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	Petra Vančurová

	Project Manager

	Ministry for Regional Development

	Staroměstské náměstí 6 

	Praha 1 

	

	9. 3. 2007


Dear Ms Vančurová,

We hereby submit to you the final report on the project entitled ‘Evaluation of the SPD 2 – causes of the low absorption capacity’ and present you with the results thereof. 

The aim of the project is to assess the progress made to date in the programme, identify the reasons for the low absorption capacity of the SPD 2 programme, in particular the risk of non-disbursement under the N+2 rule, and propose recommendations for the current and new programming period. The project was drawn up between November 2006 and March 2007.

The final report contains:

(i) an analysis of the absorption capacity of the SPD 2,

(ii) an analysis of the financial progress of the SPD 2,

(iii) an analysis of the physical progress in the implementation of the SPD 2,
(iv) an analysis of the implementation system,

(v) an analysis of the monitoring system.
We also submit the report in an electronic version on CD (in pdf format).

All narrative descriptions, findings and recommendations were communicated in advance and authorized with the responsible members of staff of the project’s contracting authority, the Ministry for Regional Development, Department of the Managing Authority for the JROP and Prague SPD for Objective 2.

All procedures under the project were implemented in accordance with Contract No 4068/2006-23 of 20 November 2006 between the Czech Republic (Ministry for Regional Development) and our company. The steps taken do not constitute an audit of financial statements within the meaning of Act No 254/2000 on auditors.

In conclusion, we would like to state that the cooperation with the members of staff of your company was very pleasant and trust that the results of the analysis will be of benefit to you. Should you have any enquiries, please feel free to call Josef Severa on 225 335 438 or Romana Smetánková on 225 335 136.

Yours sincerely,

Jan Fanta

Partner

Assurance and Advisory Business Services
Table of Contents
51.
Summary


82.
Implementation procedure and project methodology


82.1
Project development


82.2
Project methodology


112.3
Structure of the Final Report


122.4
Implementation team


133.
Analysis of the absorption capacity of the SPD 2


133.1
Developments in the absorption capacity of the SPD 2


143.2
Causes of the low absorption capacity of the SPD 2


153.3
Recommendations


174.
Analysis of the financial progress of the SPD 2


174.1
Overview of financial progress data


184.2
Analysis of the implementation of the N+2 rule


224.2.1.
N+2 rule for the year-2004 allocation


234.2.2.
N+2 rule for the year-2005 allocation


244.2.3
N+2 rule for the year-2006 allocation


254.2.4
Disbursement of the overall allocation for 2004 – 2006


264.3
Overview of the SPD 2 allocation with reallocations


274.4
Methods to reduce the risk of non-exhaustion of the SPD 2 allocation


284.5
Coverage of measures with quality projects


304.6
Savings made in the projects implemented


325.
Analysis of the physical progress in the implementation of the SPD 2


325.1
Fulfilment of the global and specific objectives of the SPD 2 in the context of indicators


325.1.1
Global and specific objectives of the SPD 2


335.1.2
Indicators and monitoring indicators


355.1.3
Fulfilment of indicators at the level of individual measures


405.2
Preparedness of potential final beneficiaries


405.2.1
Awareness among potential beneficiaries (applicants)


425.2.2
Risks attached to individual types of applicants


435.2.3
Obstructions hindering potential beneficiaries’ access to the programme


465.3
Horizontal priorities in the context of the SPD 2


496.  Analysis of the implementation system


496.1  Configuration of the implementation system


526.2 Project administration


546.3
Configuration of financial flows


556.4   Use of technical assistance


566.5  Effectiveness of the Communication Action Plan


587.
Analysis of the monitoring system


587.1
Monitoring information system


597.1.1
Monit IS as an instrument for programme management and monitoring


607.1.2
Monit IS as a work tool


617.1.3
Links between Monit IS and other IS


617.2
Indicators and monitoring indicators


63List of Annexes




1. Summary

This final report is the principal output of the project ‘Evaluation of progress made in the SPD 2 programme – causes of the low absorption capacity’ (hereinafter referred to as ‘SPD 2 Evaluation’). The final report is drawn up for the project’s contracting authority – the Ministry for Regional Development, Department of the Managing Authority for the JROP and Prague SPD. The project’s author is Ernst & Young Audit & Advisory, s.r.o., člen koncernu (hereinafter referred to as ‘Ernst & Young'). 

The aim of the project is to assess the progress made to date in the programme, identify the reasons for the low absorption capacity of the SPD 2 programme, in particular the risk of non-disbursement under the N+2 rule, and propose recommendations for the current and new programming period.

The final report sums up the project results achieved over three stages (from October 2006 to February 2007) and includes suitable details of the results of sub-analyses carried out in stages one and two, i.e. an analysis socio-economic development and an analysis of applicant awareness.

SPD 2 absorption capacity is currently at a good level. In terms of the financial progress made by SPD 2, the N+2 rule was fulfilled for 2004. There is also good reason to expect that the rule will also be fulfilled for 2005 and 2006, provided that the identified risks of low disbursement are eliminated (especially the dearth of alternative projects, non-observance of the project authorization and implementation schedule, reduced eligible expenditure, etc.). 

The current encouraging situation in SPD 2 absorption capacity is primarily the result of solid work carried out by the SPD 2 Managing Authority (hereinafter referred to as ‘MA’) and Intermediate Bodies, i.e. the Regional Council of the Prague Cohesion Region (hereinafter referred to as ‘RC’) and the Centre for Regional Development (hereinafter referred to as ‘CRD’) Through their mutual cooperation, these entities in the implementation structure managed to reverse the adverse situation with absorption capacity, which had persisted until the second half of 2005. The low absorption capacity of the SPD 2 over its first three calls was tackled by means of a set of appropriate remedial actions. 

Despite the positive evaluation, we have identified five main groups of causes in relation to the initial low absorption capacity, including the areas and time of their occurrence (see the matrix below). We distinguish the history of the programme by the periods of the first to third calls (i.e. up to the second half of 2005).    

	
	Past
	Present

	Financial area

Physical area

Implementation system

Monitoring system
	Insufficient applicant awareness

Barriers to access by potential beneficiaries
	

	
	Missing coherent procedures to build absorption capacity

	
	Protracted project authorization process

	
	Insufficient use of technical assistance
	

	
	
	


 This overview indicates that some causes still linger (missing procedures, a protracted project authorization process), but bearing in mind the current constructive situation as regards absorption capacity we do not think they will have a significant effect culminating in fundamental deterioration (influencing the disbursement capacity in accordance with the N+2 rule). 

Unfortunately, the present structure and the level of detail of the information made available to us during the analysis was insufficient for us to conduct a comprehensive, clear-cut evaluation of the programme’s physical progress. The main reason for this is the inappropriate pyramid structure of the programme objectives, their indicators and the related monitoring indicators of the project. Primary weaknesses are the insufficient vertical interaction, the complicated measurability and often opaque observation capacity. These deficiencies hinder the evaluation of the SPD 2’s physical progress.

The SPD 2 implementation system currently operates in a form enabling the MA and IB to fulfil their tasks under the SPD 2 programming documentation. Nevertheless, we have identified certain deficiencies which influence its efficient functioning. The main factors in this respect are the lack of staffing at the IB, the complicated nature of the system due to the high number of entities in the programmer’s implementation structure and their different modes of operation, and missing procedures in certain areas. These circumstances are adversely affected by the time taken up by administration and the authorization of project applications. 

We give a positive rating to changes in the settings of financial flows, which should partially simplify the implementation system and reduce the time it takes to disburse financial resources to the final beneficiary in the final stage of the SPD 2. Yet at the same time it should be noted that, despite these changes, the system of financial flows remains complicated and the process for the disbursement of financial resources is protracted.

The monitoring information system (Monit IS) enables the IB to play the role required of them by the SPD 2 programming documentation, and is an expedient work took for them in project administration. The Monit IS has deficiencies which prevent the MA from enjoying full use of the system as a suitable instrument for programme management and monitoring. The Monit IS fails to reflect actual processes in project administration in adequate detail. In certain cases this results in uninformative data which are not reliable in the management and monitoring of the programme.

Recommendations

The principal task of the SPD 2 MA and IB at this time is to ensure that the encouraging trend in SPD 2 financial allocation disbursement and in the fulfilment of programme objectives continues. From the aspect of allocation exhaustion in 2005 and 2006, it will be important in particular to fill the remaining SPD 2 allocation with quality projects and ensure that the schedule of authorized projects and the schedule for the implementation of projects accepted in the fifth and sixth calls are respected. The amount of SPD 2 disposable funds could still be affected in particular by: 

· a reduction in the eligible expenditure of projects;

· irregularities in the projects implemented (e.g. failure to comply with the monitoring indicators);

· savings made in the projects implemented.

In this respect, it is important to monitor the circumstances above regularly and, in line with the results, distribute disposable funds among reserve projects.

Aside from exhausting the SPD 2 financial allocation, it is also important to keep track of the fulfilment of the programme’s objectives. Bearing in mind the steady completion of implemented projects, we recommend placing a greater emphasis on monitoring the fulfilment of project indicators and subsequently on the fulfilment of programme indicators. In this respect we recommend considering a review of the calculation methodology. With regard to the significance of this issue, we recommend considering the adequacy of staffing capacities involved in monitoring.   

We recommend that the IB consider increasing their staffing levels so that they can perform adequately in all areas delegated to them by the MA. We recommend modifying, in the operating manual, the rules for notifying the final beneficiaries in the event of a change in rules so that active access to information is guaranteed.

For the new 2007-2013 programming period, we recommend advising the MA of the new Competitiveness Operational Programme (hereinafter referred to as ‘Competitiveness OP’) of the initial errors made under the SPD 2. In this respect, we particularly recommend close communications with the members of staff of the MA and IB of SPD 2 with a view to taking into consideration the strengths and weaknesses of SPD 2 implementation in the new programme. As the Competitiveness OP is still being configured, we recommend paying attention to the processes for absorption capacity building and the configuration of a suitable pyramid structure for programme and project indicators. 

With a view to the possibilities available for the configuration of the information system, we recommend cooperating with the SPD 2 IB to define system functionality so that the deficiencies of the current Monit IS are eliminated as much as possible and so that the new monitoring information system successfully plays the role of instrument for the management and monitoring of the Competitiveness OP. 

We discuss individual areas in detail in the sub-analyses making up chapters 3 to 7. The replies to the evaluation questions are part of the matrix of evaluation questions in Annex 2. 

2. Implementation procedure and project methodology

2.1 Project development

The SPD 2 evaluation project was implemented in three stages:

1. Stage One – the goal of this stage was to analyse documentation relevant to this project and to prepare the field research. A sub-output was an analysis of the socio-economic development of the external SPD 2 environment and the mapping-out of legislative changes influencing the programme.

2. Stage Two – during this stage, we conducted field research (by means of questionnaires and structured interviews) at the level of the SPD 2 implementation structure and among applicants and final beneficiaries/recipients.f The aim of the field research was to obtain the maximum possible quantity of practical information about SPD 2 implementation, which was subsequently used in the evaluation of the programme’s sub-areas. A sub-output was an analysis of applicant awareness.

3. Stage Three – the aim of the final phase of the project was to analyse the data obtained in the preceding stages in the context of the evaluation questions. The output of this stage – and indeed the principal output of the project in general – is this Final Report.

2.2 Project methodology

We based our SPD 2 Evaluation on the following techniques: 

1. Analysis

2. Structured interviews

3. Questionnaires

4. Evaluation

The working tool we used throughout the project was a matrix of evaluation questions (see Annex 2).

Analysis

The purpose of the analysis was to obtain relevant information for an evaluation of the individual areas of the SPD 2. In this respect, the analysis focused on:

· documentation relevant to the SPD 2, especially programming documentation, manuals for applicants, final beneficiaries and entities in the implementation structure, various evaluation reports, the minutes of Monitoring Committee meetings, etc.;

· European and national legislation;

· information obtained during the field research (i.e. questionnaires and structured interviews);

· information obtained from the monitoring information system.

Structured interviews

The purpose of structured interviews was to obtain as much practical information as possible from the implementation of the SPD 2, including the implementation of projects by final beneficiaries/recipients. Structured interviews were conducted during the field research. In all we conducted 24 interviews, within the scope of which we spoke to 33 people.

In the context of the objective referred to above, we conducted the interviews with selected persons at all levels of implementation, i.e. at the level of the Managing Authority, Intermediate Bodies, Paying Unit, Paying Authority and also final beneficiary. 

All structured interviews were conducted on the basis of a structured matrix of questions; the enquiries were prepared in keeping with the evaluation questions. The matrix was created to be consistent with areas on which the evaluation focuses (financial progress and absorption capacity, physical progress, the implementation system, the monitoring system, and other areas). The structure of questions differed slightly for the individual types of entities involved in SPD 2 implementation.

The questions for the structured interviews were conceived primarily to facilitate open and explanatory replies. A minimum number of questions were leading questions. The tool for interviews was MS Excel, in which records of the structured interviews are kept. 

The structured interviews facilitated:

· the more useful evaluation of information acquired during the interviews;f
· the due documentation and evaluation of the replies obtained;

· the easy comparison of replies from different respondents to the same questions;

· the acquisition of more detailed information thanks to the opportunity to ask follow-up questions.

A list of the respondents we interviewed is provided in Annex 4. Other statistics are documented in Table 1.

Table 1:  Statistical overview of structured interviews

	Entity
	Number of interviews
	Number of persons approached

	Managing Authority
	4
	6

	RC (IB) Office
	3
	4

	CRD (IB)
	1
	3

	Final beneficiary (grant scheme)
	1
	3

	Final beneficiary (individual project)
	12
	12

	Paying unit
	1
	1

	Paying authority
	1
	2

	City of Prague Development Section
	1
	2

	Total
	24
	33


Questionnaires

The purpose of the questionnaire was to obtain information:
1. about SPD 2 absorption capacity building before the implementation of specific projects, i.e. to gather the experiences of successful and unsuccessful applicants in the acquisition of primary information about the SPD 2, in the preparation of projects and communication with entities in the implementation structure, and

2. about the implementation of projects by final beneficiaries or recipients.

The questionnaires were part of the field research and we used them to interview 100 respondents. The rate of return was 44%. 

The questionnaire survey enables us to cover a relatively broad target group of SPD 2 applicants and final beneficiaries. The respondents from among applicants were selected in a manner enabling us to obtain information from the process of project/application evaluation (communication geared towards applicants, the degree to which the MA and IB provided assistance in the preparation of project applications, the assessment and evaluation of project applications). In this respect we addressed both successful and unsuccessful applicants (distinguishing between those who did not meet the formal requirements or eligibility criteria and those whose projects were unsuccessful in the evaluation process). We also approached potential applicants. 

In the case of final beneficiaries, we approached entities covering the full range of SPD 2 measures; with regard to grant schemes, we also approached final recipients. The questionnaires for this group of respondents included questions focusing both on the project evaluation phase and on the implementation of projects and cooperation with the MA and IB.

To make the questions more direct, we prepared six types of questionnaires, which took into account the above-mentioned features specific to the individual groups of respondents. The questionnaires were prepared in MS Excel. On order to eliminate the risk of a low rate of return, we implemented certain measures (e.g. ample time to fill in the questionnaire, the provision of an extended time limit to fill in the questionnaire based on a repeated e-mail or telephone call).   

We worked with the questionnaires on an ongoing basis. Problems identified as we progressed could be verified in structured interviews with final beneficiaries.

The specimens of the individual questionnaires distributed to the above-mentioned groups of respondents can be found in Annex 5. Other statistics are documented in Table 2.

Table 2:  Statistical overview of questionnaires

	Group of respondents
	Number of questionnaires sent
	Number of questionnaires returned
	Rate of return

	Successful applicants
	58
	27
	47 %

	Questionnaire for final beneficiaries
	33
	20
	61 %

	Questionnaire for final recipients
	25
	7
	28 %

	Unsuccessful applicants
	21
	7
	33 %

	Questionnaire for applicants – non-compliance with formal requirements and eligibility
	7
	2
	29 %

	Questionnaire for applicants – removal based on an evaluation and ex-ante check
	12
	5
	42 %

	Questionnaire for applicants – applicant’s withdrawal 
	2
	0
	0 %

	Potential applicants
	21
	10
	48 %

	Total
	100
	44
	44 %


Evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation was to conduct an objective evaluation of the SPD 2 in the context of its absorption capacity. In keeping with the contracting authority’s requirements, we focused on the causes of the low absorption capacity. The specific objective of the evaluation was to find answers to the evaluation questions (see Annex 2). 

The input for the evaluation was an analysis of the current situation as regards physical and financial progress, the implementation system and the monitoring system of the SPD 2, conducted on the basis of data obtained from documentation, the field research and information from the SPD 2 monitoring system. These core areas were evaluated to determine their influence on the absorption capacity of the SPD 2.

The basis for the evaluation was evaluation questions defined for individual areas. For the evaluation, we selected two basic approaches reflecting the nature of the specific evaluation questions: 

1. Evaluation based on empirical questions. 

2. Evaluation based on soft evaluation questions.

The output was an evaluation of individual areas - absorption capacity, financial progress, physical progress, the implementation system and the monitoring system.

2.3 Structure of the Final Report

The Final Report has the following structure:

· Chapter 1 – Summary – presenting the main conclusions and recommendations of the project in a coherent form;

· Chapter 2 – Implementation procedure and project methodology – describing the individual phases of the project and the techniques used;

· Chapters 3-7 – sectional analyses (i.e. absorption capacity, financial progress, physical progress, the implementation system and the monitoring system) – each chapter starts by defining the objective of the analysis. In continuity with the objective, the chapters are broken down into sub-chapters. Each sub-chapter initially provides a concise description of the current system of the relevant issue. The description leads to an evaluation, which is expressed as a summary evaluation result answering the key evaluation question and is then supplemented in detail with the identified weaknesses affecting the absorption capacity. The evaluation incorporates, in a coherent form, answers to the individual evaluation questions concerning the area of evaluation. 

The evaluations are supplemented in the relevant parts (where implementation soft spots are identified) with suitable recommendations geared towards:

· the current programming period, i.e. for the SPD 2 – given the advanced stage of implementation of the SPD 2, we only provide recommendations which, in our opinion, are appropriate and effective for implementation in the time remaining;

· the new 2007-2013 programming period – in this context, recommendations are presented which can be used, in particular, within the scope of the Competitiveness OP, which is highly likely to be the SPD 2’s successor.

For the sake of transparency, we have adjusted the structure of the final report required by the tender dossier by making the analysis of absorption capacity a separate chapter. In contrast, in order to avoid duplicating information, we do not provide ‘conclusions and recommendations’ as a separate chapter. The questions which are the subject of the ‘conclusions and recommendations’ are answered in the matrix (see Annex 2). We set out the principal conclusions and recommendations in Chapter 1 – Summary.

· Annexes – these cover important project deliverables, including the matrix of evaluation questions (Annex 2). As regards coherent work with the recommendations, it is advisable to work in particular with the matrix, as the recommendations are attached to each evaluation question.

2.4 Implementation team

The members of the Ernst & Young implementation team were:

· Josef Severa – the person responsible for the implementation of the project; 

· Romana Smetánková – the manager of the implementation team and contact person; responsible for the evaluation of the absorption capacity and the general project deliverables;

· Markéta Malaníková – the team member responsible for the evaluation of the physical progress and, in part, the monitoring system;

· Kateřina Langerová – the team member responsible for the evaluation of financial progress;

· Lukáš Kačena – the team member responsible for the evaluation of the implementation system and the monitoring system.

For the purposes of consultation, the broader team included:

· Jan Prokeš – transport sector;

· Lukáš Mikeska – IT sector;

· Ladislav Pírko – SME sector;

· Jan Vitula – R&D sector.

3. Analysis of the absorption capacity of the SPD 2

The objective of the analysis of the absorption capacity in the context of SPD 2 evolvement is to define the reasons for the low absorption capacity and propose a solution to improve the absorption capacity and the quality of the projects submitted. 

Adequate programme absorption capacity is a prerequisite for the successful implementation of the SPD 2. In this respect, we take absorption capacity to mean a sufficient number of implemented quality projects which ensure not only the disbursement of financial resources allocated to the SPD 2 in accordance with the N+2 rule (i.e. financial progress), but also the fulfilment of the programme objectives (physical progress). 

3.1 Developments in the absorption capacity of the SPD 2

The description and evaluation of the current situation regarding the SPD 2 absorption capacity should bear in mind how it has developed over the implementation of the programme. The absorption capacity of the SPD 2 was very low at the start of programme implementation, and there was a genuine risk that the N+2 rule for the 2004 allocation would not be fulfilled. This could have resulted in the obligation to return financial resources allocated from the EU SF back to the European Commission. The low absorption capacity, which was reflected in the lack of projects submitted, especially under measures 1.1 and 1.2, was documented in calls 1, 2 and 3, i.e. up to the second half of 2005.

This disappointing situation in the development of the absorption capacity was overcome with the fourth call, notified at the end of 2005 and the beginning of 2006, when a significant rise in projects submitted under measures 1.1, 1.2 and 2.3 was recorded. The main reason for the higher number of projects was the action taken by the MA to push up the absorption capacity, i.e.

· the introduction of retroactive eligibility of project expenditure as of 1 May 2004;

· the cancellation of certain mandatory annexes submitted as part of the project application (the logical framework, proof of the financial coverage of a project);

· the cancellation of the obligation to submit an ISPROFIN form together with a grant application (not required now until after the ex-ante check);

· the modification of conditions for project phasing;

· the cancellation of the obligation to open a special account for the project;

· the simplification of conditions for award procedures;

· more intensive support for applicants via the technical assistance project.

Another reason for the increase in the absorption capacity was the decision taken by the management of the City of Prague to make maximum use of SPD 2 funds to finance the projects of Prague City Hall (as the final beneficiary). The projects of the departments within Prague City Hall had previously routinely been funded from the City of Prague budget. This decision not only made it possible to make savings in the City of Prague budget and increase the absorption capacity of the SPD 2 programme, but also facilitated the implementation of projects which would not have been financed under the city’s budget for several years yet (e.g. the renovation of gardens) because of other priorities (mainly transport).

