
PART I 

Introduction 

The observations laid out below have been made within the framework of currently 
available outcomes of the negotiations on the Common Provisions Regulation and the 
fund-specific regulations. The observations take into account the 2013 country-specific 
recommendations adopted by the Council on 9 July 2013 (10626/1/13) its supporting 
analysis (SWD(2013) 353 final) and are based on the Commission Services' Position 
Paper for the use of the ESI Funds in 2014-2020. 
 
The observations address issues based on the currently available draft Partnership 
Agreement. Where information is insufficient, the Commission may come back with 
further observations once complete information has been provided. 
 
The observations are presented following the structure of the Partnership Agreement as 
laid out in the template. The most critical issues for the Commission are noted in part I.  
 
1. Assessment of Member State policy objectives  

The draft Partnership Agreement (PA) addresses policy objectives set out in the Position 
Paper of Commission services (PP) in general terms. Since a number of sections did not 
include any information (e.g. ex-ante evaluation of the programmes), or the relevance of 
provided information was rather limited, the Commission services were not able to carry 
out qualitative appraisal of concerned sections of the draft PA. Similarly, the 
Commission services could not provide an assessment of plausibility of information 
included in sections flagged as pending the finalisation of the national processes. 
Therefore, the informal observations are reflecting the current maturity of the draft PA 
taking into account the fact that several parts are still immature. The Commission 
services understand that in the period between the submission of the informal draft PA 
and its assessment by the Commission services some progress might have been made as 
concerns the flagged pending issues. 

The current draft will require further streamlining as concerns the number and scope of 
areas to be included for support under the PA. Though the concentration and 
prioritisation are declared as the main principles of the programming exercise by the 
Czech authorities, the current draft does not reflect it and needs further improvement.  

This part of the PA draws similar observations to earlier drafts: heterogeneous analysis 
and supporting data is lacking across different problem areas, repetitive texts with no 
added value. It is also inconclusive as regards measures planned (they are often very 
general and imprecisely formulated). The result-oriented approach needs to be elaborated 
upon. The diagnosis requires substantial strengthening for energy, health, ICT and 
environment, regional aspects of policies and 2007-13 input into the policy analysis. 

The general aspects of the Europe 2020 strategy have been covered by the PA. However, 
the PA often only formally refers to Europe 2020 targets, NRP and CSRs without 
precisely reflecting them in the content of the analysis. Adequate measures (with 
objectives/targets) to implement the CSRs should be presented (e.g. efforts to strengthen 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the public employment services). In some cases they 
are simply missing: there is no clear strategy for interventions to improve functioning of 
public administration, no focus on children up to three years old, on Roma (just general 
reference to early-childhood education and pre-school care services), tax compliance, 
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public procurement, and on the management of EU Funds. The PA should better reflect 
the labour market challenges; the interlinking aspects labour market, skills and poverty 
should be better described. The text of the PA should take 2013 CSRs as a basis (even if 
they are not substantially different from 2012 CRSs that are referred to in the text). 

Taking into account the latest discussion on legislation, implementation of the Youth 
Employment Initiative (YEI) in connection to the preparation of the youth guarantee 
implementation plan should be described. 

As concerns the transfer of the allocation between categories of regions (Article 85 of the 
draft CPR), the PA indicates the transfer in the range of full flexibility (3%). The outlined 
justification is supported only by limited data providing contextual evidence instead of 
evidence-based support for the transfer. The argumentation is scattered and in some 
instances it appears to use contradictory statements (sub-section on research and 
innovation). The justification as concerns the primary and secondary education should be 
improved (based on evidence).  

The given explanation on the application of the sustainable development principle is not 
sufficient and should be improved in respect of the climate/environment/resource 
efficiency mainstreaming. At this stage of drafting it should already be evident how 
sustainable development will be taken into account. Article 8 of the draft CPR stipulates 
that Member States and the Commission shall ensure that, amongst others, climate 
change mitigation is promoted in the preparation and implementation of the PA and 
programmes. This would considerably reinforce and make more concrete the contribution 
of the PA to the Europe 2020 climate change objectives. 

Concerning rural development, the PA should better specify the development needs, 
disparities and growth potentials, using some core data where appropriate, mainly for the 
following areas: research and development, innovation and knowledge transfer in the 
agri-food and forestry sectors; generational renewal in the agricultural sector and farm 
risk prevention and management; efficiency in energy use in agri-food sector; 
contribution of the agri-food and forestry sectors to the climate change mitigation and 
adaptation.  

