as specified in Article 55 of the Common Provision Regulation (approved on 17 December 2013)[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  REGULATION (EU) No 1303/2013 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL 
laying down common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and laying down general provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006. ] 

In the ex-ante assessment, Deloitte Advisory (hereinafter “Deloitte“ or the “assessor“) sought to identify problematic or outstanding issues and subsequently provide recommendations in the form of specific measures leading to the improvement in the IROP programming in the monitored area. The assessment was made concurrently with the continued preparation of the IROP programme document, reflected its development and intends to contribute to its further improvements by its findings. As part of the evaluation, the assessor intended to increase the quality of the prepared operational programme through an open and factual communication with a representative of the management body on the gradually presented versions of the programme document and its appendices, in the period between October 2013 – May 2014. Principal attention was paid to the verification of the correct setting of the intervention logic and strategic objectives of the programme, verification of the direction of the creation and setting of the indicator system, proposal of administrative capacities and process setting of the implementation system and, last but not least, the issues relating to the proposed distribution of the allocated funds in respect of relevant problems and needs of the Czech Republic or known conclusions of absorption capacity analyses. 
Each evaluation area includes principal conclusions of the assessor’s examination and proposed measures in the form of specific recommendations that the assessor proposes for implementation. The listed recommendations primarily reflect the requirements of the legislation and methodology approved for the preparation of European structural and investment funds for the period between 2014 and 2020[footnoteRef:2] (hereinafter also the ESIF or ESI funds), or reflect the best practice and recommendations used based on the experience with the support in the current 2007-2013 period, both in the Czech Republic and other EU member states.  [2:  Reflection of both national and European regulations, directives, laws and methodological guidance – refer to the list of used resources in the last chapter of the report. ] 

In conclusion of the assessment, we can positively assess the active attitude of the management body to the entire preparation of the programme document which is documented by the flexible communication with the representatives of the assessor and prompt documentation of materials, provable active communication with other management bodies, representatives of the National Coordination Body (NOK), continuing discussions with regional partners and, last but not least, the informal dialogue with the representatives of the European Commission. The activity is visible in the scope of the preparedness of the programme document which includes the issues requiring further reasoning, amendments or specifications; however, it concurrently has the required format and includes the necessary facts in most chapters and is coherent. 
The principal problematic areas necessitating increased attention according to the assessor is now primarily Chapter 3 focusing on the Funding and allocation, Chapter 4 regarding Integrated instruments and regional development and Chapter 7 focusing on the Implementation and administrative structure. 
During the review of the proposed setting of PD IROP, Deloitte identified several risks and disparities, or potential for development and improvement in the logics of the programme setting. The report specifies particular recommendations and remedial measures that aim to ensure quality setting of the operational programme so that it becomes an effective instrument contributing to the meeting of the objectives of the EU’s strategy for intelligent and sustainable growth supporting social inclusion (hereinafter the “EU 2020 Strategy“). 



Principal Conclusions and Recommendations to Individual Evaluation Areas 

The brief summary of the evaluation of the IROP programme document by individual evaluation areas is provided in the following two tables; the first table explains the meaning of the evaluation in the “Status“ column, the second table includes factual description. 
	Status
	Assessment of the current status
	Reasons for the assessment of the current status of the area 

	
	No significant shortcomings 
	PD contains necessary information and the proposed solution of a specific area of IROP does not contain significant shortcomings. 

	
	Several findings of medium significance
	Questions regarding the evaluation areas lead to the identification of more shortcomings that require increased attention to be given to their resolution. 

	

	Numerous significant shortcomings 
	As identified by the ex-ante assessment, the area is not adequately prepared and requires a significantly higher involvement of capacities of responsible employees. 



	Evaluation area no. 1: 	Current problems and needs 
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Are there any relevant problems and needs identified in the programme in terms of the development of the topical area and region in relation to the current situation and predicted development in the Czech Republic and individual regions in the context of priorities and objectives of the EU 2020 Strategy? 