The assessment of further developments in the SPD 2 points to an improving trend in SPD 2 absorption capacity building.
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Causes of the low absorption capacity of the SPD 2

At the launch of the programme, the SPD 2 MA (like most MAs of existing operational programmes) was faced with a lack of knowledge about the EU SF system of financing. The SPD 2 MA did not even have experience of the pre-accession programmes. In our opinion, it was this lack of knowledge of a complicated system and an insufficient emphasis on building absorption capacity that had the greatest impact on the inauspicious start to the programme (and hence the low absorption capacity). 

Below we focus on the most significant factors which, especially at the outset of the SPD 2, affected the poor situation in the building of absorption capacity. These circumstances are the subject of more detailed exploration in the individual sub-analyses. 

1. Inadequate procedures in absorption capacity building: The process of building absorption capacity is not clearly defined in the SPD 2 procedures. The absence of coherent procedures leads to a situation where absorption capacity is not a controlled process and there is no appropriate system to build up absorption capacity. For the sake of completeness, it is noteworthy that other MAs adopted the same approach to absorption capacity building in the 2004-2006 period. We believe that in this respect the coordinating and methodological role of the CSF was rather underestimated. This issue is covered in more detail in Chapter 6.1.  

2. Inadequate emphasis on SPD 2 information and publicity: At the start of the programme, a sufficient emphasis was not placed on quality SPD 2 information and publicity geared towards target groups of aspiring beneficiaries
. Nevertheless, at present it should be noted that information available to applicants is now good, which helps the increasingly greater awareness about the SPD 2. We discuss the information made available to applicants in Chapter 5.2.1.

3. Obstructions preventing final beneficiaries from accessing the SPD 2: We identified two types of obstructions in the SPD 2 which deter potential beneficiaries from entering the programme: (i) obstructions that the MA can tackle and (ii) external obstructions. From the start of programme implementation there was a sharp reduction in the obstructions which the MA could address. At present, there are still some obstructions, but as the programming period is drawing to a close they have no impact on the absorption capacity and therefore we do not consider them significant for the SPD 2. This issue is discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.2.3.

4. Time-consuming nature of administration and authorization of project applications throughout the implementation structure: The inclusion of certain entities (the RC Office, RC, CRD, MA) in the project administration and authorization process places a significant burden on implementation and therefore affects the absorption capacity. In our opinion, the time limit of 40 days from the submission of an application to the signing of a Decision is too long. Furthermore, in certain cases this time limit is not kept to. Another problem area was the authorization of projects and notification of calls (up to the fifth call) by the RC – the Prague City Assembly, which essentially was prevented by its role and principles of operation from reacting flexibly to the needs of the MA and IB of the SPD 2. In practice, then, it took up to several months for the RC to authorize projects and notify a call, which postponed disbursement from the SPD 2. The issue of project authorization is discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.2. 

5. Failure to draw on technical assistance for the implementation of activities supporting SPD 2 absorption capacity building (e.g. projects geared towards providing assistance to applicants in the preparation of applications). We discuss technical assistance in Chapter 6.4. 

3.3 Recommendations

2004-2006 programming period

Bearing in mind the advanced development of the SPD 2 and the encouraging situation as regards the programme’s absorption capacity, we recommend:

· Within the scope of the sixth call, selecting – in accordance with the rules – suitable projects that will guarantee the remaining SPD 2 financial allocation is covered by contracts.

· Continuing the provision of appropriate assistance to final beneficiaries and regularly monitoring changes in implemented projects which could result in a situation where funding is not fully disbursed (in particular project savings and the fulfilment of monitoring indicators). 

· Creating a pool of suitable reserve projects which could be implemented if funds become available. 

· Exhausting available funding within the scope of technical assistance for appropriate projects, e.g. analysis of physical progress (i.e. the fulfilment of monitoring indicators and other programme indicators). 

2007-2013 programming period

In the case of the new 2007-2013 programming period, in the context of the findings referred to above we recommend channelling maximum efforts into the preparation of the programme succeeding the SPD 2 (the Competitiveness OP). The authors and, in particular, the new MA have a good opportunity to learn from the mistakes made during the launch of the SPD 2. In this respect, we recommend introducing regular, intensive communications between the SPD 2 MA and the new MA for the Competitiveness OP at Prague City Hall to ensure that relevant experience from the implementation of SPD 2 can be passed on to the Competitiveness OP.  

We also particularly recommend creating a suitable system for the building of absorption capacity which ensures (i) the submission of projects in an appropriate quantity and quality, (ii) the preservation of the set absorption capacity level, (iii) regular monitoring of this level, and (iv) the adoption of remedial measures that will result in improvements. An appropriate system comprises, in particular:

· Before the implementation of the programme kicks off, the timely production of clear written procedures for building the programme’s absorption capacity (an Implementation Manual). The procedures must define the methods and instruments for absorption capacity building, the regular monitoring and evaluation thereof, the adoption and implementation of remedial measures, the appointment of clear responsibilities and links to other processes (in particular information and publicity, monitoring, evaluation).   

· Timely and quality staffing arrangements for activities related to the building of absorption capacity. 

· The provision of adequate programme information and publicity, in particular: 

· the production of a Communication Plan that will form an appropriate marketing base for the sufficient dissemination of information to the public and potential applicants;

· sufficient dissemination of information to the public and potential applicants and programme publicity in keeping with the programme’s Communication Plan;

· regular measurements of the quality of information available to the public and potential applicants and programme publicity, e.g. by means of regular applicant satisfaction surveys. 

· The minimization of obstructions hindering potential beneficiaries’ access to the programme.

· The effective use of technical assistance in the building of absorption capacity, e.g. selecting an external entity that will purposefully seek out appropriate project opportunities and communicate with potential aid beneficiaries, regular satisfaction surveys. 

Other recommendations are discussed in the individual sub-analyses (Chapters 3 to 7) and in the matrix of evaluation questions (Annex 2). 

4. Analysis of the financial progress of the SPD 2

The aim of the sub-analysis of financial progress is to evaluate the current situation in the disbursement of financial resources by means of the following indicators:

1. overview of data about financial progress as at 31 December 2006,

2. analysis of the N+2 rule from 2004 to 2006,

3. corrections (transfers of resources) made between measures,

4. methods to handle any unused financial allocation in 2004-2006,

5. coverage of measures with a sufficient number of quality projects,

6. the occurrence of savings in projects.

The analysis of financial progress is closely bound up with the analysis of physical progress. The purpose of the financial progress analysis is to find an answer to Evaluation Questions 1-14. During the analysis of financial progress, we drew on all sources of information, i.e. in particular, information obtained from structured interviews and from questionnaires, SPD 2 documentation, and data from the information systems Monit and MSSF. We obtained data on the amount of certified expenditure from the Paying Authority. 

4.1 Overview of financial progress data

As at 31 December 2006, contracts had been signed (or Decisions issued) with the FB for 79% of the SPD 2 allocation. With all the measures (apart from Measure 3.2) there is a large difference between resources covered by a contract or Decision and expenditure incurred by FB and specified in the payment applications. The incurred expenditure authorized by the MA accounts for 29.4% of the overall allocation. 

As at 31 December 2006, the amount of certified expenditure was 21.4% of the overall allocation. Therefore, CZK 1,543,398,539 of the overall allocation remains to be certified. The only measure for which no expenditure had been certified as at 30 November 2006 was Measure 2.2. Specific information on financial progress can be found in Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3:  Data about SPD 2 financial progress as at 31 December 2006

Overview of the financial progress of the SPD 2 (only ERDF resources)

[image: image1.emf]volume volume volume volume
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Priority 1 1 476 698 298 1 290 721 226 87.4% 583 573 451 39.5% 539 245 785 36.5% 410 192 673 27.8%

Measure 1.1 585 375 974 503 219 453 86.0% 317 833 386 54.3% 292 938 964 50.0% 264 805 279 45.2%

Measure 1.2 516 844 392 408 941 336 79.1% 107 131 856 20.7% 102 715 097 19.9% 33 130 409 6.4%

Measure 1.3 374 477 932 378 560 437 101.1% 158 608 209 42.4% 143 591 724 38.3% 112 256 985 30.0%

Priority 2 437 794 540 228 747 583 52.2% 59 983 563 13.7% 26 653 848 6.1% 2 760 803 0.6%

Measure 2.1 207 365 900 73 739 061 35.6% 26 241 171 12.7% 12 151 669 5.9% 1 751 309 0.8%

Measure 2.2 155 829 169 109 412 286 70.2% 25 022 438 16.1% 13 110 935 8.4% 0 0.0%

Measure 2.3 74 599 471 45 596 236 61.1% 8 719 954 11.7% 1 391 244 1.9% 1 009 494 1.4%

Priority 3 48 982 479 30 931 382 63.1% 10 785 909 22.0% 10 486 251 21.4% 7 123 301 14.5%

Measure 3.1 29 389 504 17 353 408 59.0% 2 579 380 8.8% 2 579 380 8.8% 1 146 916 3.9%

Measure 3.2 19 592 975 13 577 974 69.3% 8 206 529 41.9% 7 906 871 40.4% 5 976 385 30.5%

Total 1 963 475 316 1 550 400 191 79.0% 654 342 923 33.3% 576 385 884 29.4% 420 076 777 21.4%

CZK 

ERDF resources

priority

Community 

allocation

Resources covered by 

contract (Grant decision)

Actual expenditure 

specified in FB payment 

applications

(%)  (%)  (%)  (%)

Actual expenditure 

authorized by MA

Certified expenditure


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation. With Measure 1.3, the over-commitment by 1.1% as at 31 December 2006 is not, in our opinion, significant considering the potential exchange-rate differences. 

Table 4:  Data about SPD 2 financial progress as at 31 December 2006

Overview of the financial progress of the SPD 2 (only ERDF resources)
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a-b a-c a-d a-e

Priority 1 185 977 072 893 124 847 937 452 513 1 066 505 625

Measure 1.1 82 156 521 267 542 588 292 437 010 320 570 695

Measure 1.2 107 903 056 409 712 536 414 129 295 483 713 983

Measure 1.3 -4 082 505 215 869 723 230 886 208 262 220 947

Priority 2 209 046 957 377 810 977 411 140 692 435 033 737

Measure 2.1 133 626 839 181 124 729 195 214 231 205 614 591

Measure 2.2 46 416 883 130 806 731 142 718 234 155 829 169

Measure 2.3 29 003 235 65 879 517 73 208 227 73 589 977

Priority 3 18 051 097 38 196 570 38 496 228 41 859 178

Measure 3.1 12 036 096 26 810 124 26 810 124 28 242 588

Measure 3.2 6 015 001 11 386 446 11 686 104 13 616 590

Total 413 075 125 1 309 132 393 1 387 089 432 1 543 398 539

ERDF resources

Remaining to 

contract our

Remaining to 

disburse

Remaining to 

authorize

Remaining to 

certify

Priority


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation.

Table 4 is consistent with Table 3. In Table 4, the following are stated for the individual measures and priorities:

· the financial resources for which a contract has not yet been concluded with a final beneficiary (or a Decision issued);

· the financial resources which remain to be disbursed;

· the financial resources not yet authorized by the MA;

· the financial resources remaining to be certified.

4.2 Analysis of the implementation of the N+2 rule

Observance of the N+2 rule is a key factor for the disbursement of the SPD 2 financial allocation. The N+2 rule means that the annual commitment must be exhausted by the Czech Republic before the end of the second year following the year in which the commitment was made. By the end of the year N+2, the Commission must be sent the PA’s final payment application relating to the resources assigned to the Czech Republic in the year N. If the N+2 rule is not respected, the amount of the uncertified expenditure from the year-N allocation must be refunded to the Commission. We bring attention to the fact that the N+2 rule sets the monitoring of the certification of expenditure from the year-N allocation at the level of the whole programme, i.e. we compare the certification of programme expenditure in the year N+2 in relation to the allocation for year N.

Factors which could jeopardize the fulfilment of the N+2 rule and thus cause low disbursement in the period up to the end of the SPD 2 are presented in the text below. For the sake of completeness, we note that these factors also limit the execution of the analysis.

a) The final number of projects accepted for financing cannot be accurately determined at present. In the fifth call, no Decision has yet been issued for the projects; the sixth call was notified on 10 January 2007 and the acceptance of projects has not yet been completed. In the third call for grant scheme 1 (Measure 2.2.1) the number of projects accepted for financing is not yet known. The fourth call of grant scheme 1 was notified on 26 January 2007. With the first call in grant scheme 2 (Measure 2.2.1), the project status is ‘loaded’. The second call in grant scheme 2 was notified on 26 January 2007 (we state the project status as at January 2007).

b) The number of successfully implemented projects – at present it is not possible to estimate how many projects accepted for financing from the SPD 2 – and at what financial volume – will be successfully implemented (the beneficiary may prematurely decide to terminate project implementation, the project may be disqualified during administration or an irregularity may be found in a project).

c) Non-observance of the project implementation schedule – this means a delay in the completion of the project (or a project stage) versus the information currently at our disposal. This could ultimately mean that the project will not progress fast enough to be certified by the end of 2008 and will not be able to receive funding from SPD 2 resources.

d) Reduction in the eligible expenditure of a project (during an ex-ante check or check of payment applications).

e) Occurrence of irregularities (e.g. due to failure to abide by monitoring indicators) means the release of disposable financial resources, which has a negative influence on the fulfilment of the N+2 rule.

f) Occurrence of savings in projects (for more details see Chapter 4.6).

[image: image42.wmf]Bearing in mind the existence of the limiting factors above, the analysis cannot be considered an accurate estimate of the future disbursement of the SPD 2. At the same time we bring attention to exchange-rate differences (CZK/EUR), which will also influence the calculations of the financial progress and the implementation of the N+2 rule over time. The aim of this analysis is to assess whether the financial management of the SPD 2 is conducted in accordance with the development of disbursements and whether realistic conditions are thus created for the observance of the N+2 rule for 2005 and 2006.

Taking into account the implementation of the N+2 rule, we believe it would be advisable to bring attention to the fact that the percentage of co-financing from the EU SF (in the case of the SPD 2 the Structural Fund is the ERDF) for the SPD 2 is lower than for other programmes (such as the Infrastructure OP, Agriculture OP and JROP). In contrast to these other programmes, within the scope of the SPD 2 it is possible to draw on the EU SF to fund a maximum of 50% of total public eligible expenditure; therefore a higher share of national co-financing needs to be secured.

For our analysis of the observance of the N+2 rule for the allocations granted in 2004, 2005 and 2006, we opted for the methodological procedure below:

a) Only ERDF resources were used for calculations (total eligible expenditure is certified).

b) The last certification of expenditure carried out by the PA on a cumulative basis included expenditure reimbursed to FB from 1 May 2004 to 30 November 2006.

c) In the selection of projects whose expenditure would be certified by the end of 2007 (and would therefore be a determining factor in the fulfilment of the N+2 rule for 2005), we set the decisive date as the estimated date of the submission of an application for the reimbursement of the expenditure of the project (project stage), to which we added 90 days necessary for the submission and administration of the payment application and for the certification of this expenditure.  

d) To determine observance of the N+2 rule, the following were included in the analysis:

i. for 2004, the payment on account in the amount of the year’s unused allocation;

ii. for 2005, projects where the estimated date of the claim for reimbursement is between 1 November 2006 and 30 September 2007;

iii. for 2006, projects where the estimated date of the claim for reimbursement is between 1 October 2007 (we do not expect these projects to be included in the final certification in 2007) and 31 August 2008.

e) We added together the share of EU SF co-financing for all the projects selected in this manner, based on individual measures, and we compared the results to the values of the financial allocations granted to individual measures for 2005 and 2006.

The results the analysis of the observance of the N+2 rule for the allocations granted in 2004, 2005 and 2006 are presented in Chapters 4.2.1 to 4.2.3.

Although the N+2 rule applies to allocations at programme level, we believe it is important to track certified expenditure (and the estimate of certified expenditure) in individual years at the level of the various measures. We split the monitoring of the N+2 rule into two levels:

1. Disbursement of allocations for individual measures in 2004, 2005 and 2006 – at this level, we monitor developments in certified expenditure in respect of individual measures in the year N+2 with regard to the resources allocated to measures for the year N.

In Tables 5, 7 and 9 we provide an overview of the SPD 2 at the level of individual measures from the aspect of N+2, i.e. we compare the allocations for individual years in the year N with the amount of the certified expenditure (or with an estimate of the certified expenditure). The tables contain the following information:

a) Column a  is the allocation for the given year, i.e. year N. For the conversion of the allocation from EUR to CZK we used the official exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR published by the European Central Bank for January 2007.

b) Column b presents the certified expenditure from the allocation for year N as at 31 December of year N+2, or an estimate (for the certification of expenditure as at 31 December 2007 and 31 December 2008). For the year-2004 allocation we used the actually certified expenditure as at 31 December 2006 (see Table 5). For the 2005 and 2006 allocations (see Tables 7 and 9), we used an estimate of certified expenditure; for the calculation of the estimate, we used the methodology described above in point c (see the methodological procedure on the previous page). 

c) Column c is the difference between the year-N allocation and the (estimated) certified expenditure up to the end of the year N+2.

d) Column d  in Tables 5, 7 and 9 is the percentage of certified expenditure from the given year’s allocation.

2. Implementation of the programme’s N+2 rule in 2004, 2005 and 2006 – at this level we monitor the risk that financial resources might be refunded to the Commission. This risk arises if the total year-N allocation is not covered by certified expenditure in the year N+2 (in this case, the data applicable to individual measures are not important). To reduce this risk, at the start of programme implementation a payment on account of CZK 314,156, 050, i.e. 16% of the overall allocation for the 2004-2006 period, was received from the Commission. This payment on account may be used to eliminate the above-mentioned risk. 

The fulfilment of the N+2 rule for the allocations in 2004, 2005 and 2006 is presented in Tables in 6, 8 and 10. The tables contain the following information:

a) Column a  is the allocation for the given year, i.e. year N.

b) Column b presents the payment on account from the Commission.

c) Column c is the threshold, i.e. the amount which needs to be disbursed in the year N+2 in order to comply with the N+2 rule for the year-N allocation.

d) Column b presents the certified expenditure from the allocation for year N as at 31 December of year N+2, or an estimate (see point 1.b) above).

e) The value in column e is the fulfilment (if the value is equal to or less than zero) or non-fulfilment (if the value is positive) of the N+2 rule for the year-N allocation.

f) Column f is the fulfilment of N+2 for the year-N allocation expressed as a percentage, i.e. how much per cent of the threshold has been certified (or an estimate).

4.2.1. N+2 rule for the year-2004 allocation
Table 5 reveals that 65% of expenditure from the 2004 allocation had been certified as at 31 December 2006. A detailed inspection of the individual measures shows us that under Measure 1.1 the allocation for 2004 has even been exceeded by 35%. In contrast, in Measure 2.2 no expenditure has been certified.

Table 5:  Certification of expenditure from the 2004 allocation in CZK
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2004

Certified expenditure 

at 31.12.2006

Unused allocation

Ratio of certified 

expenditure to 

allocation

a

b

c=a-b

d=b/a (%)

1.1

196 455 902

264 805 279

-68 349 378

135%

1.2

170 711 262

33 130 409

137 580 853

19%

1.3

120 579 401

112 256 985

8 322 416

93%

Priority 1

487 746 564

410 192 673

77 553 891

84%

2.1

66 003 521

1 751 309

64 252 212

3%

2.2

48 524 489

0

48 524 489

0%

2.3

23 188 763

1 009 494

22 179 269

4%

Priority 2

137 716 772

2 760 803

134 955 969

2%

3.1

9 992 421

1 146 916

8 845 505

11%

3.2

6 269 784

5 976 385

293 399

95%

Priority 3

16 262 205

7 123 301

9 138 904

44%

Total

641 725 541

420 076 777

221 648 764

65%

Measure


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation.

Although only 65% of the year-2004 allocation was certified, the N+2 rule was respected. Fulfilment of this rule was facilitated by a payment on account from the Commission amounting to CZK 314,156,050. Thanks to this payment on account, it was possible to exceed the threshold by CZK 92,507,286 (see Table 6, column e), i.e. by 28%. This amount therefore constitutes the fulfilment of N+2 for the allocation for 2005. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that the use of the payment on account in 2006 (for the implementation of the N+2 rule applicable to the 2004 allocation) will place higher demands on disbursement in subsequent years, especially in 2008 and, in particular, in measures with low certified expenditure.

Table 6:  Implementation of the N+2 rule for the year-2004 allocation (CZK)
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2004

Payment on 

account

Threshold

Certification at 

31.12.2006

Fulfilment of N+2 

for 2004 allocation

N+2 fulfilment for 

2004 allocation 

(%)

a

b

c=a-b

d

e=c-d

f=d/c

641 725 541

314 156 050

327 569 491

420 076 777

-92 507 286

128%


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation and the payment on account.

4.2.2. N+2 rule for the year-2005 allocation

To monitor the N+2 rule for the year-2005 allocation we used an estimate of certified expenditure. We selected the following methodology for the estimate – in the allocation for 2005, we included projects where the estimated date of the claim for reimbursement is between 1 November 2006 and 30 September 2007.
 

It is evident from Table 7 that for almost all the measures the estimate of certified expenditure exceeds the allocated resources. The anticipated amount of certified expenditure from the 2005 allocation is 116%. 

Table 7:  Estimated certification of expenditure from the 2005 allocation in CZK
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2005

Estimate of certified 

expenditure at 

31.12.2007

Unused allocation

Ratio of certified 

expenditure to 

allocation

a

b

c=a-b

d=b/a (%)

1.1

195 784 201

207 397 352

-11 613 151

106%

1.2

172 680 867

196 776 871

-24 096 004

114%

1.3

124 908 799

139 956 307

-15 047 508

112%

Priority 1

493 373 867

544 130 530

-50 756 663

110%

2.1

67 955 583

98 545 345

-30 589 762

145%

2.2

51 298 042

76 309 401

-25 011 359

149%

2.3

24 722 906

28 689 947

-3 967 041

116%

Priority 2

143 976 531

203 544 694

-59 568 162

141%

3.1

10 286 328

9 206 450

1 079 878

90%

3.2

6 661 596

4 907 258

1 754 338

74%

Priority 3

16 947 923

14 113 708

2 834 216

83%

Total

654 298 322

761 788 931

-107 490 609

116%

Measure


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation.