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	The global objective of IROP and derived specific objectives address the current problems and needs of the Czech regions development in accordance with the priorities of the EU 2020 Strategy with limited reservations. The description of current problems and needs is robust; however, in certain objectives further clarification is missing, explaining the relation to the use in the current period to similar or identical activities (context information and data). Proposed areas of support are based on the problems and needs identified in superior strategies (if available) and primarily the Strategy of the Regional Development of the Czech Republic, respond to the activities that are priority and are not dealt with by a thematic operational programme according to the stratification of competencies. 
The assessor recommends adding the information on the proposed procedure in case of the application of the territorial dimension and integrated tools, financial instruments. The focus on necessary areas results from the coordinated procedure and dialogue with relevant partners and is a wide social consensus on national and regional priorities. 



	Evaluation area no. 2: 	Internal and external coherence
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Is the internal coherence of specific objectives of the programme and coherence in relation to other relevant instruments (operational programmes of the Common Strategic Framework, or other relevant regional, national and European strategies and programmes) sufficiently ensured?

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	The internal coherence of the programme is clear and functional - although the proposed distribution of priority axes and as part of subordinate specific objectives as compared to other programmes is not standard, it is well substantiated in the strategic part of the programme document and its construction is logical and structured. Priorities expressed by the ratio of the allocation are well selected in respect of the regional needs and absorption capacity. The assessor sees a slight potential for improvement in the possibility to focus more attention on potential intra-programme synergies. 
As for the external coherence, potential overlaps, complementarities and synergies were systematically dealt with immediately after the start of programming. Most problematic areas were resolved by a dialogue between management bodies using the coordination role of NOK and clarified and unified the thematic focus of IROP in a corresponding manner. The recommendations for the external coherence are directed towards the completion of the strategy of coordination during the management of the programme with other OP, primarily in the shadowing of projects by the support from ESF (educational system, social enterprise, etc.). 



	Evaluation area no. 3: 	Intervention logic of the programme
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Do the programme as a whole and individual parts of the programme have a correctly formulated interventional logic?
Are the planned interventions an effective instrument for dealing with identified problems and achievement of set objectives? 
What are the preconditions and hypotheses that may define whether the determined intervention may be successful and comply with its purpose? 

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	The current version of PD shows a logical interconnectedness among the needs, strategies, objectives, indicators and allocations, unclarities regarding the function of relations relate to a limited number of specific objectives – refer to Appendix 1 to the report. Based on the available material and stage of completion, it is possible to assess the intervention logic in line with the thematic concentration and desired interconnection between strategies, finance, instruments used to measure the result, absorption and analysis of needs. 
The recommendations of the assessor aim towards completing already known specific limitations to individual objectives and completing the value setting of the indicator system which has a direct impact on the assessment of the logic of the proposed IROP intervention. A partial complication can be the unresolved procedures regarding the use of integrated instruments and territorial dimension which are a substantial aspect of the integrated regional OP - it is necessary to clarify that these are shortcomings resulting from the delay in the preparation of materials by NOK. 



	Evaluation area no. 4: 	Specific objectives and financial allocations 
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Does the proposed approximate distribution of support correspond to the significance of identified needs and potential based on which specific objectives of the programme, level of the contribution of the programme to the problem solution, character of activities and selected forms of support and requirements for thematic concentration were determined?

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	The highest share of allocation was allocated to the objectives relating to the transport infrastructure, educational system and increase in the effectiveness and security of ICT in public administration. The proposal of allocation reflects the priorities of Czech regions and the completed dialogue with partners in the IROP steering committee, or interdepartmental discussion in issues of defining the management of disputed boarder areas. In accordance with conclusions of the partial absorption analysis, the assessor recommends several proposals for considering the re-allocation, refer to evaluation area no. 6. In addition, the assessor recommends opening all changes in the distribution of the allocation, typically in the reflection of the elimination or narrowing of a specific objective, for consultation with IROP preparation partners. 
The proposed allocation for integrated instruments has been so far only general and requires specification, together with added details for the setting of rules. It is not clarified which key will be used to allocate the technical assistance in the division between the management body, mediating and other entities of the implementation structure – this detail has to be added to PD IROP at least in the general version. 



	Evaluation area no. 5: 	Compatibility of OP and draft of Partnership Agreement 
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Are the proposed objectives of the programme consistent with identified problems and needs and in accordance with the Partnership Agreement, Common strategic Framework and relevant recommendations of the Council to the National reform programme? 

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	Chapter 1 relating to the IROP strategy contains a detailed description of relations of specific objectives on provisions of the Partnership Agreement, National reform programme and other strategic documents, the information is appropriately added in Appendix 3. The assessor states that the management body logically and correctly mapped problems and needs to thematic objectives and investment priorities of the European fund for regional Development, in accordance with defined priorities of the Partnership Agreement, provisions of the Common strategic framework and Position document. 
Deviation or inconsistencies identified during the stages of assessment have already been removed in most cases and it remains to clarify only a limited group of less significant findings that are stated in Appendix 1 of the closing report. In summary, it is possible to assess the current proposal of the operational programme as compatible and consistent. 






	Evaluation area no. 6: 	Adequate absorption capacity 
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Is there a sufficient absorption capacity for the proposed interventions? 

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	The management body has an analysis of absorption capacities which includes only partial conclusions, statements of some of the important stakeholders are missing, and a number of significant variables are not clarified, for example what are the actual possibilities of co-financing. Based on the knowledge of the history in ROP and IOP support and knowledge of conclusions of a partial absorption analysis, the assessor states several recommendations for consideration by the management body; however, it can be stated in general that the proposed allocation is based on the existing demand for particular measures. The planned allocation exceeding CZK 2 billion in social enterprise (SC 2.2) which was able to use only the funds of CZK 100 million in the current period can be considered to be rather overestimated. 
As part of the reflection of the most recent changes in the territorial dimension, the assessor recommends adding more details to the plan of mapping absorption for ITI and IPRÚ and reflection of these findings – and continually add more details on the planned approach to the use of financial instruments. 



	Evaluation area no. 7: 	Indicator system
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Do the indicators comply with the requirements for intelligibility, transparency, normative interpretation and robustness (refer to the criteria of quality for the indicators of the result determined in the general conditionality ex-ante 7 and in the proposal of the general regulation, appendix no. IV.)?

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	With each version of the programme document, an improvement in the indicator system can be seen; however, the status of the system is unsatisfactory in respect of the advanced stage of preparations. The assessor recommends increasing the intensity of the communication with individual administrators at relevant ministries so that it is possible to complete the setting of target values and assess them in a comprehensive manner- even with respect to the impact of this backlog on eg assessment of the intervention logic. We can positively assess an adequate number of indicators; however, selected definitions, comments clarifying the methodology of the summarization are missing, a number of indicators are numerical or proportionate. 
A complicating factor of the assessment is the existence of significant contradictions between the approach to the setting of the system by the European Commission and NOK, primarily in result indicators – whether primarily the results of the direct impact of individual measures or society-wide changes relating to the support should be recorded. Recommendations to further dealing with inconsistencies are listed in Appendix 2 of the ex-ante report. 






	Evaluation area no. 8: 	Monitoring system 
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Are the proposed target values of the monitoring indicators adequate to the financial allocation and feasible in terms of the anticipated pace of the financial and factual progress? 
Are the indicator system and monitoring procedures appropriately proposed for the effective monitoring of the implementation progress and identification effects (results) of the programme? 
Are the selected milestones and their values appropriately selected for the performance framework?
Assessment of the indicative IROP evaluation plan

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	Milestones, rules for reporting and regular operational decision making are not sufficiently described, the proposal of the indicative evaluation plan requires amendment and specification. The procedure of determining values of indicators (not only for milestones) is justified and is based primarily on the reflection of relevant past experience and actual data. The programme document does not provide a sufficient overview regarding the planned process coverage of the entire area and requires further clarification, in accordance with the requirements of the methodological guidance for Monitoring. 



	Evaluation area no. 9: 	Forms of support
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Are the proposed forms of support adequate and sufficiently justified? 

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	In the monitored area, significant progress during individual stages of the PD IROP preparation was achieved, the description of individual specific objectives includes most of the key information. The assessor proposes adding details on the proposed application of financial instruments (primarily in relation to conclusions of ex-ante assessment) and clarification what the procedure in projects generating net income will be. 



	Evaluation area no. 10: 	Administrative capacities
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Are the proposed administrative capacities for the management of the programme and corresponding involvement of partners adequate? 