At the end of 2007, there should be no problems with the fulfilment of the N+2 rule applicable to the 2005 allocation. Table 8 indicates that the threshold is exceeded by the estimated certified expenditure by a full CZK 199,997,895, i.e. 16%. The fulfilment of N+2 for the 2005 allocation also reflects the transgression of the threshold in the fulfilment of N+2 for the 2004 allocation (see Table 6, column e).

Table 8:  Implementation of the N+2 rule for the year-2005 allocation (CZK)
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Payment on 

account
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Certification at 

31.12.2007
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N+2 fulfilment for 
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a

b
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f=d/c

654 298 322

654 298 322

761 788 931

-199 997 895

116%


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation and the payment on account.

4.2.3 N+2 rule for the year-2006 allocation

The most challenging time to exhaust the remaining disposable funds will be 2008. In 2008, not only expenditure at the amount of the 2006 needs to be certified, but also expenditure corresponding to the payment on account. If not all this expenditure is certified, the uncertified amount must be refunded to the Commission. 

The estimate of certified expenditure as at 31 December 2008 includes projects where the estimated date of the claim for reimbursement is between 1 October 2007 (we do not expect these projects to be included in the certification as at 31 December 2007) and 31 August 2008.
 It is evident from Table 9 below that the estimated certified expenditure as at 31 December 2008 covers only 69% of the 2006 allocation.

Table 9:  Estimated certification of expenditure from the 2006 allocation in CZK
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2006

Estimate of certified 

expenditure at 

31.12.2008

Unused allocation

Ratio of certified 

expenditure to 

allocation

a

b

c=a-b

d=b/a (%)

1.1

193 135 872

40 306 732

152 829 140

21%

1.2

173 452 263

214 434 342

-40 982 079

124%

1.3

128 989 731

99 163 559

29 826 172

77%

Priority 1

495 577 866

353 904 633

141 673 233

71%

2.1

73 406 796

53 564 002

19 842 794

73%

2.2

56 006 638

22 700 697

33 305 942

41%

2.3

26 687 802

16 197 180

10 490 622

61%

Priority 2

156 101 237

92 461 879

63 639 358

59%

3.1

9 110 755

11 408 360

-2 297 605

125%

3.2

6 661 596

2 727 350

3 934 246

41%

Priority 3

15 772 351

14 135 710

1 636 641

90%

Total

667 451 453

460 502 222

206 949 231

69%

Measure


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation.

Table 10 indicates that the payment on account deducted from the 2004 allocation will have to be added to the 2006 allocation; this will increase the threshold and therefore the requirement regarding the certification of expenditure. The estimated certified expenditure as at 31 December 2008 falls short of the threshold, which means there is a risk that resources will have to be refunded to the Commission. It should be noted that so far not all SPD 2 projects have been approved and there is a realistic possibility that these projects will cover expenditure of CZK 321,107,386. 

The circumstances described above indicate that a fundamental factor in determining whether the N+2 rule for the 2006 allocation is fulfilled will be the observance of the schedule of authorized projects and the implementation of projects accepted in the fifth and sixth calls and both calls for the grant schemes notified in January 2007.

Table 10:  Implementation of the N+2 rule for the year-2006 allocation (CZK)
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Payment on 
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Certification at 

31.12.2008
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N+2 fulfilment for 
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a

b
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667 451 453

314 156 050

981 607 503

460 502 222

321 107 386

47%


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation and the payment on account.

4.2.4 Disbursement of the overall allocation for 2004 – 2006

To round off the overall view of SPD 2 disbursement, and with consideration for the individual measures, in Table 11 we present an overview of certified expenditure in relation to the total 2004-2006 programming period, i.e. certification up to 31 December 2008.

Table 11 offers cumulated results for all the Tables 5, 7 and 9. Here, we are particularly interest in column d, which is an estimate of the percentage of certified expenditure in individual measures. 

As was mentioned at the beginning of Chapter 4.2, the analysis is based on dates as at January 2007, i.e. the analysis includes the projects for which a decision had been issued as at January 2007 and projects from the fifth call which have been recommended by the RC
. It is therefore clear from Table 11 that the sixth call must cover individual measures with successfully implemented projects in order to exhaust the estimated remaining 16% uncertified expenditure from the total allocation (CZK 321,107,386).

According to the information, obtained from the Office of the Regional Council, within the scope of the sixth call projects will be prepared where there is an assumption that, overall, the remaining programme allocation will be exhausted. We believe that disbursement under Priority 2 will pose a certain risk, where coverage with projects, the percentage of exhausted allocation and the absorption capacity in general are lower than under Priority 1. However, the limiting factors referred to at the beginning of Chapter 4.2 could have an effect on successful disbursement.

Table 11:  Estimated certification of expenditure from the total 2004-2006 allocation in CZK
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2004-2006

Estimate of certified 

expenditure at 

31.12.2008

Unused allocation

Ratio of certified 

expenditure to 

allocation

a

b

c=a-b

d=b/a (%)

1.1

585 375 974

512 509 363

72 866 611

88%

1.2

516 844 392

444 341 622

72 502 770

86%

1.3

374 477 932

351 376 851

23 101 080

94%

Priority 1

1 476 698 298

1 308 227 836

168 470 461

89%

2.1

207 365 900

153 860 656

53 505 244

74%

2.2

155 829 169

99 010 098

56 819 072

64%

2.3

74 599 471

45 896 621

28 702 849

62%

Priority 2

437 794 540

298 767 375

139 027 164

68%

3.1

29 389 504

21 761 726

7 627 778

74%

3.2

19 592 975

13 610 993

5 981 982

69%

Priority 3

48 982 479

35 372 719

13 609 760

72%

Total

1 963 475 316

1 642 367 930

321 107 386

84%

Measure


Note: We used an exchange rate of 27.540 CZK per EUR to convert the allocation.

Recommendations

2004-2006 programming period

We recommend drawing up regular disbursement estimates in the longer term (half a year, a year in advance; at the end of the call and the issue of Decisions for all projects it will be possible to make a more accurate estimate of disbursement with an outlook up to the last certification in 2008). 
4.3 Overview of the SPD 2 allocation with reallocations

During the implementation of the SPD 2, three allocations have been made further to the monitoring of the number and financial volume of projects registered in individual calls; they are quantified in Table 12:

1. A reallocation from measure 1.2 to 1.3 was made in January 2006; 15.6% of the allocation from measure 1.2 was transferred to measure 1.3;

2. A reallocation from measure 3.1 to 3.2 was made in June 2006; 12.2 % of the allocation from measure 3.1 was transferred to measure 3.2;

3. A reallocation from measure 2.2 to 2.1 was made in November 2006; 9.8 % of the allocation from measure 2.2 was transferred to measure 2.1.

The MO monitors FB interest in the disbursement of financial resources within the scope of individual measures. 

In the SPD 2 programme, we distinguish the global objective, specific objectives for Priorities 1 and 2, and the operational objectives under individual measures. Transfers have no influence on the programme’s global objective. Bearing in mind that no financial resources were transferred between priorities, the transfers have no influence on the specific objectives either.

Table 12:  Overview of reallocations in the SPD 2
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Priority

Total

*

ERDF

Total

ERDF

Total

ERDF

Priority 1

107 240 254

53 620 127

107 240 254

53 620 127

Measure 1.1

42 510 964

21 255 482

42 510 964

21 255 482

Measure 1.2

44 482 816

22 241 408

-6 948 727

-3 474 364

37 534 089

18 767 044

Measure 1.3

20 246 474

10 123 237

6 948 727

3 474 364

27 195 201

13 597 601

Priority 2

31 793 358

15 896 679

31 793 358

15 896 679

Measure 2.1

13 830 562

6 915 281

1 228 690

614 345

15 059 252

7 529 626

Measure 2.2

12 545 260

6 272 630

-1 228 690

-614 345

11 316 570

5 658 285

2.2.1

6 272 630

3 136 315

-1 228 690

-614 345

5 043 940

2 521 970

2.2.2

6 272 630

3 136 315

6 272 630

3 136 315

Measure 2.3

5 417 536

2 708 768

5 417 536

2 708 768

Priority 3

3 557 188

1 778 594

3 557 188

1 778 594

Measure 3.1

2 431 496

1 215 748

-297 182

-148 591

2 134 314

1 067 157

Measure 3.2

1 125 692

562 846

297 182

148 591

1 422 874

711 437

total

142 590 800

71 295 400

142 590 800

71 295 400

*The total allocation is the sum of resources from the ERDF (50%) and national resources (50%), 

which we do not state in the table.

SPD 2 allocation in 2004 - 2006 (CZK

**)

27.540

CZK

Priority

Total

ERDF

Total

ERDF

Total

ERDF

Priority 1

2 953 396 595

1 476 698 298

2 953 396 595

1 476 698 298

Measure 1.1

1 170 751 949

585 375 974

1 170 751 949

585 375 974

Measure 1.2

1 225 056 753

612 528 376

-191 367 942

-95 683 985

1 033 688 811

516 844 392

Measure 1.3

557 587 894

278 793 947

191 367 942

95 683 985

748 955 836

374 477 932

Priority 2

875 589 079

437 794 540

875 589 079

437 794 540

Measure 2.1

380 893 677

190 446 839

33 838 123

16 919 061

414 731 800

207 365 900

Measure 2.2

345 496 460

172 748 230

-33 838 123

-16 919 061

311 658 338

155 829 169

2.2.1

172 748 230

86 374 115

-33 838 123

-16 919 061

138 910 108

69 455 054

2.2.2

172 748 230

86 374 115

172 748 230

86 374 115

Measure 2.3

149 198 941

74 599 471

149 198 941

74 599 471

Priority 3

97 964 958

48 982 479

97 964 958

48 982 479

Measure 3.1

66 963 400

33 481 700

-8 184 392

-4 092 196

58 779 008

29 389 504

Measure 3.2

31 001 558

15 500 779

8 184 392

4 092 196

39 185 950

19 592 975

total

3 926 950 632

1 963 475 316

3 926 950 632

1 963 475 316

** The allocation in CZK was obtained by translating from EUR at the rate of the European Central Bank

prevailing in January 2007.

Before reallocation

Reallocation

After reallocation

CZK/EUR

Before reallocation

Reallocation

After reallocation


4.4 Methods to reduce the risk of non-exhaustion of the SPD 2 allocation in 2004 – 2006 

The risk of not exhausting the SPD 2 allocation can be reduced in the following ways:

· by excess commitment and 

· by means of reserve projects.

Excessive commitment means the issue of Decisions for a financial volume of resources higher than the financial allocation for the relevant programme in the 2004-2006 programming period. The aim of excess commitment is to reduce or entirely eliminate the risk of non-exhaustion of financial resources allocated to the programme. Excess commitment takes place because, during the implementation of the programme, there is no way of determining precisely the number of projects that will ultimately be successfully completed and reimbursed at the full amount laid down in the corresponding Decision. Cases may arise where applicants themselves fail to complete a project, or irregularities may be found in a project resulting in the reduction or complete denial of financial assistance for an FB from the SPD 2.

Information from MA staff indicates that excessive commitment will not take place with the SPD 2. Excessive commitment is not viewed as a systemic way of preventing the non-use of an allocation. The risk of non-exhaustion of financial resources is reduced by means of reserve projects, which are selected in each every call. A decision will be issued for these projects when an allocation is released for them from the corresponding SPD 2 measure. Furthermore, in the sixth call it is possible to increase the total financial resources allocated to this call if resources are made available from the projects of previous calls (e.g. a reduction in eligible expenditure, savings, etc.).

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
In out opinion, coverage of the risk of non-exhaustion of financial resources by means of reserve projects is an appropriate method that will not encumber the national budget with additional expenditure, which is the case with excessive commitment.
 In the case of projects which have been accepted under the SPD 2 beyond the scope of the allocation, the share of national budget co-financing and the share of EU SF co-financing must be reimbursed from the public resources of the national budget. These resources must also be taken into account in the preparation of the national budget for the relevant year in which the FB are reimbursed, and therefore it is necessary to raise any requirements for a specific amount of financial resources sufficiently in advance.  

Before a decision on the classification of a project in the reserve pool, we recommend considering whether the implementation of the project with a time delay is effective or even possible.

We also recommend considering whether and how long potential beneficiaries, in the case of reserve projects, are willing to remain in limbo, uncertain if their project will be implemented, and whether they have a higher tendency to abandon a project before it is accepted in the programme. In this respect, we recommend intensive communication with an applicant whose project is placed among the reserve projects.

4.5 Coverage of measures with quality projects

As has been mentioned in the introduction to chapter 3, the absorption capacity should be grasped not only as the disbursement of financial resources allocated to the SPD 2 in accordance with the N+2 rule, but also as the fulfilment of the programme objectives via the implementation of quality projects.

Each project implemented within the scope of the SPD 2 must comply with the monitoring indicators referred to in the Decision and adhere to them over a period of five years as of issue of the Decision. The set values of the main monitoring indicators must be met and maintained for the period specified in the Decision conditions. Non-observance of this commitment by more than 10% is considered a breach of budgetary discipline and will be sanctioned with a deduction for breach of budgetary discipline. 

Bearing in mind the faults identified in the monitoring of physical progress (see Chapter 5), we are unable to present a qualified assessment of the quality of projects implemented within the scope of the SPD 2. A prerequisite for the analysis of project quality is an evaluation of:

· the fulfilment of the running values of monitoring indicators for all FB projects;

· the configuration of all selection criteria (general, horizontal, specific, etc.), whether they correctly assess the quality of projects focusing on the fulfilment of monitoring indicators;

· the work of evaluators and external specialists for a given field who may provide an expert opinion as a scoring basis. 

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
Within the meaning of evaluations of the quality of implemented projects by the SPD 2 MA, we recommend:

· regular monitoring of the fulfilment of the indicators of implemented projects and, if any irregularities are reported, taking the necessary action (guiding the beneficiary to comply with the indicators or, if deductions are made for breach of budgetary discipline, increasing the available SPD 2 funds in accordance with the rules);

· conducting a comprehensive analysis of the quality of implemented projects which includes the points above; for the performance of such an analysis, we recommend using resources available under technical assistance.   

2007-2013 programming period

Within the scope of recommendations, we note certain measures concerning applicants’ improved awareness, as sufficient awareness is reflected in the submission of quality projects. In this part, we refer to chapter 5.2.  

In the case of the Competitiveness OP, we also recommend ensuring the effective configuration of the Communication Plan. Our recommendations on the configuration of the Communication Plan can be found in Chapter 6.5. An effectively configured Communication Plan increases absorption capacity, which is a prerequisite in ensuring a sufficient number of quality projects.

To ensure that the submitted projects are of the highest possible quality, it is also essential to arrange for the creation of a timetable of calls to be notified during the programme (for more details see Chapter 5.2). 

4.6 Savings made in the projects implemented

Any savings made in projects implemented within the scope of the SPD 2 increase the disposable resources of the programme and therefore also have an effect on the absorption capacity. In this respect it is important to monitor projects and then adopt measures for the appropriate use of the financial resources saved. 

We addressed the issue of savings in projects in our field research, i.e. in questionnaires and structured interviews. Unfortunately neither source yielded clear conclusions that we could present. Given the absence of relevant analytical data, we attempted to evaluate this issue by reference to an expert opinion. 

The term ‘savings in projects’ means funds which are part of a project budget but are not expended on the implementation of the project. In our opinion, savings are made primarily within the scope of award procedures for suppliers which are held after the issue of Decisions. There is frequently a situation where the winning offer price in the award procedure is lower than the FB anticipated in the project budget (the budget is part of the Decision, i.e. it must be drawn up before the issue of a Decision). 

An important factor influencing the use of savings is the monitoring thereof. In interviews with the staff of IB (CRD), we discovered that, for information purposes, IB keep records of contracts which are concluded between final beneficiaries and suppliers, and the prices of goods, services and building works referred to in the contract are entered in the Monit IS. The CRD thus has an overview of the amount of savings which might arise during the implementation of the project.

Savings identified in this manner, however, are not definitive and the FB may use them in the in the following manners: 

1. in the case of a project over stages, the remainder may be carried forward within the same budget item to the next stage, where it may be used (this applies, for example, to consultancy services);

2. in the case of a project over stages or a one-off project, the remainder may be transferred to another budget item for use;

3. in the case of a project over stages, the remainder may be transferred to another budget item in another stage for use.

The quantification of savings in implemented projects cannot be carried out at present given the possibilities outlined above for the use of an FB’s saved resources. We believe that definitive savings (i.e. savings which cannot be used within the scope of the project where they were made) can be quantified before the end of the project if it is evident that the free resources cannot be used under any other budget items.   

Recommendations
2004-2006 and 2007-2013 programming period
In connection with the use of savings in projects, we recommend the following procedure, which can be applied within the SPD 2 and the new Competitiveness OP:

1. The KP must be required to report any savings in projects to the IB. The beneficiary’s obligation to quantify savings and report them to the IB should, in our opinion, be enshrined in the Handbook for Beneficiaries.

2. Savings in projects must be recorded in the Monit IS. These records should include a flag indicating whether savings in projects are ‘temporary’ (i.e. they may be used within the scope of the implemented project – see point 3) or ‘definitive’ (i.e. it is possible to increase a programme’s available resources by these savings – see point 4). 

3. A decision on how to use savings must be taken as a matter of preference by the FB within the scope of its project (e.g. by transfers in the budget). These changes must comply with the Decision’s rules.

4. Savings which cannot be used in a relevant project (i.e. where the savings occurred) must be transferred to the programme’s available resources, specifically into measures where financial resources are in short supply (in accordance with the reallocation rules). This transfer will increase the absorption capacity.

5.
Analysis of the physical progress in the implementation of the SPD 2

The aim of the analysis of physical progress is to evaluate the implementation of the SPD 2 in relation to:

1. the fulfilment of the programme’s objectives (i.e. global and specific goals) and their indicators via the indicators of implemented projects,

2. the preparedness of beneficiaries to implement projects financed within the scope of the SPD 2,

3. horizontal priorities (i.e. equal opportunities, sustainable development, information society and balanced regional development) and their integration into the SPD 2.

The analysis of financial progress is closely bound up with the analysis of physical progress and the monitoring system.. The purpose of the physical progress analysis is to find an answer to Evaluation Questions 15-23.

The basis for the analysis of physical progress was information obtained from questionnaires and structured interviews, data from the Monit IS, the SPD 2 programming documentation and other materials of a methodological nature (e.g. recommending manuals). 

5.1
Fulfilment of the global and specific objectives of the SPD 2 in the context of indicators

5.1.1
Global and specific objectives of the SPD 2
The global objective of the SPD 2 is to Enhance the competitiveness of the City of Prague through better utilization of urban space, and improvement of innovative business and human resources. This objective is achieved by means of nine specific objectives at the level of priorities. The appropriate configuration of global and specific objectives during programming has a significant influence on the absorption capacity of the whole programme during its implementation. 
By reference to an assessment of the system of these objectives it can be said that the global objective, specific objectives and priorities and measures do not interact with each other sufficiently and do not form a coherent structure. Priorities and measures cannot be aggregated at the level of specific objectives and specific objectives cannot be aggregated at the level of the global objective. In accordance with methodological recommendations, during programme planning it is advisable to proceed in this order: National Development Plan → programme → priority → measure/operation.
The programme implements six measures in two priorities (the third priority - technical assistance – is not included because of its nature). These two priorities fall under nine specific objectives which implement the global objective. It is difficult to distinguish relations between the individual objectives and their links to priorities/measures, and at the same time it is not possible to determine the precise share of the lower objectives in the fulfilment of higher-level objectives.

In terms of substance, however, we consider the configuration of the measures to be satisfactory. In January 2007, calls were notified to for the remaining unused financial resources (for more details see chapter 4). This infers that there is good reason to expect sufficient coverage of all measures with projects. 

5.1.2 Indicators and monitoring indicators
The objectives of the programme, or priorities and measures, are quantified by means of output, result, and impact indicators. These indicators are met by means of the indicators of projects implemented within the scope of the SPD 2. A prerequisite for the fulfilment of the physical progress of the SPD 2 is therefore the fulfilment of project indicators and their clear link to indicators at the level of measures, priorities and the programme.  
By reference to data provided from the Monit IS, we analysed the outputs, results and impacts of projects for which Decisions had been issued, such being in accordance with the model tables entitled ‘Monitoring indicators’ referred to in the Interim Summary Report of the SPD 2 Prague Cohesion Region for the Monitoring Committee meeting held on 15 November 2006. In assessing the individual monitoring indicators and indicators at the level of measures we also checked their birth certificates and maps of links. The results of the analysis of indicators and indicators at the level of individual measures are presented in Chapter 5.1.3.
We base the verdict above on the following findings concerning programme indicators and project indicators: 
1. Poorly defined monitoring indicators for projects and other indicators at the level of measures, and their interaction. In the analysis of the system of monitoring indicators, we arrived at the conclusion that the maps of links and birth certificates of indicators do not always clearly present how given project indicators link to measure indicators or how to determine a measure indicator.
For example, the project indicator 23_1.3 ‘Construction or renovation of buildings used for cultural, social, sports and other purposes’ has, according to its birth certificate, an indirect link to the measure indicator 1.3.E ‘Number of new facilities of public amenities to reinforce social cohesion’. There is no direct link between a programme indicator and project indicator, because the project indicator records the number of buildings erected/renovated while the programme indicator records the number of public amenity facilities (centres). However, the project indicator has no direct link with measure indicator 1.3.E and nowhere is there a description of the procedure on how to determine the programme indicator.
This complicates the possibility of obtaining objective, correct and complete data with sufficient informative value required for a evaluation of the physical progress of the SPD 2.
2. Incorrect use and recording of indicators for individual projects;. During the analysis of indicators (in the calculation of output, results and impacts for individual projects in respect of which a Decision is issued), we discovered that certain projects are monitored by means of incorrect indicators. 
For example, indicator 31_1.1 ‘Construction or renovation of barrier-free technology at transit terminals’ or indicators 19-21_1.1 ‘Number of newly created spaces at park and ride car parks’ are defined in excessive detail and it is not clear in respect of which projects they could be recorded.
These indicators therefore distort the project deliverables and could result in incorrect record-keeping. Further, with certain projects it is not possible to keep records of certain project deliverables because suitable indicators do not exist for them. Project No 181, on the other hand, is monitored by a single project indicator which has no link to programme indicators; in essence, this project will therefore have no influence on the fulfilment of the monitored objectives, even though it has its own deliverables.
As with the previous point, this problem hampers objective evaluations of physical progress in the SPD 2.
3. Indicators with missing underlying data. Result indicators and impact indicators are difficult to determine in certain cases because they are tied to special statistical surveys (i.e. surveys conducted to obtain data for SPD 2 monitoring), and therefore their fulfilment is not possible to check immediately (with the impact indicators this problem is anticipated in their birth certificates). 
4. Another problem is the non-use of suitable indicators for relevant projects, making it very difficult to measure the fulfilment of a given indicator retroactively. An example of this is indicator 1.1.I ‘Improved accessibility via new or improved transport infrastructure expressed by means of ESS (Equivalent straight speed)’, which was not selected for the corresponding projects; to remedy this situation, special measurements would need to be taken. Some projects are monitored solely via indicators whose values are not aggregated at the level of measures, priorities and amount. 
Analysis of physical progress is also complicated by the application of two systems of indicators: the original system configured at the start of the SPD 2, in respect of which there are no clear mutual relations, and the current system. The fulfilment of indicators in measures is presented in the following Chapter 5.1.3.