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	The wording of Chapters 7 and 10 is only on the general level and provides limited responses to specific topics. According to the available information, no analysis of administrative capacity needs was prepared – we recommend additionally preparing it. It is not clear from the proposal of PD IROP how it will be decided on the requirements of funding the capacities of individual entities of the implementation structure, or what the authorised numbers of HR and other relating capacities may be. For this reason, the assessor recommends developing this topic (eg in the form of an individual document) so that it is possible to subsequently make the relevant assessment. 
The assessor does not consider the procedure of following up on the experience from the current period and continuing in the minimally changed format of capacities to be appropriate, primarily in respect of a number of disproportionalities and errors which were highlighted by the conclusions of evaluation findings and audit bodies reports. Significant risks and proposals of their elimination are listed directly in the closing report. The conclusions of the assessment additionally highlighted the insufficient clarification of the readiness for the implementation of eCohesion principles or the form of the implementation of selected measures focused on reducing the administrative burden of applicants. 



	Evaluation area no. 11: 	Implementation system
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Is the proposed implementation system, including the proposed control and audit system, functional? 

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	The current programme document specifies that a total of 8 intermediate bodies, almost two hundred integrated strategy bearers and one entity ensuring the administration of financial instruments will be involved in the IROP management, as well as several advisory or supervisory bodies. According to the assessor, the implementation system proposal is too complicated and will lead to further inflation of administrative capacities, not to simplification and streamlining, what has been defined as European as well as National priorities for programming in 2014-2020 period.
In this respect the assessor recommends urgently to discuss these issues with NOK and other relevant bodies with a goal of achieving simplification of proposed implementation system. According to the assessor’s opinion is sufficient enough to ensure representative presence of key stakeholder (particularly advisory) subjects in the IROP Monitoring Committee and there is no need to duplicate those subjects in the implementation process.



	Evaluation area no. 12: 	Preliminary conditions
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Are the preliminary conditions according to Appendix 4 to the proposal of the general regulation met?

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	As the IROP Managing authority is not guarantor of single condition, the assessor recommends to develop own IROP action plan for preliminary conditions, in which will be possible set out clear specification as how to proceed in areas with potential danger of not meeting the preliminary condition on national level.



	Evaluation area no. 13: 	Horizontal principles
	


	Global evaluation question 
	Does the programme propose adequate and sufficient measures for the application of horizontal principles? 

	Conclusions and recommendations 
	No significant recommendations or comments are reported.



Description of the Reflection of Recommendations in Progress Ex-ante Reports 

During the stages of the cooperation of the ex-ante assessor with the representatives of the IROP management body, progress reports were being prepared according to contractual agreements that included assessments of available versions of the programme documentation. During the stages of IROP preparations, a number of recommendations of the ex-ante assessor were reflected and implemented, concurrently selected recommendations were sidelined with note that it will be given attention in the later phases of the programme documentation preparation. 
In respect of the reflection of the implementation of recommendations, it is necessary to state that it cannot be easily distinguished what recommendations were integrated directly in respect of their inclusion in the ex-ante assessment, of that were integrated in respect of own reflection of IROP representatives, based on the comments of partners, reflection of the identical recommendation by representatives of the European Commission as part of an informal dialogue, or which as part of the reflection of recommendations formulated by the national coordination body. An important conclusion is the fact that these recommendations improved the focus of IROP, its direction or readiness to ensure an effective and purposeful use in the implementation phase. 
Significant ex-ante recommendations that were integrated during the individual stages of the programme preparation include, for example,: 
· Adding details to provide the reasoning of selected specific objectives (context information and data) and priorities in relation to superior strategies and in reflection of experience from 2007-2013; 
· Elimination of specific objectives or limitation of the areas of support in reflection of the missing or weak relation to the Partnership Agreement, Position document or EFRR thematic objectives; 
· Improvement of the intervention logic in relation to the specification in indicators, thematic concentration and distribution of the financial allocation; 
· Adding details to the planned procedure of IROP in the issue of the use of complementary and synergy relations; 
· Making certain passages of the strategy chapter and parts focusing on the mapping of relations specific objectives to the relevant strategic documents clearer; 
· Initiation of preparations of materials relating to the preparation of a new period (Indicators methodological sheets, Delegation agreements, MA reporting and operational decision-making rules); 
· Adjustment of planned milestones and target values of the indicator system; 
· Integration of the detail to the application of rules for the public support, acceleration of preparations for the use of the financial instrument and related preparatory work; and 
· Specification of passages of individual specific objectives, focusing on specific acceptability criteria. 

Proposal of Priorities for a Further Course of Action in the IROP Preparations 

The ex-ante assessor considers the IROP programme document to be prepared in high quality and with an adequate involvement of partners; however, it considers essential to focus attention on the following priority steps to ensure its completion in such form that will comply with the conditions for ESI funds and which will be concurrently adequately prepared for the realisation phase. 
Operationalization of the Rules of Territorial Dimension 

In respect of the issue of the first version of the National document on the territorial dimension, the assessor considers it significant to make a reflection of the listed principle and rules (in which IROP was involved) directly in the individual programme document. As these are significant interventions in the internal logic of the IROP direction of the support of individual specific objectives, the assessor thinks it relevant to open space, following the update, for IROP partners involved in its preparations, so that they could comment on the proposed changes. The comments process can be realised by email communication, or inclusion of the issue in the next Steering committee’s meeting or meeting of work groups. 
It continues to be essential to give significant attention and priority to further specifying the listed principles and rules so that it is clear that the bound concentration of the allocation will be introduced to the specifically defined geographical territory and where the principle of the increase in the intensity of the support to a selected locality will be applied. Similarly, it is necessary to continue clarifying details on individual specific objectives in terms of defining which measures the rule of the territorial focus will relate to, or what criteria will be prepared for the territorial definition, what supporting documentation will be used, etc. 
Last but not least, the current version of PD IROP does not include a detailed clarification of rules where it will be possible to proceed in specific areas by filing the application through a common grant process and where it will be possible to proceed using the integrated ITI and IPRÚ instruments, or whether this possibility will be left as an option. 

Finalising the Setting of the Value Part of the Indicator System

In view of the advanced state of the programme document preparations, the assessor believes that in is of importance to reinforce efforts to resolve the disputes regarding the setting of the indicator system, primarily the absence of fulfilling the milestone and target values of indicators. The assessor recommends increasing the priority of the monitored area, primarily in respect of the increased importance of the entire areas in a new programme area when the errors in the setting of the performance framework may constitute a threat to the allocation for an entire operational programme. 
Given the specific focus of IROP, the completion of the entire programme is complicated for MA administrators – a number of indicators are common with thematic programmes and a number of indicators are subject to detailed coordination with colleagues from another ministry, having administration responsibility for the particular objective. These obstacles need to be addressed with increased efforts so that it is possible to complete and close the set at the earliest date possible – and provide it for comments to partners of the preparation. Primarily, it is necessary to focus on the setting of objectives and make them subject to independent examination. 

Clear Rules in the Implementation Structure 

According to the assessor, the implementation system proposal is too complicated and will lead to further inflation of administrative capacities, not to simplification and streamlining, what has been defined as European as well as National priorities for programming in 2014-2020 period.
The assessor considers the proposal of the setting of the implementation structure to be inconvenient, primarily in view to the available conclusions regarding the poor functioning of the similar model applied to IOP, or its very difficult manageability. The proposal of the robust implementation structure, as it is proposed, requires clear and detailed rules for roles, competence and obligations of all involved entities. In accordance with the stated recommendations at the personal meeting, the assessor recommends preparing these rules without any delay, may they be included in the PD, operational manual or a separate material. The management body primarily has to set clear personal responsibilities (eg using RACI matrix principle), clear process flows including deadlines for individual activities, clear performance rules for ensuring motivation and low level of the error rate. In regard to the rules, it is necessary to prepare clear rules for the escalation of problems and risks so that there are no doubts who is directly responsible for what unforeseen events. 

Preparation of the Link to MS2014+ and Introduction of E-cohesion Principles 

The assessor proposes paying adequate attention to all steps relating to the preparation for the introduction of the use of the central information system (MS2014+) for the administration of projects and for the introduction of the obligation of the electronic communication with recipients. Although these are activities relating to the initiation of the use in the new period, the complexity of their preparation makes them currently a priority. The representative of the management body needs to consider the potential need of developing or acquiring new applications or other ICT instruments that will be a key connecting element in the compliance with the role of MA in the new period under the new rules. 
Resolution of Unknowns with Administrative and Absorption Capacity 

With regard to the comments outlined in the ex-ante assessment report, the assessor recommends addressing the listed shortcomings by initiating the preparation of an analysis that would be able to dispel the concerns regarding both insufficiently/incorrectly secured capacities of individual entities in the implementation structure as well as potential problems with an insufficient money drawing in view of the problematically mapped absorption.
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