5.1.3 Fulfilment of indicators at the level of individual measures
Despite the problems identified in the preceding Chapter 5.1.2., based on data supplied from the Monit IS we analysed the monitored indicators of projects for which a Decision had been issued. We then added these indicators to the corresponding indicators at the level of measures. The results of analyses at the level of individual measures are presented in the following tables. Indicators where we identified limiting factors (i.e. indicators which are poorly defined, where there is no calculation methodology, which are incorrectly used or recorded, or for which underlying data are missing) and we were thus unable to calculate and evaluate the achieved or planned value of projects i implementation are marked in the tables (on a yellow background).
We evaluated the indicators as planned indicators if the sum of achieved and planned values of projects completed and projects in implementation was the same or higher than the target value of the given indicator.
Measure 1.1
With most output indicators, Measure 1.1 complies with the target values. With three indicators (‘Number of barrier-free transit terminals’, ‘Number of spaces at a park and ride outdoor or indoor car park’ and ‘Reduction of transport time due to a new or improved urban transport element’) their definition and calculation method is not clear. One result indicator (‘Improvement in accessibility via new or improved transport infrastructure’) and one impact indicator (‘Change in transport flows after one year’) were not recorded for any project.
Table 13:  Measure 1.1 – evaluation of indicators 
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indicator

Indicator name
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Target 
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value of 

projects in 

implement

ation

number of supported projects related to construction or 

urban transport improvements

pc

0

2

5

number of terminals linked to rail transport

pc

0

1

0

tramway – length in km

km

0

2,5 - 3,5

1.49

local roads – length in km

km

0

0,5 - 2,5

3.11

number of barrier-free change terminals or metro stations

pc

0

1

-

number of spaces in park and ride outdoor or indoor car 

park 

pc

0

200 - 500

-

cycle lanes – length in km

km

0

2.V

0

reduction in carriage time due to new or improved 

element of urban transport

percentage

100%

-15%

-

improvement in accessibility via new or improved 

transport infrastructure expressed as ESS (equivalent 

straight speed) (or other suitable methods, e.g. area of 

regenerated territory served, or number of users 

connected)

percentage

100%

15%

0

change in transport flows after one year – rise in daily 

number of passengers carried (for public transport 

elements) or cars used (for roads)

percentage

100%

20%

0

reduction in the number of vehicles on an existing 

unsuitable route on implementation of a project for an 

appropriate by-passing route

percentage

100%

(- 70 %)

-30%

result

impact

output


Measure 1.2

With Measure 1.2, the target value for one indicator is met (‘Increase in area protected from floods’); the target value of the indicator ‘Area of regenerated land’ has not yet been fulfilled by projects. The indicator ‘Newly induced investments in regenerated territory’ has not yet been fulfilled by any project. For the marked indicators, the calculation method is not clear or there values are tied to separate surveys.

Table 14:  Measure 1.2 – evaluation of indicators
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number of urban area regeneration projects assisted

pc

0

8

-

area of regenerated land - in response to the difficulties 

of regeneration

km

2

0

(0.5 - 1km

2

)

0.211

number of assisted projects for new elements of technical 

infrastructure (small-scale flood prevention measures and 

depending on the selection of the regenerated territory 

these will be products for sewage systems and cleaning 

or for drinking water supply, power supply, natural gas 

supply, or heat supply)

pc

0

6

-

newly induced investments in the regenerated territory

EUR millions

0

EUR 5m

0

number of users (entities) connected to individual new 

components of technical infrastructure (depending on the 

selection of the regenerated territory this will be 

connection to systems for sewerage and cleaning or for 

drinking water supply, power supply, natural gas supply, 

or heat supply)

number

0

250

5

rise in area protected from floods

km

2

0

0.2

0

number of new jobs (net) created in the territory selected 

for project implementation

number

0

60

-

change

in

the

proportion

of

the

length

of
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management

important

watercourses

in

the

territory

selected

for

Objective

2

falling

under

surface

water

quality

classes

IV

and

V

according

to

ČSN

75 7221

(‘heavily polluted’ and ‘very heavily polluted water’)

percentage

78%

65%

-

output

impact

result


Measure 1.3

The target values in Measure 1.3 are fulfilled for two indicators (‘Area of revitalized public space in supported estates’ and ‘Number of users connected to new elements of the technical infrastructure); the indicator ‘Newly induced investments in supported estates’ has not been fulfilled at all and the indicator ‘Number of supported projects for new technical infrastructure elements’ only partially. The calculation methodology is not clear for the marked indicators.

Table 15:  Measure 1.3 – evaluation of indicators
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area of revitalized areas of public space in assisted 

estates

m

2

0

10 000

33 049

number of assisted projects for non-commercial public 

amenities to reinforce social cohesion

pc

0

12

5

number of assisted projects for new elements of technical 

infrastructure

pc

0

4

-

newly induced investments in assisted estates

EUR millions

0

EUR 3m

0

number of new public amenities facilities to reinforce 

social cohesion (cultural, social, special interest, and 

sports centres)

pc

0

7

-

number of users connected to new components of 

technical infrastructure (connection to systems for 

sewerage and cleaning or for drinking water supply, 

power supply, natural gas supply, or heat supply)

pc

0

250

127

annual migration balance of inhabitants of assisted 

estates

percentage

-

0

-

number of new jobs (net) created in the territory selected 

for project implementation (2004-2008)

number

0

40

-

output

result

impact


Measure 2.1

In measure 2.1 the indicators ‘Area of new business structures/centres’ and ‘Number of new/modernized capacities for research and development’ have been fulfilled. The other indicators are not fulfilled. For three indicators, the calculation methodology is not clear.

Table 16:  Measure 2.1 – evaluation of indicators
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number of assisted participants in Public-Private 

Partnership and research and development projects 

pc

0

70

-

number of new/modernized capacities for research and 

development (new incubators, science and technology 

parks, etc.)

pc

0

1

5

area of new business structures, centres

m

2

0

500

6021

number of new gross jobs created as a result of the 

implementation of assisted activities and projects (2004-

2008)

pc

0

70

10, 6

number of new SMEs created as a result of assisted 

activities

pc

0

15

-

number of spin-offs (growth)

pc

0

10

1

impact

number of new net or preserved jobs as a result of the 

implementation of assisted activities and projects (2004-

2008)

number

0

50

-

output

result


Sub-measure 2.2.1

The target values of indicators under Sub-measure 2.2.1 are either unfulfilled (the indicator ‘Number of new SMEs created as a result of supported activities’), their status is not currently recorded in the Monit IS (‘Number of SMEs assisted’ – this indicator can be obtained from the total number of projects in the GS), or their calculation method is not clear.

Table 17:  Sub-measure 2.2.1 – evaluation of indicators
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number of SMEs assisted

number

0

70

0

area of new business structures, centres

m

2

0

800

-

number of new gross jobs created as a result of the 

implementation of assisted activities and projects (2004-

2008)

number

0

230

-

number of new SMEs created as a result of assisted 

activities

number

0

25

0

number of new net or preserved jobs as a result of the 

implementation of assisted activities and projects (2004-

2008)

number

0

120

-

number of new net or preserved jobs as a result of the 

implementation of assisted activities and projects on 

housing estates

number

0

60

-

share of the total number of SMEs receiving support and 

still operational 18 months later (‘survival’ rate)

percentage

100%

75%

-

impact

output

result


Sub-measure 2.2.2

In Sub-measure 2.2.2, most indicators cannot currently be gauged because of the unclear calculation methodology. The indicator ‘Number of new gross jobs created as a result of the implementation of assisted activities and projects’ is not fulfilled.

Table 18:  Sub-measure 2.2.2 – evaluation of indicators
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number of SMEs assisted

number

0

70

-

area of new business structures, centres

m

2

0

200

-

number of new gross jobs created as a result of the 

implementation of assisted activities and projects (2004-

2008)
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0

230

21

number of new SMEs created as a result of assisted 

activities

number

0

25

-

number of new net or preserved jobs as a result of the 

implementation of assisted activities and projects (2004-

2008)

number

0

30

-

number of new net or preserved jobs as a result of the 

implementation of assisted activities and projects on 

housing estates

number

0

20

-

share of the total number of SMEs receiving support and 

still operational 18 months later (‘survival’ rate)

percentage

100%

75%

-

result

output

impact


Measure 2.3

In Measure 2.3, as with the preceding measures, some of the indicators are tied to the supply of data from external entities or to surveys or measurements planned after the end of the programme. Other indicators cannot currently be calculated because of their unclear links to the monitoring indicators. The indicator ‘Number of (assisted) consultations of companies providing consulting in technology transfer’ is fulfilled.

Table 19:  Measure 2.3 – evaluation of indicators
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number of assisted projects for the development and 

application of information technology in municipal 

administration

number

0

5

-

number of assisted projects for the development and 

application of information technology 

number

0

15

-

number of assisted new and existing SMEs engaged in 

business in the field of information technology

number

0

15

-

number of assisted new and existing SMEs providing 

consultations in the transfer of information technology

number

0

8

-

number of (assisted) consultations of companies 
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200

1000

direct private investments in financially assisted 

companies engaged in business in information 

technology (induced investments) expressed as an 

increase in total registered capital

percentage

-

by 100 %

-

increase in the proportion of entities using the Internet to 

contact public administration authorities

individuals

percentage

100

180%

-

companies

percentage

100

200%

-

increase in the number of visits to municipal 

administration websites

number

54000

68 000

-

proportion of households connected to the Internet in the 

area of assistance

percentage

10%

20%

-

impact

number of households regularly using the Internet

percentage

-21.70%

35%

-

output

result


Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
In the current programming period, i.e. for the purposes of the SPD 2, we recommend: 

· drawing up a detailed analysis of physical progress within the scope of technical assistance, focusing inter alia on collecting relevant data and checking the correct use of indicators and their links to programme indicators;

· in line with the production of the detailed analysis of physical progress recommended above, we recommend subsequently drawing up an analysis of financial progress in relation to the fulfilment of indicators.

2007-2013 programming period
With regard to the Competitiveness OP, we recommend channelling maximum effort into:

· The appropriate configuration of indicators of context, results, outputs and impacts for the programme, priority axes and areas of aid. The system of indicators must be vertically and horizontally interconnected; the indicators must comply with the specifications of measurability and detection capacity, and must be clearly defined (the possibility of multiple interpretations must not be admissible). In this respect, we recommend creating the indicator system in accordance with the recommendations in the methodological document ‘Principles for the creation of indicators for monitoring and evaluation’ drawn up by the Ministry for Regional Development.

· Further to the indicator system, the production of a set of suitable project indicators related to indicators of the relevant aid areas. The set of indicators, including the clear definition thereof, should be available in the Handbook for Applicants.

· The production of consistent and clear methodology for the regular monitoring of indicators. The methodology must include procedures for the recording and calculation of indicators. 

5.2
Preparedness of potential final beneficiaries

The preparedness of potential beneficiaries is a key factor influencing the fulfilment of objectives and absorption capacity during the implementation of the programme. In this respect, the MA or IB has the following tasks in particular:

· the implementation of measures that will ensure the best possible awareness among potential beneficiaries regarding the SPD 2 and, in particular, the possibility of aid under the programme, along with the methods of obtaining aid;

· risk assessments of individual applicants;

· the elimination of obstructions hindering potential beneficiaries’ access to the SPD 2.

Despite this, we feel it is important in the text below to focus on the weaknesses in implementation with regard to the preparedness of target groups to draw on support. Some of the deficiencies identified persist, even though no major deterioration in their absorption capacity can be expected. The weaknesses of the analysed areas should nevertheless be eliminated in the new 2007-2013 programming period.

5.2.1
Awareness among potential beneficiaries (applicants)
A detailed analysis of awareness among applicants was the subject of the second implementation phase of the project. The analysis referred to certain defects in the level of information disseminated to applicants which affected the launch of the SPD 2’s implementation.
The information available to SPD 2 applicants is currently good and contributes to the increasing awareness of the SPD 2 (and on a general scale the possibility of financing suitable projects from the EU SF). This fact will presumably make the launch of the new programme (Competitiveness OP) that much easier. 
During the analysis we centred on awareness among individual target groups in the context of their share in the SPD 2’s absorption capacity.
1. Departments of Prague City Hall.  The projects of Prague City Hall’s departments represent a significant part of SPD 2 absorption capacity. The awareness of this target group is very good. 
2. Boroughs In terms of absorption capacity, Prague boroughs (from the selected territory) are the second most important target group. Again, sufficient attention in the communication and transmission of information is paid to this group. We rate particularly positively the awareness of the boroughs due to the information campaigns conducted in the field by representatives of the MA and IB.
3. Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Those NGOs approached stated that they were satisfied with the dissemination of information. To obtain information, they draw on available information sources, i.e. the Internet, the press, seminars, consultations with IB, etc.
4. Private business entities. Of private entities, the most significant beneficiaries are small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), especially within the scope of grant schemes. The questionnaire indicates that final recipients (SMEs) are satisfied with the level of information disseminated by the final beneficiary of the grant schemes, i.e. the Prague City Hall.
A drawback which dents the MA’s sound knowledge of the SME target group (especially the number and sectoral structure) is the absence of relevant data on SMEs active in the City of Prague.
It should be noted that the level of awareness among individual entities hinges to some degree on their individual activities and efforts to find the information they require.
 The communication instruments used most by applicants in the process of preparing a project/application are seminars, the Internet and consultations with the IB. Replies obtained from applicants (from questionnaires and structured interviews) confirmed the rising satisfaction with the quality of the seminars and consultations. Positive responses were recorded in particular for IB consultations, with applicants appreciating the personal approach (although they note the low staffing levels). 
In the text below we focus on the weaknesses in applicants’ level of awareness, stemming in particular from the questionnaires and structured interviews held with applicants (with the exception of point 4).
1. The Handbook for applicants, in our opinion, is not a particularly simple and clear guideline for the processing of a project application. This was confirmed by some FB in the structured interviews. 
The handbook is the basic methodological guideline for the creation of a project application. The content of information, the form of processing, the topicality of the data and the frequency of changes to the document influence applicants’ preparedness. Based on our assessment of the Handbook, we believe that the document contains a lot of useful information for applicants. However, in our view deficiencies lie in the rather unclear structure of the document and in the graphic design, which is hardly user friendly. From the aspect of content, we consider some information to be superfluous (e.g. the table of the financial framework of measures) and needlessly repetitive (e.g. contact information and the selected territory are contained in both the general section of the Handbook and in the sections covering the individual measures). The repetition of information makes it more difficult for applicants to find their way around the document, and places higher demands on the MA when amendments need to be made to the document. The complicated Handbook led some respondents taking part in the structured interviews to decide to contact an external consulting company with a request to draw up the application. 

In connection with the issue discussed, however, it is noteworthy that the Handbook for Applicants, in a certain sense, mirrors the complicated programme implementation mechanism, which is determined in large part by the requirements of European and national legislation and is therefore hard for the MA to influence. In addition to the Handbook, for the purposes of filling in a project application the applicants can draw on the electronic instrument Elza. In our opinion, Elza is an appropriate, well-arranged and user-friendly tool which sufficiently guides applicants and provides hints and examples in relation to the individual parts. 

2. The smooth preparation of projects, especially in the opening stage of the SPD 2 was made difficult for applicants by the unclear and inconsistent information they received in certain cases (this problem was mentioned by approximately a third of respondents). We believe that one of the causes of this problem could be the initial lack of experience of entities within the implementation structure regarding support programmes and project implementation. From the beginning, the SPD 2 methodologically developed as experience was steadily gained, which sometimes resulted in cases where applicants received unclear and inaccurate information. 
Another cause could be the involvement of a large number of entities providing information and consultations about the SPD 2, which requires coordination on the part of the MA. Specifically, these entities were two IB (the CRD and Office of the RC) and two external bodies. Information is also available from the Resource Centre set up by Prague City Hall. The SPD 2 is a relatively small programme in terms of territorial coverage and volume, and the involvement of so many entities in disseminating programme information is not warranted in our opinion.
3. In our opinion, the building-up of SPD 2 information and publicity does not have strategic backing in the Communication Action Plan (CAP), the purpose of which is to configure binding rules for the building of information and publicity throughout the implementation of the SPD 2. A more detailed assessment of the CAP can be found in Chapter 6.5.

4.
Potential beneficiaries do not have a timetable of calls for notification at their disposal. As work on project preparation needs to start well in advance of project submission (up to a year is required), we believe that information about the deadline and specific measure in respect of which a call will be notified is important for applicants. The absence of a timetable of calls, including the measures that will be notified, could influence the absorption capacity. The preparation of a project is a highly challenging process and potential beneficiaries may be deterred from project preparations by uncertainty surrounding the notification of calls.

5.2.2
Risks attached to individual types of applicants
Applicant and project risk analyses are conducted by the IB in two steps:
1. As part of the financial evaluation of the applicant and the project, which is part of the evaluation criteria (the Office of the RC);
2. As part of a risk analysis before the ex-ante check (CRD).
Where the risk is higher, greater attention is paid to projects during ex-ante checks. 
Individual types of SPD 2 applicants can be assessed from the aspect of risk in accordance with two criteria:

1. Financial criterion: With the financial criterion we assess the type of applicant in connection with the opportunities for pre-financing the expenditure of a project and with the requirements to secure co-financing.

a.
The higher-risk types of applicants tend to be private business entities, especially SMEs. These entities may have limited resources of their own for the pre-financing of a project. They also need to secure project co-financing because with this type of applicant a higher degree of co-financing is generally required.

b.    In our opinion, less risky types of applicants are departments of Prague City Hall and boroughs covered by the Prague City budget or the budget of the relevant borough. Small boroughs, which may have tight budgets, can draw on interest-free loans to pre-finance projects; these loans are granted from Prague City Hall’s resources. Another type of financially less risky applicants is NGOs, which can cover up to 100% of a project’s eligible expenditure from SPD 2 resources.

2. Organization criterion: In terms of organization, we assess the type of applicant in connection with the running of the institution.

a. Higher-risk types of applicants tend to be private entities (NGOs, private business entities), which need not have their own internal control system by law. 

b. From the organizational aspect, we believe that departments of Prague City Hall and boroughs (i.e. public bodies) are, again, less risky types of applicants. By law, these types of entities must have an internal control system, which means there are certain guarantees and rules of operation.

5.2.3 Obstructions hindering potential beneficiaries’ access to the programme
Obstructions hindering potential beneficiaries’ access to the SPD 2 are an important factor influencing the absorption capacity in the capacity building stage.  
By reference to the questionnaires and structured interviews with successful applicants, we identified the following obstructions in the access of potential beneficiaries:
Obstructions in the access of potential beneficiaries which can be more or less influenced within the scope of SPD 2 implementation:
(a) demanding preparation and administration of project applications;
(b) at the beginning of programme implementation, the lack of awareness among applicants caused problems; at present the awareness of potential beneficiaries is good;
(c) rules for the financing and eligibility of expenditure:

i. the retroactive financing of a project or stage places demands on pre-financing from own resources; applicants often lack the resources they need to cover the whole project (stage); credit facilities make the project more expensive as interest is not an eligible cost; NGOs in particular are in a difficult situation as there is little likelihood that they will be granted credit;

ii. the financing of expenditure solely in relation to newly recruited employees causes problems, especially in the field of research and development, where, given the nature of the activities, it is much more advantageous to involve a tried-and-tested employee in a project (this mainly concerns projects under Measure 2.1);

iii. eligible costs, such as ineligibility in the case of expenditure based on Work Agreements, Work Activity Agreements, the ineligibility of partner expenditure, even though the programme focuses on support for partnerships (this mainly concerns projects under Measure 2.1);

iv. in the second and third calls, the possibility of financing eligible expenditure retroactively (as of 1 May 2004) was discontinued (this possibility was not standard in other programmes). Commencing as of the fourth call, this possibility of retroactive financing of eligible expenditure was reinstated by the MA, resulting in increased absorption capacity.
Obstructions in the access of potential beneficiaries which can be attributed to external circumstances and cannot be influenced within the scope of SPD 2 implementation. However, these are obstructions in the presentation of projects which must be counted on in the implementation of the SPD 2 (and Competitiveness OP):

(a) unclear ownership relations – especially in the case of large infrastructure projects, the ownership relations tend to be opaque, which hinders the implementation of the project;

(b) an upper limit of EUR 10 million for projects submitted under Measure 1.1 – this requirement is an obstruction primarily for applicants such as the Transport Department of Prague City Hall and the public transport company Dopravní podnik hl. m. Prahy (the upper limit of EUR 10 million is a Commission requirement);

(c) the applicability of the SPD 2 only to a selected territory of the City of Prague – this obstruction is felt in particular by the departments of Prague City Hall, which have the whole of the territory of the Prague in their competence and prepare projects for this extended area (large infrastructure projects transgressing the selected area, projects related to the information society, etc.);

(d) an amendment to the Public Procurement Act – in several cases commitments were notified before Act No 40/2004 on public procurement entered into force and therefore the award procedures were unacceptable within the scope of the SPD 2;

(e) the lower percentage of EU SF co-financing compared to other programmes (the Infrastructure OP, Industry and Enterprise OP, JROP, etc.); compared to these programmes, under the SPD 2 it is possible to finance a maximum of 50% of the total public eligible expenditure.

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
In the case of the SPD 2, we recommend continuing the meetings of the working group of FB, MA and IB representatives. The group should discuss how to identify and address SPD 2 problem areas encountered by target groups within the scope of the project administration process. Via the working group, the MA and IB will obtain valuable information (i) about the specific problems and risks of individual target groups and (ii) about obstructions in access to the programme. 

We recommend analysing the information obtained and, where appropriate, using it as the basis to modify the approach to beneficiaries or the rules for beneficiaries. 

To assess the risk posed by applicants from the aspect of their experience of projects co-financed from the EU SF, we recommend that the MA/IB look up applicants in MSSF-CENTRAL and, if necessary, consult the relevant IB to gauge their experience of a particular entity. 

We recommend spending more time on the higher-risk groups of applicants and helping them address problems. 

2007-2013 programming period

For the new 2007-2013 programming period we recommend:

· Setting up the above-mentioned working group of the representatives of applicants/FB, MA and if appropriate IB for the Competitiveness OP. At meetings of this working group, we recommend addressing the optimization of the Handbook for Applicants for the Competitiveness OP so that it meets applicants’ requirements as much as possible. As the Competitiveness OP is the successor to the SPD 2, to a certain extent it is possible to draw on the experience gained by applicants and FB from the current programming period. We recommend identifying SPD 2 FB from individual target groups and involving them in the preparation of rules for the Competitiveness OP. In this respect, we recommend considering the award of a project to prepare a Handbook for Applicants from Technical Assistance. The interconnection of experience gained by the MA/IB and an external entity would guarantee:

· the completeness of the document (the presentation of significant information);

· a clear structure;

· user-friendly graphic design;

· an appropriate information content;

· a suitable linguistic style (i.e. the specialist terminology related to EU SF would be minimized).

· To ensure that the submitted projects are of the highest possible quantity, we recommend creating a timetable of calls to be notified during the programme, which should be made available to potential applicants sufficiently in advance so they have enough time to prepare their project.

· We recommend reflecting project implementation risks in communications and warning specific groups of applicants of the problems which could occur during the implementation of the project, or providing them with suitable assistance.

· From the aspect of obstructions in access, we recommend assessing the obstructions identified in the current programming period and assessing them in the context of the new Competitiveness OP. Where obstructions can be tackled by the MA, we recommend channelling efforts into their elimination. We recommend anticipating external obstructions which could affect the Competitiveness OP in the implementation thereof. 

5.3
Horizontal priorities in the context of the SPD 2

Horizontal priorities are one of the strategic policies and principles of the EU which are promoted via the EU SF. The requirement of their fulfilment stems directly from Community legislation. Within the scope of the SPD 2 four principles must be fulfilled, i.e. equal opportunities, sustainable development, information society and balanced regional development. The programme accedes to the fulfilment of these priorities in its programming documentation. In practice, the influence of horizontal priorities on the SPD 2 is assessed in the process of evaluating projects, where the principles of part of the criteria for project selection are referred to. The methodological guideline for the integration of horizontal priorities in individual programmes financed by the EU SF is the Manual of Horizontal Priorities (‘Manual’). The Manual is of a recommending nature only.

Equal opportunities

1. The ‘equal opportunities’ horizontal priority is grasped in the SPD 2 only as gender equality, which is not entirely in conformity with the actual definition of the priority. The principle of equal opportunities applies to all groups at risk of social exclusion (e.g. the disabled, the long-term unemployed, the poorly skilled, persons from remote areas, drug addicts, former convicts, school leavers, etc.).

2. As regards the fulfilment of ‘equal opportunities’, there is no link to horizontal priorities for all measures in line with the Manual’s recommendation.
 The link applicable to measures is not connected with project evaluation so that the requirements of applicants from the aspect of equal opportunities correspond to the link applicable to measures. The Manual also defines specific requirements for individual types of links. For example, in the case of a weak link (Measures 2.2 and 2.3), a project application under these measures should contain a description of the composition of the implementing team and an analysis of the target group. 

3. The SPD 2 programming documentation does not define the MA’s obligation to monitor the balanced membership of men and women in selection and evaluation committees, or in the award of technical assistance projects (the selection of external experts). This is an obligation under the Manual. 

Sustainable development

For the classification of a project’s environmental impact, the General Form for the Environmental Impact Assessment of a Project (‘General Form’) is not used in the SPD 2. According to the Manual, the form should be adjusted for the individual measures. Within the scope of a project application, applicants are obliged to fill in individual indicators in the General Form which are relevant for the relevant measure. 

Information society

No link is set for measures under Priority 1 in accordance with the Manual recommendation. However, the information society is a cross-sectional theme which should pervade all measures. Nevertheless, in practice all projects in the SPD 2 (i.e. including in Priority 1) are classified in terms of their effect on the information society. 

Balanced development of the regions

Within the scope of Objective 2, assistance from the SF is channelled into areas faced with structural difficulties. Under the SPD 2, a selected area of the City of Prague has been defined where activities geared towards improving the prosperity of the region are assisted. The balanced development of the regions is a broad horizontal theme which affects multiple areas. All these areas are appropriately integrated into individual measures under the SPD 2. These are business support (Measures 2.1, 2.2), infrastructure and transport service development (Measures 1.1, 1.2, 1.3), support of human resources and the integration of socially excluded groups (Measure 1.3, 2.2), and tourism development (Measure 2.2). Despite this, in the SPD 2 only one area is extracted from this horizontal priority – social integration, which is described in the programming documentation as a separate horizontal priority and enters the evaluation process. In the case of the last horizontal priority, a more stringent approach than that required by the Manual has been selected in the case of the SPD 2. In accordance with the Manual’s recommendation, the horizontal priority of ‘balanced development of the regions’ is set apart as a separate evaluation criterion within the scope of project selection. All that is required is monitoring to ascertain whether a project is implemented in a structurally challenged area. From the aspect of the SPD 2, all projects are implemented in the selected territory, i.e. a territory faced with structural difficulties. In this respect, the recommendation contained in the Manual of Horizontal Priorities is fulfilled in the SPD 2. 

Horizontal priorities in general

The classification of projects from the aspect of their influence on individual horizontal priorities (equal opportunities, sustainable development and the information society) is set in the SPD 2 differently from the Manual’s recommendation. In place of the four-level classification used in the SPD 2, it is recommended that a three-level project classification be used reflecting the project’s influence on the horizontal priority (specific, positive or neutral).

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
We do not recommend significant modifications to the configuration of the horizontal priority system because of the advanced stage of the SPD 2.

2007-2013 programming period

For the 2007-2013 programming period, it should be noted that the number of horizontal priorities has narrowed to equal opportunities and sustainable development. For the integration of horizontal themes into the Competitiveness OP, we recommend using the document ‘Horizontal themes from the Top Down in 2007-2013 Documentation’. 

6.  Analysis of the implementation system

The primary objective of the sub-analysis of the SPD 2 implementation system is as follows:

1. to evaluate the configuration of the programme’s implementation system and its practical operation,

2. to identify the main problems in project administration and evaluate the time required by such administration, to identify the core problems and obstacles in communication between the MA and IB and between the MA and other entities,

3. to analyse the configuration of financial flows,

4. to evaluate the use of technical assistance,

5. to evaluate the effectiveness of CAP and identify the core problems and obstacles in communication in relation to the transmission of information from the MA to potential beneficiaries, the FB and the public. 

The analysis of the implementation system is closely bound up with the analyses of financial progress and the monitoring system. The purpose of the implementation system analysis is to find an answer to Evaluation Questions 24-34.

The basis for the analysis of the implementation system was information obtained primarily from structured interviews, the SPD 2 programming documentation and other materials of a methodological nature (e.g. recommending manuals). 

6.1  Configuration of the implementation system

The implementation system is described and configured in the programming documentation of the SPD 2, i.e. in the programming document, the programme complement, the operating manual, and is also governed by principles complying with Czech and Community legislation and the internal regulations of entities which are part of this structure. 

During the 2004-2006 programming period, the SPD 2 implementation system underwent an endurance test. All those involved (MA, IB, PU and FB) had to become used to the structure and learn how to navigate their way through it. This influenced the mutual cooperation of various entities and their communication, as well as the FB approach. It emerged from the structured interviews at the MA and IB that during the current 2004-2006 programming period the configuration of the implementation system had changed for the better thanks to the adaptation and modification of the relevant management documents and methodologies.

Although the implementation system works, its full functionality is affected by numerous circumstances arising, for example, due to the programme configuration. The main problems identified in the implementation system include: 

1. An insufficient number of employees at the IB (CRD and Office of the RC) and the intensive fluctuation of MA members of staff. It emerged from interviews at both IB that their activities during the programme have been hampered by a lack of staff, which could culminate in the protraction of project administration. Some of the FB notified us of the same problem; in certain cases they would welcome more time to consult their projects and project applications. Furthermore, the Office of the RC must currently also devote its time to the preparation of a programme for the new programming period.

2. The complexity of the implementation structure, the number of entities and the differences in their operations (especially as regards the MoRD and Prague City Hall). To a certain extent, the complex implementation structure hampers the management of the programme, complicates the movement of information and reduces the flexibility of the whole system. Duplicity in checks during the administration of projects and payment applications protracts the whole administration process (for more information see the following Chapter 6.2). On the other hand, the decentralization of programme management ensures the mutual checking of the activities of individual bodies.

Compared to this configuration, the implementation system of the Competitiveness O has been configured in a much simpler way – the MA is the City of Prague, the programme does not anticipate the establishment of IB, and everything takes place within a single entity. We expect this to facilitate mutual communication between responsible members of staff and to reduce the duration of certain processes such as the above-mentioned administration of projects or payment applications. For FB and potential applicants, the whole system will become more transparent and this could have a positive effect on the absorption capacity. However, the simplification of the implementation structure carries the risk of reduced transparency in programme management.

3. Missing procedures in the SPD 2 guidance documentation could, in certain cases, complicate the smooth course of programme implementation. In this respect, we bring attention to the absence of the following in particular: 

a) Clear, coherent procedures to build SPD 2 absorption capacity. The absorption capacity is viewed as a set of procedures implemented within the scope of other processes (e.g. information and publicity), but is not coherently regulated in the guidance documentation. The absence of clear procedures means that the absorption capacity is not a controlled process. In our opinion, this is confirmed by the fact that improvements in the absorption capacity have not been a continual process, but took place in ‘fits’ after three calls (i.e. not until the second half of the programming period), thanks in part to the implementation of projects from technical assistance to support applicants and final beneficiaries.

b) Written procedures and rules for the transmission of information between the IB and FB in the event of a change in the rules for project implementation. Although the established procedure in practice is for the MA to notify the IB of changes to rules and for the IB to then inform applicants and final beneficiaries, access to information is not proactive. This fact was confirmed to us by several FB who, in the structured interviews, revealed that they had only learnt of a change in rules when they came for a consultation. Missing written rules applicable to everyone (i.e. a deadline for the transmission of information, the method of transmission and the responsible person) could result in an individual approach which need not always work to the benefit of the final beneficiary.

In this sub-analysis, we also assessed the programme’s management and control mechanisms. These are configured in accordance with the requirements of guidance documentation and legislation; the powers of the individual entities are duly separated. In our analysis of the programming documentation, specifically the operating manual and its annexes, we identified an area where, compared to other areas, demonstrable independent control via two signatures on documents has not been configured. Specifically, this is the ‘Evaluation Report for the Regional Council’ (RC), which is only signed by the head of the RC Office. 

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
In the case of the SPD 2 we recommend: 

· that the IB consider increasing their staffing levels so that they can perform adequately in all areas delegated to them by the MA. 

· Modifying, in the operating manual, the rules for notifying the FB in the event of a change in rules so that active access to information is guaranteed.

· Setting independent check by means of two signatures for the ‘Evaluation Report for the Regional Council’.

· Updating guidance documentation (the Programme Complement etc.) and other sources of programme information (e.g. web pages) with regard to changes in the implementation structure following the amendment to Act No 248/2000 on regional development support.

2007-2013 programming period

For the new 2007-2013 programming period we recommend:

· Drawing up a procedural and personnel analysis to determine the necessary number of workers in the individual responsible implementation workplaces, and devoting sufficient attention to the skills and professional competence (of current or new) members of staff.

· Configuring the process of absorption capacity building as a controlled process and adjusting the absorption capacity building procedures in the guidance documentation.

· Regulating adequate control mechanisms in the guidance documentation (in keeping with the relevant European and Czech legislation) and ensuring the observance thereof. 

6.2 Project administration

The project administration process is described in detail in the SPD 2 Operating Manual, especially in Chapters C and D. The task of Chapter 6.2 is to identify the core problems connected with project administration, evaluate their time requirements, and identify possible time reserves to make administration more efficient. 

In our analysis of the Operating Manual and in structured interviews with entities in the implementation system (MA and IB), as well as with FB, we identified the following principal problems in the administration of project applications and the administration of authorized projects currently being implemented.

The main problems connected with the administration of project applications:

1. The time-consuming nature of the authorization and administration of project applications throughout the implementation structure (RC, CRD, MA) and the resulting uncertainty faced  by applicants regarding whether a project is authorized or not. There are 40 days for the checking of received projects and their evaluation at the Office of the RC as of the end of the project admission deadline, and another 30 days for project authorization by the RC. The time limit for an ex-ante check is 20 days
, and the time limit for a grant decision of the Minister for Regional Development 20 days. The CRD then prepares draft Conditions of the Decision concerning the participation of the national budget and the EU SF in project financing; these are sent to the final beneficiary for comments and suggestions. The final beneficiary has a time limit of 30 days in which to express comments and suggestions. This is followed by the process of issuing Decision for project financing. Only after the issue and signing of the Conditions can we say that the process of authorizing a project application has been completed. 

The sum of time limits referred to here is 140 days, which is more than four months. In reality, the whole process took longer; for example, this was the case with the second call, where the admission of applications was stopped on 31 March 2005 and the signing of the Conditions took place in mid-October 2005, i.e. after more than six months.

As is evident from the description above, the whole process takes place on several levels and involves three entities. Besides the set time limits, the process is protracted by the delivery of documentation; furthermore, the time limits were not always respected.

2. In connection with the circumstances referred to above, we bring attention in particular to the highly time-consuming nature of notifying individual calls and the authorization of projects by the RC. The authorization process for a project application and for the notification of individual calls was prolonged primarily by the low frequency of RC meetings. Until 31 July 2006, the role of the RC was played by the Prague City Assembly, which essentially was prevented by its role and principles of operation from reacting flexibly to the needs of the MA and IB of the SPD 2. In practice, then, it took up to several months for the RC to authorize projects and notify a call, which postponed disbursement from the SPD 2.

For all calls, the time between the closure date for project admission and the authorization of projects by the RC was not less than two months; in some cases it was almost three months, which transgresses the time limits set in the Operating Manual.

The main problems connected with the administration of authorized projects in implementation:

1. Payment applications are prolonged inter alia by the demanding system of checks. Checks of applications are conducted gradually by the CRD, MA and Budget Department of the Ministry for Regional Development, which checks ‘Payment Orders’; these are then sent by the MF to Česká spořitelna, a.s.. which makes the payment to the FB’s account. In certain cases, if a project is co-financed from the resources of Prague City Hall, it is also necessary to wait for the approval of the whole transaction by the Prague City Assembly, which protracts the process even more. In the guidance documentation there are no time limits for the payment application administration process, which can ultimate delay disbursement or even jeopardize the N+2 rule.

Furthermore, 100% of invoices need to be checked, a process which the MA claims lasts approximately four weeks. At present, according to the information at our disposal, sample checks are being prepared which could shorten the whole process. 

We discuss the configuration of financial flows in more detail in the following Chapter 6.3 ‘Configuration of financial flows’.

2. A problem in the transmission of information between individual entities in the implementation structure. The structured interviews and the analysis of the data available to us revealed that the information systems are inaccurate and do not make it possible to share up-to-date information on the status of projects; this means that individual pieces of information need to be verified at other entities and this slows down the whole administration process. We can assume that the complexity of the implementation system hampers the movement of information between individual entities. As a result, this can affect the consistency of information and the instructions made to the FB by individual entities; this was mentioned by several FB in the structured interviews and questionnaires. We discuss the configuration of information systems in more detail in Chapter 7 ‘Analysis of the monitoring system’.

In all areas of administration, experience of the duration of project administration among the parties involved (MA, IB, FB) varies depending on the type of project, the quality of processing, and administration on the part of the FB. 

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
We recommend setting time limits for individual steps in the payment application process and recording and monitoring the whole process in Monit IS.

2007-2013 programming period

In the next  programming period we recommend:

· setting individual processes with consideration for the frequency of meetings and the operations of the RC (e.g. the notification of individual calls, the setting of deadlines);

· simplifying the project authorization and administration system in the implementation structure and, with regard to valid legislation and the operations of individual entities, considering a reduction in the set time limits.

We also recommend paying attention to the following recommendations:

· under Chapter 6.3 ‘Configuration of financial flows’;

· under Chapter 7 ‘Analysis of the monitoring system’.

6.3
Configuration of financial flows

The start-up of the SPD 2 was hampered by the complex configuration of financial flows. However, a change has been made to the system during the 2004-2006 programming period to simplify and speed up the reimbursement of EU SF financial flows to the FB. This change took place in two steps:

· as of 1 January 2006 – by transfer to an intermediate stage – EU SF resources became part of the national budget, but the paying units were preserved;

· as of 1 January 2007, the paying units were transformed into the financial sections of departments, making payments of EU SF resources to final beneficiaries from the national budget. 

Changes in the financial flows include: 

1. Simpler implementation of the SPD 2, as the activities of the MoRD PU – to which the Paying Authority had delegated some of its powers (the Paying Unit was the Paying Authority’s intermediate body) – were discontinued. The MoRD PU, by means of an Agreement on the delegation of powers, was subordinate to the Paying Authority of the Ministry of Finance, but in terms of organization was under the Ministry for Regional Development, which placed higher demands on the transfer of information between the two ministries.

2. Greater transparency and a change in the reporting of the actual disbursement of the allocation, because as of 1 January 2006 financial resources for the SPD 2 at the amount of the share of co-financing from the national budget and the EU SF became part of the budget heading of the Ministry for Regional Development.

3. A reduction in the time it takes to reimburse financial resources to the final beneficiary – the share of the EU SF’s co-financing (in the form of pre-financing from the national budget) and the share of the national budget is paid to the final beneficiary from a single source, i.e. the national budget. The Managing Authority issues a Summary Claim from MSSF-Central on the set dates and sends it to the Paying Authority after the financial resources have been transferred to the final beneficiary’s account.

A more detailed analysis of effectiveness will be possible after the new system has been running for a longer period.

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
In connection with the transformation of paying units into financial sections of ministries, we recommend ensuring the effective transmission of information so that the new system can work without bugs or delays. This should be arranged by the implementation of Government Resolution No 1008/2006.

6.4   Use of technical assistance

Priority 3, which is split into Measure 3.1 ‘Expenditure on the direct management of the programme’ and Measure 3.2 ‘Expenditure on technical assistance’, focuses on technical assistance. As at 31 December 2006, approximately 63% of the allocation for Priority 3 was covered by a contract. Based on the number of projects submitted and their financial demands, and assuming further projects will be submitted in 2007, presumably the whole allocation for Priority 3 can be exhausted.

It became clear from interviews with the representatives of the MA and IB that the disbursement of technical assistance had begun late, which was due to the late configuration of the conditions of technical assistance in general and the internal policy of the Ministry for Regional Development.

Individual entities were taught how to use technical assistance and during the programming period use of technical assistance improved. In our opinion, the insufficient use of technical assistance at the start of the SPD 2 was also a contributory factor as regards the low absorption capacity. Disposable resources were not used to improve SPD 2 information and publicity or to assist applicants via an external consulting company. Thanks to the MA’s approach, the situation changed and these projects for the support of FB and applicants are now financed from the technical assistance.

In general, technical assistance is currently used sufficiently, and therefore helps the MA and IB play their role (including by means of financial resources to increase the number of workers), contributes to the greater publicity of the programme, and enables final beneficiaries to use the services of an external consulting company.

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
Within the scope of the SPD 2, we recommend preparing and submitting a sufficient number of quality projects so that the whole allocation for Priority 3 is exhausted. The submitted projects could inter alia focus on:

· ensuring the collection of statistical data for the monitoring of programme indicators;

· processing a detailed analysis of physical and financial progress.

2007-2013 programming period

For the new programming period we recommend: 

· ensuring the conditions for the use of technical assistance are set at the beginning of the programming period in such a manner that this assistance can be used effectively from the very start;

· approaching the technical assistance process strategically and drawing up a plan for the effective use of technical assistance, including a timetable taking into account the form in which specific projects are awarded in accordance with the Public Procurement Act (e.g. ensuring a sufficient time limit for the award of above-the-threshold contracts);

· with regard to the existence of the new Technical Assistance OP, consulting technical assistance within the scope of the Competitiveness OP with the Technical Assistance OP MA (MoRD) so that activities are not duplicated and so that synergic effects are maximized; in this respect we recommend, for example, initiating the establishment of a working group for the use of Technical Assistance OP, the members of which would be the representatives of all MA.

6.5  Effectiveness of the Communication Action Plan

By reference to the framework analysis of the CAP
 in the context of applicant awareness we identified the following deficiencies in the configuration of the CAP which affect its effectiveness.

Short-term and long-term CAP objectives are configured too generally. No quantified objectives are set so that the effectiveness of the CAP can be evaluated sufficiently accurately.

Detailed characteristics of individual target groups are not part of CAP. Knowledge of the features specific to the target groups is an important basis for the configuration of the corresponding communication and publicity instruments.

CAP instruments are defined on a general level. Information and publicity measures are not configured by reference to the specific characteristics of the target groups. Specific instruments are not defined for individual target groups. These are referred to in more detail in the annual CAP plan, which is subject to the approval of the SPD 2 MC.

It is apparent from the questionnaires and structured interviews that the most commonly used instruments are the Internet, seminars and consultations. As regards the Internet, we note the importance of ensuring consistent and up-to-date information in all official sources (currently information about the SPD 2 is posted on three websites of entities from the implementation structure: www.praha-město.cz/jpd2, www.strukturalni-fondy.cz, www.crr.cz) so that users are not forced to monitor all three sources out of concern that important information might elude them. 

In terms of seminars, the successful applicants (i.e. final beneficiaries) approached generally agree that the seminars are highly beneficial; they would welcome more seminars focusing on specific, practical themes and problems.

The CAP monitoring indicators are too quantitative. Under CAP, the quality of communication activities is not monitored, there is no exploration into the evolvement of awareness, knowledge, attitudes and experiences of the target groups; no base and target situations have been set. Knowledge of the impacts of information activities is important from the aspect of evaluating their effectiveness.

In our opinion, CAP – especially at the start of the programming period – was not the most appropriate basis for SPD 2 information and publicity. This fact is probably influenced by the weak start to the dissemination of information to potential applicants at the outset of SPD 2 implementation. Despite this, it is noteworthy that during implementation the MA and IB gradually eliminated CAP deficiencies by taking appropriate action.

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
For the current 2004-2006 programming period we recommend:

· Considering the dissemination of information about the SPD 2 over the Internet. In this respect, we recommend either ensuring a higher degree of cooperation among the administrators of individual websites in presenting uniform, consistent information, or designating one of the three sites as the official website for SPD 2 information and on the other websites publishing only general information with links to the official site.

· As regards seminars, we recommend notifying suitable themes on the Internet and enabling interested parties to select the seminars they are interested in. The seminar would be arranged as soon as there were enough interested parties.

· Being bolder in the publicity for successful projects, increasing the positive awareness about the SPD 2 and about the EU SF in general, and inspiring potential beneficiaries (especially under the Competitiveness OP) to prepare projects.

· Spreading positive awareness about the SPD 2 among journalists, in particular by means of frequent press releases whenever success is achieved (or by means of regular breakfasts for journalists with a pre-set theme).

The last two recommendations will contribute in particular to the positive image of programmes co-financed from the EU SF in the new programming period. 

2007-2013 programming period

For the new 2007-2013 programming period, we recommend reflecting the above-mentioned recommendations in the Competitiveness OP. We also recommend:

· setting specific and quantifiable objectives for the Communication Plan that will be verified in a survey;

· conducting an analysis of the specific characteristics of the target groups, which will be the basis for setting appropriate communication and publicity instruments;

· presenting successful SPD projects at the start of the Competitiveness OP which would also be eligible for the Competitiveness OP; later, successful SPD 2 projects would be replaced by successful Competitiveness OP projects;

· setting qualitative monitoring indicators so that it is possible to monitor the evolvement of awareness, knowledge, attitudes and experiences of the target groups; it is also necessary to set a base and target status for these indicators;

· setting up a toll-free line where specially trained staff would provide information about the possibilities of receiving assistance in Prague.

7.
Analysis of the monitoring system

The objective of the sub-analysis of the monitoring system of the SPD 2 is to assess:

1. the functioning of the information system, which is the basic instrument for monitoring the financial and physical progress of the SPD 2,

2. the configuration of the system of monitoring indicators in relation to the monitoring information system.

The monitoring system is used to monitor the physical and financial progress and therefore the analysis of the monitoring system is closely connected with analyses of physical and financial progress. Within the scope of the analysis of the monitoring system we reply to Evaluation Questions 35-39.

We conducted the analysis of the monitoring system based on information obtained during the structured interviews, a check of reports from the Monit and MSSF IS, and an analysis of the SPD 2 Operating Manual (Annex D6).

7.1
Monitoring information system

The monitoring information system Monit (‘Monit IS’) is used by individual entities in the implementation structure for the fulfilment of tasks laid down in the SPD 2 programming documentation. In this context it represents:

· for the MA, an instrument for programme monitoring and management – the MA is responsible for data in the IS and their validity;

· for the IB (the Office of the RC and the CRD), in particular a work tool for the administration of project applications and other matters connected with the monitoring of progress in projects being implemented. 

Besides the Monit IS, other information systems which play specific roles are also used in the implementation of the SPD 2. Specifically at issue are:

· MSSF Central – programme monitoring;

· Viola – accounting system for the SF (administrator: MF/Paying Authority);

· DIS – Grant information system for the administration of grants at the Ministry for Regional Development;

· ISPROFIN – IS for keeping records of national budget expenditure (administrator: Ministry of Finance).

7.1.1
Monit IS as an instrument for programme management and monitoring

Monit IS enables the MA to carry out basic administrative functions stemming from programming documentation (i.e. the transmission of data to the PA, Commission). However, for the MA it is not a sufficient instrument for programme management and monitoring. Reasons for Monit IS’s failure as a means of support for the MA in the management and monitoring of the programme are discussed below.

An important requirement for effective management and monitoring of the programme is the expedient configuration of processes in the IS. The procedures established in the Monit IS via project statuses are not detailed enough to reflect the actual situation, i.e. developments in the administration and implementation of a project, and any other events (e.g. the suspension of a project for objective reasons). Therefore the Monit IS does not provide the MA with sufficiently informative data which are reliable in the management and monitoring of the programme. 

The following circumstances, hampering the management and monitoring of the programme, are a consequence of the insufficiently detailed processes in the Monit IS:

· Topicality of data: IB members of staff have up-to-date information from the FB about the implementation of the project, but this cannot be reflected in the Monit IS. To illustrate the problem, we cite an example: A payment application is entered in Monit IS within three days if receipt, the applicant is then asked to remedy any deficiencies (which can take up to three months), but the return of the application to the applicant for additional processing cannot be recorded in Monit IS. Based on the information contained in Monit IS, the user is led to believe that the payment application has been waiting three months to be handled.

· Reliability of data: Data in Monit IS which are out of date reduces the informative value. Data from Monit IS are forwarded to MSSF-CENTRAL. The MA is forced to verify outputs from Monit IS and MSSF-CENTRAL outside the IS (e.g. by telephoning the competent entities). We consider this data validation to be ineffective.

· Data alteration: Further to the verification of outputs from MSSF-CENTRAL, in certain cases data are altered based on data from Monit IS. However, the data are not altered in the system but in the output reports. In cases where data are altered, there is a significant risk of data inconsistency, where one entity uses data altered in the wake of the verification process and another entity uses data generated directly from MSSF-CENTRAL. There is also the risk that mistakes will be made when the data are rewritten. 

In our analysis of the financial progress in the implementation of the SPD 2, we used reports from MSSF-CENTRAL and had the chance to check up on the problem of data alteration. With some reports, it was evident that data had been altered but the alterations had not been reflected in all the relevant fields, which resulted in irregularities in the vertical sums in the report (Report SF 167).

· Special reports: It emerged from the structured interviews that some members of staff of the IB – CRD keep separate reports outside the IS and some overviews are even sent regularly to the MA for monitoring purposes. 

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
The problems of configuring processes in the IS are extensive and in our opinion major changes in the current programming period would not be appropriate or effective. Nevertheless, we recommend a minor modification to the process of payment application administration, introducing the function of a register of payment applications returned to applicants to be reprocessed.

2007-2013 programming period

In the new programming period, we recommend paying maximum attention to the implementation of a suitable monitoring information system that meets the demands of an effective and user-friendly instrument for programme management and monitoring. Bearing in mind the valuable experience of the current MA regarding the administration of the Monit IS, we recommend that the new MA of the Competitiveness OP communicate actively with the relevant MA staff in the configuration of the IS. 

During implementation, we also recommend ongoing evaluations of system effectiveness with regard to its functions, and eliminating any deficiencies by adopting specific remedial measures. 

7.1.2
Monit IS as a work tool
No serious shortcomings were identified in the use of Monit IS as a work tool at IB level. Monit IS enables the IB – the Office of the RC – to handle the task of receiving project applications, generating information on received projects and reports for the purposes of project administration and evaluation. For the IB – CRD, Monit IS is also an appropriate work tool which is used to generate reports/forms for risk analysis, ex-ante checks and to communicate with successful applicants. The CRD is also responsible for receiving payment applications and all types of monitoring reports, and for keeping records of them in Monit IS.
A weakness of work with Monit IS is the manual import of data from payment applications, including monitoring reports, by members of staff of the IB – CRD. This procedure is ineffective and increases the risk of error when data are rewritten. 
For the appropriate monitoring of the programme and documentation of the processes, pre-defined reports are available in Monit IS. The pre-defined Monit IS reports (reports A, B, D, R referred to in Annex D6 to the Operating Manual) used to document processes within the scope of project application administration are duplicated in certain instances. Certain reports which are identical or which have only slight differences (e.g. a different signatory or an extra column) are listed twice. We believe that the existence of several reports containing identical data is a non-systematic solution that places demands on checks and comparisons of data between individual reports. 
Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
We recommend holding a working meeting of the IB and MA to discuss individual reports referred to in Annex D6 of the Operating Manual. Based on the findings, we recommend considering the merger or modification of some of the reports. However, the genuine need for modifications should be considered with a view to the advanced stage of SPD 2 implementation in the current programming period. Some changes could be more of a burden in the well-established administration process.
Below we cite examples of specific proposals for improvements:

· we recommend considering whether it would be advisable to merge certain reports (e.g. A4+A6, A8+A9, A12+R3, B5+B6, D2+D5);

· in the letter rejecting the co-financing of a project under the SPD 2 programme (Report D4), we consider the reasons for rejecting the project to be very general and therefore we recommend citing specific reasons for the exclusion of the project;

· in the overview of the evaluation of a round of a grant scheme call (Report R1, Table 2), we recommend adding information on co-financing from the national budget and from the EU SF;

· we believe it would be advisable to expand the report ‘Information on SPD 2 Publicity’ (Report R1, Table 3) to include other publicity activities (e.g. the provision of consultations);

· in the report ‘List of experts for the requirements of project evaluation’ (Report R1, Table 6), we believe it would be advisable to add an overview of projects evaluated by a given evaluator.

2007-2013 programming period

In the new programming period, we recommend setting up a working group composed of the representatives of implementing bodies. One of the tasks of this group should be to create reports which meet the requirements of an effective and consistent instrument. For the sake of completeness, we state that a similar working group is already up and running within the CSF structure.

7.1.3 Links between Monit IS and other IS
The technical interaction between the Monit IS, MSSF-CENTRAL and Viola is configured adequately and automated transmission works without any serious problems. It is the smooth interaction between these three systems which is a key factor in the problem-free disbursement of resources from the EU SF. 
Other IS involved in project administration are DIS and ISPROFIN. The DIS system is used for the administration of MoRD grants and is connected to MSSF-CENTRAL. Data on the capital and non-capital expenditure of projects are transferred to DIS. These data are transferred manually from the DIS IS to the IS for the registration of national budget expenditure (ISPROFIN).
The number of IS involved in the implementation of the SPD 2 is excessive in our opinion. Nevertheless, eliminating them would not be feasible in the current programming period. The involvement of the DIS IS and ISPROFIN also stems from the requirements of external entities outside the SPD 2 implementation structure.
7.2 Indicators and monitoring indicators
We discuss the evaluation of the system of programme indicators and monitoring indicators in detail in the analysis of physical progress in the implementation of the SPD 2 (see Chapter 5). It is evident from the analysis inter alia that there is insufficient vertical interaction between programme indicators and monitoring indicators. This deficiency is also reflected in the Monit IS, where no links are configured between the monitoring indicators of projects, the indicators of measures, priorities and global indicators. The inadequate links mean that the values of project monitoring indicators cannot be read at the level of other indicators. The Monit IS fails as an instrument for monitoring the physical progress of SPD 2 implementation.

Recommendations
2004-2006 programming period
Further to the recommendations made in the analysis of the physical progress in the implementation of the SPD 2 (Chapter 5), we recommend incorporating outputs from the detailed analysis of the physical progress into the Monit IS. 

2007-2013 programming period

In the new programming period, we recommend configuring a comprehensive tool kit of monitoring indicators and other indicators, including all related services, in the IS. For the correct configuration of the system, we recommend proceeding in accordance with the methodology for the recording and monitoring of indicators.
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1 Please describe your project, i.e. the focus by priority and measure.

2 Will you manage to implement the project in accordance with the schedule?

3

Are changes being made to your project compared to the original plan? If yes, 

what sort?

4 Changes in budget? (increase/decrease)

5 What sort of change in the budget are you reporting?

6

How does the configured system of project/payment application 

administration suit your needs?

7 What are the main risks of project implementation?

8 What are the main risks attached to the receipt of a grant?

9

How are you managing to meet your project objectives? Are you satisfied with 

the way things are developing?

10 Do you think you will meet the project objectives?

11

Has anything surprised you during the implementation of the project? If yes, 

what – internal (connected with the configuration of the project) or external 

influences (complexity of administration and configuration of SPD 2, approach 

adopted by the MA/IB)?

12

Does your project address horizontal priorities, i.e. how does it influence equal 

opportunities (flexible forms of employment, reconciliation of private and 

working life, integration into work after parental leave, childcare arrangements, 

care for the disabled, cohesion of urban communities); sustainable 

development, information society, labour market and social integration?

13

How satisfied were you with the project evaluation (especially transparency, 

objectiveness, and time requirements)? Were you informed sufficiently and in 

good time?

14

How did you prepare the project – alone, did you recruit a new member of 

staff, or did you draw on the assistance of an external consulting company?

15

Do you have experience of various methods of project preparation? Which do 

you rate as the most advantageous/best?

16

Are you satisfied with the configured system of SPD 2 implementation? If no, 

what shortcomings do you see? 

17 Project application administration

18 Reimbursement of payments 

19 Project monitoring

20 Checks/audits of project

21 Communication/information about the project

22

How long did the administration and evaluation of the project application last? 

How long did it take before you received notification of the evaluation results?

23 If the project application administration took a long time, who was at fault?

24

How long did the administration of the payment request take? How long did it 

take before you received the money in your account? (if a payment 

application has already been submitted)

25

With you knowledge of the situation, would you submit another project? If not, 

please specify reasons.

26

Did you identify any obstacles in the presentation/implementation of projects 

under the SPD 2? (e.g. the absence of payments on account, overly 

demanding and protracted administration, indicators, eligible costs, etc.)

27

Were any changes to legislative acts reflected in the implementation of the 

project? (e.g. the Public Procurement Act, the Act on Regional Development 

Support)

28

Are you satisfied with the support and information from the IB/MA (transfer of 

information, methodological support or financial management)? If no, what 

shortcomings do you see? 

29 Are you managing to meet project indicators? If no, why not?

30

Do you see any problem in the configuration of the indicators (measurability, 

objectiveness, etc.)?

31

How often do you send monitoring reports? Are you happy with the configured 

system?

32

In your opinion, does the SPD 2 address genuine problems in the selected 

territories?

33 In your opinion, why are so few projects submitted?

Other

Date

Position of respondent

Physical progress in the SPD 2

Project 

monitoring

Financial progress and 

absorption capacity

Implementation system

SPECIMEN STRUCTURE OF AN INTERVIEW WITH THE FINAL BENEFICIARY WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 

EVALUATION

Name of respondent

Questions/ Answers

Contact for data verification

Interview conducted by

Type of final beneficiary: Individual project
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1 What is the difference between the two grant schemes notified?

2 Will you manage to implement the GS in accordance with the schedule?

3 Will you manage to exhaust the full allocation approved for the GS?

4

Are changes being made to your project compared to the original plan? If yes, 

what sort?

5 Changes in budget? (increase/decrease)

6 What sort of change in the budget are you reporting?

7

How does the configured system of project/payment application 

administration suit your needs? Is the system for the GS the same as for IP?

8 What are the main risks of GS implementation?

9

How are you managing to meet your GS objectives? Are you satisfied with the 

way things are developing?

10 Do you think you will meet the GS objectives?

11

Has anything surprised you during the implementation of the GS? If yes, what 

– internal (connected with the configuration of the GS) or external influences 

(complexity of administration and configuration of SPD 2, approach adopted 

by the MA/IB)?

12

Does your project address horizontal priorities, i.e. how does it influence equal 

opportunities (flexible forms of employment, reconciliation of private and 

working life, integration into work after parental leave, childcare arrangements, 

care for the disabled, cohesion of urban communities); sustainable 

development, information society, labour market and social integration?

13

How satisfied were you with the GS evaluation (especially transparency, 

objectiveness, and time requirements)? Were you informed sufficiently and in 

good time?

14

How satisfied were you with the evaluation of projects (especially 

transparency, objectiveness, and time requirements)? Were you informed 

sufficiently and in good time? What are the largest problems in the evaluation 

process?

15

How long does the project evaluation process take? If it takes a long time, 

what are the problems?

16 Did you identify any obstacles in the presentation of the GS under the SPD 2?

17

Did you identify any obstacles in the presentation of projects under the SPD 

2? (e.g. the absence of payments on account, overly demanding and 

protracted administration, indicators, eligible costs, etc.)

18

Which institutions configures the implementation system for the GS, for the 

FR? Do you see any room for improvement?

19

Are you satisfied with the configured system of SPD 2 implementation? If no, 

what shortcomings do you see? 

20 GS administration

21 GS evaluation 

22 Reimbursement of payments for GS

23 GS monitoring

24 Checks/audits of GS 

25 Project application administration

26 Project evaluation 

27 Reimbursement of payments for projects

28 Project monitoring

29 Checks/audits of projects

30 Communication/information about the project

31

How long did the evaluation of the GS project application last? How long did it 

take before you received notification of the evaluation results?

32

How long does the administration of the payment request take? How long did 

it take before you received the money in your account?

33

Are you satisfied with the support and information from the IB/MA (transfer of 

information, methodological support or financial management)? If no, what 

shortcomings do you see? 

34 Do you have a sufficient number of final recipients?

35

How happy are you with the cooperation with final recipients? Do you receive 

enough assistance from the MA/IB or is everything left up to you?

36 What are the most common problems you handle with the FR?

37

Can progress be identified in the FR? (better informed, better quality projects, 

etc.)

38 How do you communicate with FR? Do you organize informative seminars?

39 Do you have a sufficient number of quality projects?

40

Were any changes to legislative acts reflected in the implementation of the 

GS? (e.g. the SME Support Act, the Public Procurement Act, the Act on 

Regional Development Support) How did you handle the change in the 

definition of SMEs?

41 Are you managing to meet GS indicators? If no, why not?

42 Are you managing to meet FR project indicators?

43

Do you see any problem in the configuration of the indicators (measurability, 

objectiveness, etc.)?

44 Do you monitor the progress in the implementation of FR projects?

45

Do you send the MA monitoring reports? Are you happy with the system 

configured for monitoring?

46

In your opinion, does the SPD 2 address genuine problems in the selected 

territories?

47 In your opinion, why are so few projects submitted?

SPECIMEN STRUCTURE OF AN INTERVIEW WITH THE FINAL BENEFICIARY WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 

EVALUATION

Name of respondent

Questions/ Answers

Contact for data verification

Interview conducted by

Type of final beneficiary: Grant schemes

Other

Date

Position of respondent

Physical progress in the SPD 2

Project monitoring

Implementation system

Financial progress and 

absorption capacity
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1

How do you handle absorption capacity building? Are there special 

procedures for AC? How many people deal with AC? Is that enough?

2

Do you monitor absorption capacity regularly? How often, and what is the 

related action?

3

From you point of view is SPD 2 absorption capacity a problem? What are the 

reasons for the low absorption capacity?

4

For what priorities/measures is there a surplus of projects and where is there 

a lack of projects?

5

In your opinion, why are poor quality projects submitted?

6

What steps have been taken to increase absorption capacity?

7

How is this reflected in the further development of the SPD 2?

8

What steps would you recommend to increase AC?

9

What are the reasons for low disbursement and how can this situation be 

reversed?

10

In your opinion, is the SPD 2 suitably configured? Is there cohesion between 

the socioeconomic and SWOT analysis of strategy and priorities/measures?

11

In your opinion, were the territories into which assistance is channelled 

expediently selected?

12

In your view, is project evaluation ideal (observance of the principle of 

transparency, non-discrimination, equal access)? 

13

Did you identify any obstacles in the presentation/implementation of projects 

under the SPD 2? (e.g. the absence of payments on account, overly 

demanding and protracted administration, indicators, eligible costs, etc.)

14

Was sufficient attention paid to horizontal priorities (equal opportunities, 

sustainable development, information society, labour market and social 

integration)?

15

How familiar are you with the horizontal priorities and how are you managing 

to implement them?

16

How prepared are applicants/beneficiaries for the implementation of the SPD 

2? Are certain groups of applicants more prepared than others? If so, please 

specify.

17

If preparedness is low, what do you do to improve it? Is it enough? If not, why 

not?

18

In your view, what is communication directed towards applicants like?

19

Who is responsible for communicating with applicants (MA, IB)? How are 

powers distributed among individual bodies?

20

In your view, what is communication directed towards beneficiaries like? Are 

they kept informed of any changes in the programme? Are there written 

procedures on keeping them informed?

21

Do you keep records of potential applicants? Do you communicate with them 

as regards the submission of applications?

22

Do you use technical assistance sufficiently and purposefully? How do you 

plan projects financed from TA? If use is not optimal, where do you think the 

biggest problems are?

23

In each measure, approximately CZK 4 million remains in the form of TA – do 

you have potential projects to use these resources?

24

Are there adequate procedures for the management and implementation of 

the SPD 2?

25

How long, on average, does the process of the administration and evaluation 

of a project application and the process of payment application administration 

take? Are the deadlines run over?

26

Do you monitor and assess respect for deadlines in relation to the 

administration of project and payment applications? Why are deadlines not 

respected?

27

Is the implementation system at MA/IB/PA level smooth, are there any 

duplicate activities which would extend the time limits, are staffing and 

technical capacities sufficient?

28

Are you coping with the performance of all activities required in connection 

with management and implementation? If not, please specify the area and 

reasons.

29

Is the implementation system optimal for beneficiaries? If you see 

weaknesses, opportunities for improvement, please specify.

30

Is the configuration of financial flows optimal (between FR-FB-IB-MA-PU-PA)?

31

How are you managing to implement CAP? Have the objectives been set in 

an optimal manner, are they being met? Do activities within the scope of CAP 

help absorption capacity building? What is the interaction between 

communication activities and the monitoring of absorption capacity?

32

During project evaluation, do you carry out evaluations of the risk posed by an 

applicant, i.e. the applicant’s capacity to implement the project in line with the 

conditions?

33

How do you handle irregularities? Who do you handle them with?

34

Were any changes to legislative acts reflected in the implementation of the 

SPD 2? (e.g. the SME Support Act, the Public Procurement Act, the Act on 

Regional Development Support) How did you deal with these changes? Did 

you inform FB of the changes?

35

What problems are caused by the City of Prague Act?

36

Are you happy with the monitoring IS? Does it comply with operating 

requirements and user access needs? 

37

Is the monitoring system user friendly? If not, what is the problem?

38

Are the data in the monitoring IS up to date? If not, what is the problem?

39

Are data entered in the IS in time? If not, why not?

40

Do FB submit data in time?

41

Do FB submit data which are not used? Is it possible to eliminate these data?

42

Is the system for monitoring configured in an optimal manner (indicators, 

beneficiaries’ reports, IS)? Do procedures exist? If not, please specify.

43

Are SPD 2 progress monitoring indicators set  appropriately? If no, what 

weaknesses do you see? (e.g. is there vertical and horizontal interaction 

within the programme?)

44

Are project indicators in line with the indicators under measures?

45

Are indicators met? If no, what action are you taking to improve the situation?

46

Are indicators suitably measurable (availability of resources etc.) and 

objective?

47

In your opinion, does the SPD 2 address genuine problems in the selected 

territories?

48

In the new period, what can be changed to improve the programme?

Contact for information verification

Interview conducted by

Implementation system

Physical progress in the SPD 2

Other

SPECIMEN STRUCTURE OF AN INTERVIEW WITH A MEMBER OF STAFF OF THE MA WITHIN THE SCOPE OF 

THE SPD 2 EVALUATION

Monitoring system

Financial progress and absorption 

capacity

Date

Position of respondent

Name of respondent

Questions/ Answers
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1

How do you handle absorption capacity building? Are there special 

procedures for AC? How many people deal with AC? Is it enough?

2

Do you monitor absorption capacity regularly? How often, and what is the 

related action? Do you discuss AC with the MA?

3

From you point of view is SPD 2 absorption capacity a problem? What are the 

reasons for the low absorption capacity?

4

For what priorities/measures is there a surplus of projects and where is there 

a lack of projects?

5 In your opinion, why are poor quality projects submitted?

6 What steps have been taken to increase absorption capacity?

7 How is this reflected in the further development of the SPD 2?

8 What steps would you recommend to increase AC?

9

What are the reasons for low disbursement and how can this situation be 

reversed?

10

In your opinion, is the SPD 2 suitably configured? Is there cohesion between 

the socioeconomic and SWOT analysis of strategy and priorities/measures?

11

In your opinion, were the territories into which assistance is channelled 

expediently selected?

12

In your view, is project evaluation ideal (observance of the principle of 

transparency, non-discrimination, equal access)? 

13

Did you identify any obstacles in the presentation/implementation of projects 

under the SPD 2? (e.g. the absence of payments on account, overly 

demanding and protracted administration, indicators, eligible costs, etc.)

14

Was sufficient attention paid to horizontal priorities (equal opportunities, 

sustainable development, information society, labour market and social 

integration)?

15

How familiar are you with the horizontal priorities and how are you managing 

to implement them?

16

During project evaluation, do you carry out evaluations of the risk posed by an 

applicant, i.e. the applicant’s capacity to implement the project in line with the 

conditions?

17

Do you keep records of potential applicants and support them in the 

preparation of projects and submission of applications within the scope of the 

SPD 2?

18

Do you use technical assistance sufficiently and purposefully? How do you 

plan projects financed from TA? If use is not optimal, where do you think the 

biggest problems are?

19

In each measure, approximately CZK 4 million remains in the form of TA – do 

you have potential projects to use these resources?

20

Are there adequate procedures for the implementation of the SPD 2? Do you 

receive adequate methodological support from the MA?

21

Is the implementation system at MA/IB level smooth, are there any duplicate 

activities which would extend the time limits, are staffing and technical 

capacities sufficient?

22 Is communication with the MA satisfactory?

23

How long, on average, does the process of the administration and evaluation 

of a project application and the process of payment application administration 

take? Are the deadlines run over? (Project RCS/ payment application CRD)

24

Do you monitor and assess respect for deadlines in relation to the 

administration of project and payment applications? (Project RCS/ payment 

application CRD)

25 If deadlines are not respected, what is the problem?

26

How often does the RC meet to evaluate projects? (time limit for meetings of 

30 days as of project scoring)

27

Are you coping with the performance of all activities required in connection 

with implementation? If not, please specify the area and reasons.

28

Is the implementation system optimal for beneficiaries? If you see 

weaknesses, opportunities for improvement, please specify.

29

Is the system for project administration and evaluation optimal? Does the RC 

have sufficient information for the selection of projects? Are political 

influences reflected in the selection of projects?

30

How prepared are applicants/beneficiaries for the implementation of the SPD 

2? Are certain groups of applicants more prepared than others? If so, please 

specify.

31

If preparedness is low, what do you do to improve it? Is it enough? If not, why 

not?

32 Are all sufficiently high quality projects submitted? If not, why not?

33

Is the project consulted with the applicant before the application is submitted? 

Are there opportunities/efforts to eliminate formal deficiencies or the 

inadmissibility of a project for the SPD 2 before an application is submitted?

34 Is the configuration of financial flows optimal (between FR-FB-IB-MA-PU-PA)?

35

Is the system for monitoring configured in an optimal manner (indicators, 

beneficiaries’ reports, IS)? Do procedures exist? If not, please specify.

36

How are you managing to implement CAP? Have the objectives been set in 

an optimal manner, are they being met? Do activities within the scope of CAP 

help absorption capacity building? What is the interaction between 

communication activities and the monitoring of absorption capacity?

37 In your view, what is communication directed towards applicants like?

38

Who is responsible for communicating with applicants (MA, IB)? How are 

powers distributed among individual bodies?

39

In your view, what is communication directed towards beneficiaries like? Are 

they kept informed of any changes in the programme? Are there written 

procedures on keeping them informed?

40 How do you handle irregularities? Who do you handle them with?

41

Were any changes to legislative acts reflected in the implementation of the 

SPD 2? (e.g. the SME Support Act, the Public Procurement Act, the Act on 

Regional Development Support) How did you deal with these changes? Did 

you inform FB of the changes?

42 What problems are caused by the City of Prague Act?

Name of respondent

Questions/ Answers

Contact for information verification

Interview conducted by

SPECIMEN STRUCTURE OF AN INTERVIEW WITH A MEMBER OF STAFF OF THE IB WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE 

SPD 2 EVALUATION

Implementation system

Financial progress and absorption 

capacity

Physical progress in the SPD 2

Date

Position of respondent


[image: image22.emf]43

Are you happy with the monitoring IS? Does it comply with operating 

requirements and user access needs? 

44 Is the monitoring system user friendly? If not, what is the problem?

45 Are the data in the monitoring IS up to date? If not, what is the problem?

46 Are data entered in the IS in time? If not, why not?

47 Do FB submit data in time?

48 Do FB submit data which are not used? Is it possible to eliminate these data?

49

Are SPD 2 progress monitoring indicators set  appropriately? If no, what 

weaknesses do you see? (e.g. is there vertical and horizontal interaction 

within the programme?)

50 Are project indicators in line with the indicators under measures?

51 Are indicators met? If no, what action are you taking to improve the situation?

52

Are indicators suitably measurable (availability of resources etc.) and 

objective?

53

Is the course of project implementation monitored? Are any problems dealt 

with by communicating with the FB? Is assistance provided to the FB?

54

In your opinion, does the SPD 2 address genuine problems in the selected 

territories?

55 In the new period, what can be changed to improve the programme?

Other

Monitoring system
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1

From you point of view is SPD 2 absorption capacity a problem? What are the 

reasons for the low absorption capacity?

2

For what priorities/measures is there a surplus of projects and where is there 

a lack of projects?

3 In your opinion, why are poor quality projects submitted?

4 What steps have been taken to increase absorption capacity?

5 How is this reflected in the further development of the SPD 2?

6

What are the reasons for low disbursement and how can this situation be 

reversed?

7

In your opinion, is the SPD 2 suitably configured? Is there cohesion between 

the socioeconomic and SWOT analysis of strategy and priorities/measures?

8

In your opinion, were the territories into which assistance is channelled 

expediently selected?

9

In your view, is project evaluation ideal (observance of the principle of 

transparency, non-discrimination, equal access)? 

10

Did you identify any obstacles in the presentation/implementation of projects 

under the SPD 2? (e.g. the absence of payments on account, overly 

demanding and protracted administration, indicators, eligible costs, etc.)

11

Was sufficient attention paid to horizontal priorities (equal opportunities, 

sustainable development, information society, labour market and social 

integration)?

12

How prepared are applicants/beneficiaries for the implementation of the SPD 

2? Are certain groups of applicants more prepared than others? If so, please 

specify.

13

Are there adequate procedures for the implementation of the SPD 2? Do you 

receive adequate methodological support from the MA?

14

Do you have sufficient information for project evaluation? What 

information/documentation is lacking? 

15

How does evaluation take place at the RC? How many projects are evaluated 

at one meeting of the RC?

16 Are political influences reflected in the selection of projects?

17

Is the implementation system at MA/IB level smooth, are there any duplicate 

activities which would extend the time limits, are staffing and technical 

capacities sufficient?

18 Is communication with the MA satisfactory?

19

Is the implementation system optimal for beneficiaries? If you see 

weaknesses, opportunities for improvement, please specify.

20

How often does the RC meet to evaluate projects? (time limit of 30 days as of 

project scoring)

21 Is it possible for the RC to meet more often?

22

Does the City of Prague Act cause any problems as regards the smooth 

implementation of the SPD 2?

23

The amendment to the Regional Development Act has given the RC legal 

personality – how has this been reflected? Did this change make the RC more 

independent of the Assembly?

24

Is the system for project administration and evaluation optimal? Does the RC 

have sufficient information for the evaluation of projects?

25 Are all sufficiently high quality projects submitted? If not, why not?

26 In your view, what is communication directed towards applicants like?

27

Who is responsible for communicating with applicants (MA, IB)? How are 

powers distributed among individual bodies?

28

During project evaluation, do you carry out evaluations of the risk posed by an 

applicant, i.e. the applicant’s capacity to implement the project in line with the 

conditions?

29

In your view, what is communication directed towards beneficiaries like? Are 

they kept informed of any changes in the programme? Are there written 

procedures on keeping them informed?

30

Were any changes to legislative acts reflected in the implementation of the 

SPD 2? (e.g. the SME Support Act, the Public Procurement Act, the Act on 

Regional Development Support) How did you deal with these changes? Did 

you inform FB of the changes?

31 What problems are caused by the City of Prague Act?

32

How familiar are you with the horizontal priorities and how are you managing 

to implement them?

33

Are you happy with the monitoring IS? Does it comply with operating 

requirements and user access needs? Do you have access to Monit IS, 

MSSF?

34 Are the data in the monitoring IS up to date? If not, what is the problem?

35

Are SPD 2 progress monitoring indicators set  appropriately? If no, what 

weaknesses do you see? (e.g. is there vertical and horizontal interaction 

within the programme?)

36 Are project indicators in line with the indicators under measures?

37 Are indicators met? If no, what action are you taking to improve the situation?

38

Are indicators suitably measurable (availability of resources etc.) and 

objective?

39

In your opinion, does the SPD 2 address genuine problems in the selected 

territories?

40 In the new period, what can be changed to improve the programme?

Other

SPECIMEN STRUCTURE OF AN INTERVIEW WITH A MEMBER OF STAFF OF THE REGIONAL COUNCIL WITHIN 

THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 EVALUATION

Monitoring system

Financial progress and 

absorption capacity

Physical progress in the SPD 2

Date

Position of respondent

Implementation system

Name of respondent

Questions/ Answers

Contact for information verification

Interview conducted by
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1

What are the reasons for low disbursement and how can this situation be 

reversed?

2

How can disbursement be speeded up by configuring another system for the 

administration of payment applications? (e.g. more frequent submission of 

payment applications, invoices, etc.)

3

Are there adequate procedures for the financial management and 

implementation of the SPD 2?

4

How long does it take, as of receipt of an application, for a grant to be paid to 

the FB’s account?

5

Is the payment application administration system at MA/IB/PU/PA level 

smooth, are there any duplicate activities which would extend the time limits, 

are staffing and technical capacities sufficient?

6

Are you coping with the performance of all activities required in connection 

with the administration of payment applications? If not, please specify the 

area and reasons.

7

Is the payment reimbursement system optimal for beneficiaries? If you see 

weaknesses, opportunities for improvement, please specify.

8 Is the configuration of financial flows optimal (between FR-FB-IB-MA-PU-PA)?

9

Are you happy with the monitoring IS? Does it comply with operating 

requirements and user access needs? 

10

Which IS do you use in the administration of payments? (Monit, MSSF, Viola, 

ISPROFIN)

11 Are the data in the monitoring IS up to date? If not, what is the problem?

12

Is there a large difference between the total amount of payments reimbursed 

and payments placed to account in Viola? How long after release of the 

payment is it placed to account in Viola? 

13

How long does the payment application administration process take on 

average? Are the deadlines run over? 

14

Do you monitor and assess respect for deadlines in relation to the 

administration of payment applications?

Other

15 In the new period, what can be changed to improve the programme?

SPECIMEN STRUCTURE OF AN INTERVIEW WITH A MEMBER OF STAFF OF THE PAYING UNIT WITHIN THE SCOPE OF 

THE SPD 2 EVALUATION

Monitoring system

Implementation system

Financial 

progress and 

absorption 

capacity

Date

Position of respondent

Name of respondent

Questions/ Answers

Contact for information verification

Interview conducted by
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1

What are the reasons for low disbursement and how can this situation be 

reversed?

2

How can disbursement be speeded up by configuring another system for the 

administration of payment applications? (e.g. more frequent submission of 

payment applications, invoices, etc.)

3

Is documentation for the certification of expenditure presented in order and in 

good time?

4

Are there adequate procedures for the financial management and 

implementation of the SPD 2?

5

Is the payment application administration system at MA/IB/PU/PA level 

smooth, are there any duplicate activities which would extend the time limits, 

are staffing and technical capacities sufficient?

6

How does cooperation with the PU work? Do you receive documentation, 

summary payment applications in order?

7

Is the payment reimbursement system optimal for beneficiaries? If you see 

weaknesses, opportunities for improvement, please specify.

8 Is the configuration of financial flows optimal (between FR-FB-IB-MA-PU-PA)?

9

Are you happy with the monitoring IS? Does it comply with operating 

requirements and user access needs? 

10

Which IS do you use in the administration of payments? (Monit, MSSF, Viola, 

ISPROFIN)

11 Are payments placed to account in Viola on an ongoing basis?

Other

12 In the new period, what can be changed to improve the programme?

Contact for information verification

Interview conducted by

SPECIMEN STRUCTURE OF AN INTERVIEW WITH A MEMBER OF STAFF OF THE PAYING AUTHORITY WITHIN THE 

SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 EVALUATION

Monitoring 

system

Implementation system

Financial progress 

and absorption 

capacity

Date

Position of respondent

Name of respondent

Questions/ Answers


Annex 4 – List of respondents

[image: image26.emf]Type of entity

Interview

Position Full name Email Phone Address

Managing Authority

Head of SPD 2 Unit Renata Jedličková jedren@mmr.cz  224 861 709

financial manager Daniela Přivřelová pridan@mmr.cz  224 861 291

monitoring and evaluation Petra Vančurová vanpet@mmr.cz  224 861 653

information systems, GS methodology Vít Šumpela sumvit@mmr.cz 224 861 569

3

SPD 2 and TA methodology Helena Čikarová cikhel@mmr.cz 224 861 344

4

Internal Audit Unit Martin Kubš kubmar@mmr.cz 234 154 419

Škrétova 6, Praha 2

Intermediate body

5

head coordinator Marcela Nováková marcela.novakova@cityofprague.cz 236 002 685

6

project administrator (TA, publicity) Michal Struha michal.struha@cityofprague.cz 236 002 859

project manager for P1 Jakub Benda jakub.benda@cityofprague.cz 236 002 064

project manager for P2 Martin Škréta martin.skreta@cityofprague.cz 236 002 537

IB - CRD

branch manager Jan Pokorný pokorny@crr.cz 221 596 520

project manager Kateřina Geršlová gerslova@crr.cz 221 580 252

financial manager Zdeňka Zatloukalová zatloukalova@crr.cz 221 580 243

Beneficiary

Measure 1.1

9

City of Prague - Prague City Hall Transport Department Boris Šálek boris.salek@cityofprague.cz

236 004 213

Jungmannova 29/35, Praha 1

10

Dopravní podnik hl.m. Prahy Rudolf Pála palar@r.dpp.cz

296 192 213

Sokolovská 217, Praha 9

Measure 1.2

11

City of Prague - Prague City Hall Asset Management Department Petr Svoboda petr.svoboda@cityofprague.cz 236 002 050

Mariánské nám. 2, Praha 1

12

Praha 8 Jan Novotný jan.novotny@p8.mepnet.cz 222 805 369

Na Košince 1, Praha Libeň

Measure 1.3

13

City of Prague - City Investor Department Dobroslav Hanzlík dobroslav.hanzlik@cityofprague.cz 236 004 651

Mariánské nám. 2, Praha 1

14

BONA Foundation Jitka Štambachová  nadacebona@nadacebona.cz 233 544 069

Pod Čimickým hájem 177/1, Praha 8

Measure 2.1

15

Societas Rudolphina, o.s. Ivan Dvořák ivan.dvorak@rudolphina.cz 608 702 223

Klimentská 20, Praha 1

16

Česká rozvojová agentura o.p.s MVDr. Jan Černý

janzkostelce@centrum.cz 602 366 005

V Holešovičkách 41, Praha 8

Measure 2.2.1

head of the grant scheme unit Hana Podubecká Hana.Podubecka@cityofprague.cz 236 003 233

project manager Jan Kuchařík jan.kucharik@cityofprague.cz 236 002 091

financial manager Ondřej Balatka Ondrej.Balatka@cityofprague.cz 236 002 791

Measure 2.2.2

18

Prague Information Service Václav Novotný director@pis.cz 221 724 301

Betlémské nám. 2, Praha 1

19

Společnost Franze Kafky Markéta Mališová mail@franzkafka-soc.cz

224 227 453

Maiselova 15, P1

Measure 2.3

20

Praha 19 Vladimír Olmr olmrv@kbely.mepnet.cz

603 933 871

Semilská 43, Praha 9 - Kbely

21

City of Prague - IT Department Jaroslav Šolc

jaroslav.solc@cityofprague.cz 236 002 682

Jungmannova 29/35, Praha 1

Paying unit

MoRD

22

SF Financial Management and Paying Unit Department Marie Veselá vesmar@mmr.cz 224 861 292

Staroměstské nám. 6, Praha 1

Paying Authority

certification Jan Vavřička jan.vavricka@mfcr.cz 257 042 966

MC member and certification Veronika Stiebitzová veronika.stiebitzova@mfcr.cz 257 042 597

Persons contributing to the creation of the SPD 2 - interview in third stage of project implementation

head of the city development strategy unit Jiří Jaroš jaros@urm.mepnet.cz 224 308 399

city development strategy unit Petr Kotál kotal@urm.mepnet.cz 224 308 177

Platnéřská 19, 110 00  Praha 1 17

Škodův palác, 3. patro, CH 436, 376, 

Praha 1

IB - CRD HQ 

IB - RC Office

Nám. Míru 9, Praha 2 8

7

MoRD

1

2

Staroměstské nám. 6, Praha 1

Kanovnická 3, Praha 1

ÚRM

24

Letenská 15, Praha 1 23

MoF - NF


Annex 5 – Questionnaire for final beneficiaries, final recipients and applicants
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1 How many projects have you submitted to the SPD 2? 

 1.1  1.2  1.3  2.1   2.2.1  2.2.2  2.3

2 For what measure did you submit your project(s)?

Call 1 Call 2 Call 3 Call 4 Call 5

3 In which call did you submit your project(s)?

YES NO

4 Are you preparing a project for the sixth call?

1 2 3 4 5

5

How satisfied were you with the project evaluation (transparency 

and objectiveness of the evaluation, information about the 

course of the evaluation)? 

YES NO

6 Were you informed of the results sufficiently and in good time?

7

What information channels did you use, did you find lacking and 

did you find satisfactory (Internet, seminars, consultation with 

the MA, IB, external company)?

YES NO

8

Did you have adequate, clear, consistent and correct information 

required to prepare your project/application?

1 2 3 4 5

9

How were you satisfied with the support from the MoRD and the 

intermediate body during the preparation of your application?

Seminars

Consultation 

with IB

External 

company 

10

What type of assistance did you use during the preparation of 

your project/application?

11

What type of assistance would you welcome in the preparation 

of your project/application?

YES NO

12

Were a sufficient number of seminars organized that focused on 

the preparation of the application/project?

13

How did you prepare the project/application? (both options 

combined are possible)

1 2 3 4 5

14

How do you rate the difficulty of preparations for the 

application/project?

15

Which requirement in the preparation of your project seems to 

you to be the most time-consuming, problematic, unnecessary?

YES NO

16 With hindsight, would you submit the project again?

17 If yes, what would you do differently?

YES NO

18

Will you manage to implement the project in accordance with the 

schedule?

YES NO

19

Are changes being made to your project compared to the 

original plan? If yes, what sort?

YES NO

20 Have there been changes in the budget (increase/decrease)? 

21 What sort of change in the budget are you reporting?

Project submission



Problematic Unnecessary

Comments

Comments

What information did you find missing?

Own capacities



Why not?

Financial progress and 

absorption capacity



Comments

Verbal reply

Verbal reply

With the assistance of external 

advisers



Why not?



The information supplied in the questionnaire will be used by Ernst & Young exclusively to evaluate the SPD 2. The information will be processed in the 

context of an evaluation of the whole programme and will not be interpreted in connection with a specific final beneficiary.

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FINAL BENEFICIARIES WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 FOR THE PURPOSES OF 

PROGRAMME EVALUATION



Please reply to the questions by placing an X in the relevant box.

If any questions require written comments, please be specific and state important facts.

Type of final beneficiary: Individual project

Used Lacking Satisfactory

Other assistance

Verbal reply



Time-consuming


[image: image28.emf]YES NO

22 Are you managing to meet your project objectives?

YES NO

23 Do you think you will meet the project objectives?

What surprised you during the implementation of the project:

Internal influences (connected with the project configuration)?

External influences (complexity of administration, the approach of the 

MA/IB)?

YES NO

25

Does your project address horizontal priorities, i.e. how does it 

influence equal opportunities (flexible forms of employment, 

reconciliation of private and working life, integration into work 

after parental leave, childcare arrangements, care for the 

disabled, cohesion of urban communities); sustainable 

development?

YES NO

26

Did you identify any obstacles in the 

presentation/implementation of projects under the SPD 2? (e.g. 

the absence of payments on account, overly demanding and 

protracted administration, indicators, eligible costs, etc.)

Financing Budget Schedule

Eligible 

costs

Observance 

of conditions

27

What project implementation risks do you consider to be the 

most significant?

YES NO

28

Will you have problems with the sustainability of the project on 

completion?

YES NO

29

Are you satisfied with the configuration of the SPD 2 

implementation system?

YES NO

If no, what shortcomings do you see?

Project application/project administration 

Reimbursement of payments

Project monitoring

Checks/audits of project

Communication/information about the project

Other (please specify)

YES NO

31

Are you satisfied with the support and information from the 

IB/MA during the project (transfer of information, methodological 

support or financial management)? 

YES NO

32 Are you managing to meet project indicators?

33

Do you see any problem in the configuration of the indicators 

(measurability, objectiveness, etc.)?

YES NO

34

Does the SPD 2 address genuine problems in the selected 

territories?

35 What are the reasons for the low number of projects submitted?

36

Did your project concept emerge by reference to the SPD 2 or 

independently of the SPD 2?

YES NO

37 Does the focus of the SPD 2 suit your needs?

38

Please provide any comments and suggestions you have 

regarding the SPD 2 programme

39

Please provide details of a contact person in case we need to 

clarify information in the questionnaire (phone and e-mail)

Thank you for your cooperation.

By reference to SPD 2 Independently of SPD 2



Physical progress in the SPD 2



24

Other



Implementation system

30

Project 

monitoring



External influences

Why not?

If so, which ones?

Why not?

Why not?

Internal influences



Why not?



Why not?

Verbal comments

Comments

Verbal reply



Verbal reply

Contact Information

If so, which ones?

Comments

Comments

What shortcomings do you see?


[image: image29.emf]Number

1 How many projects have you submitted to the SPD 2? 

1

st

 round GS1 2

nd

 round GS1 3

rd

 round GS1 1

st

 round GS2

2 In which round of the GS call did you submit your project(s)?

1 2 3 4 5

3

How satisfied were you with the project evaluation (transparency 

and objectiveness of the evaluation, information about the 

course of the evaluation)? 

YES NO

4 Were you informed of the results sufficiently and in good time?

5

What information channels did you use, did you find lacking and 

did you find satisfactory (Internet, seminars, consultation with 

Prague City Hall , external company)?

1 2 3 4 5

6

How satisfied were you with the information provided to 

applicants before you submitted your project? 

YES NO

7

Did you have adequate, clear, consistent and correct information 

required to prepare your project/application?

1 2 3 4 5

8

How were you satisfied with the support from Prague City Hall 

during the preparation of your application?

Seminars

Consultation 

with PCH

External 

company 

9

What type of assistance did you use during the preparation of 

your project/application?

10

What type of assistance would you welcome in the preparation 

of your project/application?

YES NO

11

Were a sufficient number of seminars organized that focused on 

the preparation of the application/project?

12

How did you prepare the project/application? (both options 

combined are possible)

1 2 3 4 5

13

How do you rate the difficulty of preparations for the 

application/project?

14

Which requirement in the preparation of your project seems to 

you to be the most time-consuming, problematic, unnecessary?

YES NO

15 With hindsight, would you submit the project again?

16 If yes, what would you do differently?

YES NO

17

Will you manage to implement the project in accordance with the 

schedule?

YES NO

18

Are changes being made to your project compared to the 

original plan? If yes, what sort?

YES NO

19 Have there been changes in the budget (increase/decrease)? 

20 What sort of change in the budget are you reporting?

Type: Final recipient of grant schemes

Used Lacking Satisfactory



The information supplied in the questionnaire will be used by Ernst & Young exclusively to evaluate the SPD 2. The information will be processed in the context 

of an evaluation of the whole programme and will not be interpreted in connection with a specific final beneficiary.

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FINAL RECIPIENTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 FOR THE PURPOSES OF PROGRAMME 

EVALUATION



Please reply to the questions by placing an X in the relevant box.

If any questions require written comments, please be specific and state important facts.



Verbal reply



Comments

What information did you find missing?

Financial progress and 

absorption capacity



Other assistance

Verbal reply

Comments

Own capacities

With the assistance of external 

advisers



Problematic Unnecessary



Time-consuming



Why not?

Verbal reply

Why not?

Comments


[image: image30.emf]YES NO

21 Are you managing to meet your project objectives?

YES NO

22 Do you think you will meet the project objectives?

What surprised you during the implementation of the project:

Internal influences (connected with the project configuration)?

External influences (complexity of administration, the approach of the 

MA/Prague City Hall)?

YES NO

24

Does your project address horizontal priorities, i.e. how does it 

influence equal opportunities (flexible forms of employment, 

reconciliation of private and working life, integration into work 

after parental leave, childcare arrangements, care for the 

disabled, cohesion of urban communities)

YES NO

25

Did you identify any obstacles in the 

presentation/implementation of projects under the SPD 2? (e.g. 

the absence of payments on account, overly demanding and 

protracted administration, indicators, eligible costs, etc.)

Financing Budget Schedule Eligible costs

Observance 

of conditions

26

What project implementation risks do you consider to be the 

most significant?

YES NO

27

Will you have problems with the sustainability of the project on 

completion?

YES NO

28

Are you satisfied with the configuration of the SPD 2 

implementation system?

YES NO

If no, what shortcomings do you see?

Project application/project administration 

Reimbursement of payments

Project monitoring

Checks/audits of project

Communication/information about the project

Other (please specify)

YES NO

30

Are you satisfied with the support and information from Prague 

City Hall during the project (transfer of information, 

methodological support or financial management)? 

YES NO

31 Are you managing to meet project indicators?

32

Do you see any problem in the configuration of the indicators 

(measurability, objectiveness, etc.)?

YES NO

32

Does the SPD 2 address genuine problems in the selected 

territories?

33 What are the reasons for the low number of projects submitted?

34

Did your project concept emerge by reference to the SPD 2 or 

independently of the SPD 2?

YES NO

35 Does the focus of the SPD 2 GS suit your needs?

36

Please provide any comments and suggestions you have 

regarding the SPD 2 GS

37

Please provide details of a contact person in case we need to 

clarify information in the questionnaire (phone and e-mail)

Thank you for your cooperation.

Project 

monitoring



Implementation system

Other



29



23



Physical progress in the SPD 2



Why not?

Internal influences External influences

Comments



Verbal comments

By reference to SPD 2 Independently of SPD 2

Why not?

Why not?

If so, which ones?

If so, which ones?



Comments

Comments

What shortcomings do you see?

Why not?



Verbal reply



Why not?

Verbal reply

Contact Information
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1 How many projects have you submitted to the SPD 2? 

 1.1  1.2  1.3  2.1   2.2.1  2.2.2  2.3

2 For what measure did you submit your project(s)?

Call 1 Call 2 Call 3 Call 4 Call 5

3 In which call did you submit your project(s)?

YES NO

4 Are you preparing a project for the sixth call?

1 2 3 4 5

5

How satisfied were you with the project evaluation (transparency 

and objectiveness of the evaluation, information about the 

course of the evaluation)? 

YES NO

6

Were you informed of the results and reasons for the exclusion 

of your project sufficiently and in good time?

7 What shortcomings resulted in the exclusion of the project?

YES NO

8

Did you consult the preparation of the project and project 

application before submitting it?

9

What information channels did you use, did you find lacking and 

did you find satisfactory (Internet, seminars, consultation with 

the MA, IB, external company)?

YES NO

10

Did you have adequate, clear, consistent and correct information 

required to prepare your project/application?

1 2 3 4 5

11

How were you satisfied with the support from the MoRD and the 

intermediate body during the preparation of your application?

Seminars

Consultation 

with IB

External 

company 

12

What type of assistance did you use during the preparation of 

your project/application?

13

What type of assistance would you welcome in the preparation 

of your project/application?

YES NO

14

Were a sufficient number of seminars organized that focused on 

the preparation of the application/project?

15

How did you prepare the project/application? (both options 

combined are possible)

1 2 3 4 5

16

How do you rate the difficulty of preparations for the 

application/project?

17

Which requirement in the preparation of your project seems to 

you to be the most time-consuming, problematic, unnecessary?

YES NO

18 With hindsight, would you submit the project again?

19 If yes, what would you do differently to succeed?

20

Did your project concept emerge by reference to the SPD 2 or 

independently of the SPD 2?

YES NO

21 Does the focus of the SPD 2 suit your needs?

YES NO

22 Does the SPD 2 have an influence on regional development?

23

Please provide any comments and suggestions you have 

regarding the SPD 2 programme, any improvement proposals

24

Please provide details of a contact person in case we need to 

clarify information in the questionnaire (phone and e-mail)

Thank you for your cooperation.

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR APPLICANTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 FOR THE PURPOSES OF PROGRAMME 

EVALUATION

Questionnaire 1: Non-fulfilment of formal requirements and eligibility 



The information supplied in the questionnaire will be used by Ernst & Young exclusively to evaluate the SPD 2. The information will be processed in the 

context of an evaluation of the whole programme and will not be interpreted in connection with a specific applicant.

Please reply to the questions by placing an X in the relevant box.

If any questions require written comments, please be specific and state important facts.

Verbal reply

If so, with which institution?

Used Lacking Satisfactory

What information did you find missing?



Other assistance

Verbal reply

Own capacities

With the assistance of external 

advisers

Time-consuming Problematic Unnecessary

Why not?



Verbal reply



By reference to SPD 2 Independently of SPD 2



What other activities would you welcome?



Why not?



Verbal reply



Contact Information


[image: image32.emf]Number

1 How many projects have you submitted to the SPD 2? 

 1.1  1.2  1.3  2.1   2.2.1  2.2.2  2.3

2 For what measure did you submit your project(s)?

Call 1 Call 2 Call 3 Call 4 Call 5

3 In which call did you submit your project(s)?

YES NO

4 Are you preparing a project for the sixth call?

1 2 3 4 5

5

How satisfied were you with the project evaluation (transparency 

and objectiveness of the evaluation, information about the 

course of the evaluation)? 

YES NO

6

Were you informed of the results and reasons for the exclusion 

of your project sufficiently and in good time?

7 Why was your project excluded?

YES NO

8

Did you consult the preparation of the project and project 

application before submitting it?

9

What information channels did you use, did you find lacking and 

did you find satisfactory (Internet, seminars, consultation with 

the MA, IB, external company)?

YES NO

10

Did you have adequate, clear, consistent and correct information 

required to prepare your project/application?

1 2 3 4 5

11

How were you satisfied with the support from the MoRD and the 

intermediate body during the preparation of your application?

Seminars

Consultation 

with IB

External 

company 

12

What type of assistance did you use during the preparation of 

your project/application?

13

What type of assistance would you welcome in the preparation 

of your project/application?

YES NO

14

Were a sufficient number of seminars organized that focused on 

the preparation of the application/project?

15

How did you prepare the project/application? (both options 

combined are possible)

1 2 3 4 5

16

How do you rate the difficulty of preparations for the 

application/project?

17

Which requirement in the preparation of your project seems to 

you to be the most time-consuming, problematic, unnecessary?

YES NO

18 With hindsight, would you submit the project again?

19 If yes, what would you do differently to succeed?

20

Did your project concept emerge by reference to the SPD 2 or 

independently of the SPD 2?

YES NO

21 Does the focus of the SPD 2 suit your needs?

YES NO

22 Does the SPD 2 have an influence on regional development?

23

Please provide any comments and suggestions you have 

regarding the SPD 2 programme, any improvement proposals

24

Please provide details of a contact person in case we need to 

clarify information in the questionnaire (phone and e-mail)

Thank you for your cooperation.

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR APPLICANTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 FOR THE PURPOSES OF PROGRAMME 

EVALUATION

Questionnaire 2: Exclusion based on an evaluation and ex-ante check



The information supplied in the questionnaire will be used by Ernst & Young exclusively to evaluate the SPD 2. The information will be processed in 

the context of an evaluation of the whole programme and will not be interpreted in connection with a specific applicant.

Please reply to the questions by placing an X in the relevant box.

If any questions require written comments, please be specific and state important facts.

Verbal reply

If so, with which institution?

Used Lacking Satisfactory

What information did you find missing?



Other assistance

Verbal reply

Own capacities

With the assistance of external 

advisers

Time-consuming Problematic Unnecessary

Why not?



Verbal reply



By reference to SPD 2 Independently of SPD 2



What other activities would you welcome?



Why not?



Verbal reply



Contact Information



[image: image33.emf]Number

1 How many projects have you submitted to the SPD 2? 

 1.1  1.2  1.3  2.1   2.2.1  2.2.2  2.3

2 For what measure did you submit your project(s)?

Call 1 Call 2 Call 3 Call 4 Call 5

3 In which call did you submit your project(s)?

YES NO

4 Are you preparing a project for the sixth call?

1 2 3 4 5

5

How satisfied were you with the project evaluation (transparency 

and objectiveness of the evaluation, information about the 

course of the evaluation)? 

6 Why did you withdraw from the project?

7

What obstructions did you identify during the 

administration/evaluation of the project?

8

Under what circumstances would you have not withdrawn from 

the project? What action by the MoRD would you appreciate?

9

What information channels did you use, did you find lacking and 

did you find satisfactory (Internet, seminars, consultation with 

the MA, IB, external company)?

YES NO

10

Did you have adequate, clear, consistent and correct information 

required to prepare your project/application?

1 2 3 4 5

11

How were you satisfied with the support from the MoRD and the 

intermediate body during the preparation of your application?

Seminars

Consultation 

with IB

External 

company 

12

What type of assistance did you use during the preparation of 

your project/application?

13

What type of assistance would you welcome in the preparation 

of your project/application?

YES NO

14

Were a sufficient number of seminars organized that focused on 

the preparation of the application/project?

15

How did you prepare the project/application? (both options 

combined are possible)

1 2 3 4 5

16

How do you rate the difficulty of preparations for the 

application/project?

17

Which requirement in the preparation of your project seems to 

you to be the most time-consuming, problematic, unnecessary?

YES NO

18 With hindsight, would you submit the project again?

19 If yes, what would you do differently?

20

Did your project concept emerge by reference to the SPD 2 or 

independently of the SPD 2?

YES NO

21 Does the focus of the SPD 2 suit your needs?

YES NO

22 Does the SPD 2 have an influence on regional development?

23

Please provide any comments and suggestions you have 

regarding the SPD 2 programme, any improvement proposals

24

Please provide details of a contact person in case we need to 

clarify information in the questionnaire (phone and e-mail)

Thank you for your cooperation.

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR APPLICANTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 FOR THE PURPOSES OF PROGRAMME 

EVALUATION

Questionnaire 3: Withdrawal of project by applicant



The information supplied in the questionnaire will be used by Ernst & Young exclusively to evaluate the SPD 2. The information will be processed in 

the context of an evaluation of the whole programme and will not be interpreted in connection with a specific applicant.

Please reply to the questions by placing an X in the relevant box.

If any questions require written comments, please be specific and state important facts.

Verbal reply

Verbal reply

Verbal reply

Used Lacking Satisfactory

What information did you find missing?



Other assistance

Verbal reply

Own capacities

With the assistance of external 

advisers

Time-consuming Problematic Unnecessary

Why not?



Verbal reply



By reference to SPD 2 Independently of SPD 2



What other activities would you welcome?



Contact Information



Why not?



Verbal reply



[image: image34.emf]YES NO

1

Are you familiar with the possibilities of assistance under the 

SPD 2?

Internet Seminar

2 Where did you learn about the SPD 2?

YES NO

3

Do you know where to obtain information about preparing a 

project?

4 Why haven’t you submitted any projects?

YES NO

5 Are you preparing a project for the sixth call?

 1.1  1.2  1.3  2.1   2.2.1  2.2.2  2.3

6 For what measure are you preparing your project(s)?

7 What obstructions deter you from submitting a project?

8

What action by the MoRD would you appreciate and would help 

you in the submission of your project?

9

What information channels did you use, did you find lacking and 

did you find satisfactory (Internet, seminars, consultation with 

the MA, IB, external company)?

YES NO

10

Are you sufficiently informed about the possibilities of 

assistance and about the requirements related to the preparation 

of a project application? 

YES NO

11

Were a sufficient number of seminars organized that focused on 

the preparation of the application/project?

YES NO

12

Have you attended any seminars that focused on the preparation 

of the application/project?

YES NO

13

Do you have a project concept that can be submitted in the SPD 

2?

YES NO

14 Does the focus of the SPD 2 suit your needs?

YES NO

15 Does the SPD 2 have an influence on regional development?

16

Please provide any comments and suggestions you have 

regarding the SPD 2 programme, any improvement proposals

17

Please provide details of a contact person in case we need to 

clarify information in the questionnaire (phone and e-mail)

Thank you for your cooperation.

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR APPLICANTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE SPD 2 FOR THE PURPOSES OF PROGRAMME 

EVALUATION

Questionnaire 4: Potential applicants



The information supplied in the questionnaire will be used by Ernst & Young exclusively to evaluate the SPD 2. The information will be processed in 

the context of an evaluation of the whole programme and will not be interpreted in connection with a specific applicant.

Please reply to the questions by placing an X in the relevant box.

If any questions require written comments, please be specific and state important facts.

Promotional materials Other source



If yes, where

Verbal reply

Verbal reply

Verbal reply

Used Lacking Satisfactory

If so, which 



What other activities would you welcome?



Contact Information



Why not?



Verbal reply
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�EMBED Unknown���





At present, the absorption capacity of the SPD 2 is sufficient. This is reflected positively in the disbursement of the overall financial allocation of the programme. However, at present the extent to which the programme objectives have been met cannot be evaluated clearly or comprehensively as the system of programme and project indicators and their up-to-date information contain defects which prevent a qualified calculation for the programme as a whole and for individual measures. The physical progress can currently only be evaluated at the level of individual indicators (approximately 40% of the total number).  





The N+2 rule for the 2004 allocation was respected in the SPD 2, with the use of part of a payment on account, and therefore the SPD 2 MA need not refund to the Commission any unused financial resources from the 2004 allocation.


In our opinion, the N+2 rule for the 2005 allocation will be respected provided that disbursement is not threatened by the limiting factors above. All measures are adequately covered by projects within the scope of the allocation for 2005.


Abiding by the N+2 rule for the 2006 allocation will be challenging because in 2008 it will be necessary to exhaust not only the allocation for 2006, but also the payment on account used to fulfil the N+2 in previous years. Nevertheless, in our opinion there is good reason to assume that the N+2 rule for the 2006 allocation will be respected provided that disbursement is not threatened by the limiting factors above.





The MA made these reallocations to accommodate demand for the disbursement of the allocation under individual measures from final beneficiaries (recipients), and therefore we believe they are effective. 





At present the extent to which the programme objectives have been met cannot be evaluated clearly or comprehensively as the system of programme and project indicators and their up-to-date information contain defects which prevent a qualified calculation for the programme as a whole and for individual measures. It is possible to reach an opinion of sorts regarding the physical progress only in respect of individual indicators – and only for approximately 40% of them (the others are not quantifiable or contain errors) – and individual measures (see the analysis in Chapter 5.1.3), nevertheless an objective conclusion cannot be reached without further detailed analysis, requiring a review of the system of monitoring indicators.





The preparedness of potential beneficiaries within the scope of the SPD 2 is not currently a fundamental problem affecting the programme’s absorption capacity. Based o the unfavourable situation when the SPD 2 was launched, the MA adopted a number of remedial measures targeting the improved preparedness of eligible entities to draw on assistance. These measures will help improve the absorption capacity. 





We identified two types of obstructions in the SPD 2 which deter potential beneficiaries from entering the programme: (i) obstructions that the MA can tackle and (ii) external obstructions. From the start of programme implementation there was a sharp reduction in obstructions. At present, there are still some obstructions, but as the programming period is drawing to a close they have no impact on the absorption capacity and therefore we do not consider them significant.





The horizontal priorities are appropriately integrated into the SPD 2 to comply with EU objectives. The configuration of the horizontal priority system in the SPD 2 is generally satisfactory and the mechanism for the integration of horizontal priorities into the programme is simple enough not to create a major administrative burden. Nevertheless, the mechanism for the integration of horizontal priorities into the SPD 2 does not comply with all recommendations in the Manual. Specific deficiencies, including recommendations, are presented below in the text.





The SPD 2 implementation system currently operates in a form enabling the MA and IB to fulfil their tasks under the SPD 2 programming documentation. Nevertheless, we have identified certain deficiencies which influence its efficient functioning.  





The Monit IS enables intermediate bodies to fulfil their tasks under the programming documentation. The Monit IS does not allow the MA to enjoy full use as an instrument for programme management and monitoring.











� 	This verdict is confirmed by the document ‘Analysis of the current situation concerning the implementation of the SPD Communication Action Plan’, drawn up for Prague City Hall in May 2006 (p. 42 of the document).


� Projects from the fifth call which had been recommended by the RC or which have undergone an ex-ante check were also included.


� Projects from the fifth call which had been recommended by the RC or which have undergone an ex-ante check were also included.


� One of the projects recommended by the RC in the fifth call did not pass the ex-ante check and we do not include it in the analysis.


� This is the sum of the unused 2004 allocation and the estimated disbursement of the allocation for 2005 and 2006.


� However, a decision on the provision of a grant is possible for a reserve project only up to the end of 2007.


� See Diagram No 2, SPD 2 Programme Complement, Version 1.7.


� 	The Manual uses three levels of links between individual measures and horizontal priorities, i.e. a strog link, weak link and minimum link.


� As of 15 February 2007 the time limit was extended to 30 days.


� 	A detailed analysis was the subject of the project ‘Analysis of the current status of SPD 2 CAP implementation’, drawn up for Prague City Hall in May 2006.


� According to information from the MA, this matter was addressed as at 15 February 2007.
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