2. Financial allocation proposed by Member State  

The indication of the financial allocation per programme was not provided in the current 
draft. Consequently the Commission services cannot indicate their assessment of the 
financial allocation between programmes. The distribution of the allocation by thematic 
objective includes ranges expressed as % of total allocation in case of ERDF, CF, ESF. 
At this stage it is not possible to conclude whether the proposal respects thematic 
concentration. In addition to regulatory requirements the financial allocation should 
correspond to the development strategy outlined in the PA. 

As concerns EAFRD and EMFF, the draft PA does not present the indicative financial 
allocation per thematic objective. Moreover, the Commission services understand that the 
overall amount for the EAFRD is still unclear as a decision on a possible transfer of 
funds between the two pillars of the Common Agricultural Policy has not yet been taken 
by the Czech authorities. Therefore, the Commission services reserve their position on 
the PA at this stage. 
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The Commission services would like to recall the importance they attach to ensuring 
adequate support to human capital investment based at least on the minimum share of the 
envelope to be allocated to the European Social Fund. 

Moreover, information on the indicative amount of EU support for climate change 
objective should be provided. The PA should demonstrate clearly giving appropriate 
indicators   that it will adequately contribute to the overall goal of at least 20% climate 
related expenditure for the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020, as well as to 
the objective of committing at least 30% of EAFRD expenditure to environment and 
climate related measures. 

3. Cross-cutting policy issues and effective implementation  

The PA should better integrate the lessons learnt from the implementation of 2007-13 
programmes both in terms of programming and delivery mechanism. The results of 
evaluations (achievement of objectives) should be described and taken into account in 
policies proposed. The document should reflect on considerations for improving the 
governance and delivery as stated in the PP.  

The PA should include concrete terms for improving administrative and institutional 
efficiency in the view of effective public investment (see the comment on CSRs in point 
1).  

The arrangements ensuring coordination between the ESI Funds and other Union and 
national funding instruments and with the European Investment Bank (EIB) and the 
strategic choices of the Czech Republic in defining concrete intervention areas of those 
programmes to ensure complementarity, are not explained in the PA. This section 
requires substantial improvement. 

As concerns the ex-ante conditionalities (EAC), the Commission services do not share 
the result of the self-assessment of the following thematic and general ex-conditionalities 
considered by the Czech authorities as fulfilled: 3.1, 4.1, 4.3, 6.1 and “the existence of 
arrangements for the effective implementation of EU public procurement law in the field 
of CSF Funds and environmental legislation related to EIA and SEA”. You will find 
further substantiation of the opinion of Commission services in Part II of observations.  

The Commission services are concerned by the high number of EAC self-assessed as not 
fulfilled or partially fulfilled. The action plans should include more detailed information 
as regards specific actions, milestones and bodies responsible instead of final deadlines 
(December 2013 for vast majority of them) with only a brief statement of action to be 
taken, often formulated as a desired state of currently non-compliant criteria. This would 
allow assessing the feasibility of fulfilment of individual criteria within the indicated 
deadlines.  

The self-assessment does not include the general EAC on non-discrimination, gender 
equality and disability on which the European Parliament and the Council have reached 
agreement in the trilogue. Moreover, an assessment of the specific ex-ante conditionality 
for YEI recently agreed by the co-legislators should be added.  

Regarding the implementation of the territorial dimension and use of integrated 
approaches, this aspect of the PA could not be properly assessed by the Commission 
services due to the fact that only very general information is provided in the current draft. 
The Commission services reserve their position on the integrated approach to territorial 



4 

development and the arrangements to ensure efficient implementation of the PA and 
programmes as the relevant PA sections need to be substantially complemented and the 
programmes have not been yet submitted by the Czech Republic. 

Regarding Community-led local development (CLLD), the PA should contain a clear and 
comprehensive description of the arrangements to ensure an integrated approach to the 
use of the ESI Funds; the role of LEADER in the overall CLLD strategy; the main 
objectives to be achieved and the main challenges to be tackled; the thematic objectives 
to which it will contribute, the role of each ESI Fund, the planned budget allocation for 
each ESI Fund, the administrative set-up to be used, the role of the Local Action Groups 
and the arrangements for preparatory support. 

Regarding the proposal of programmes architecture in 2014-20, further clarification on 
synergies between programmes addressing the same funding priorities/policies and 
internal logic of the programmes (especially multi-fund) should be provided. This mostly 
concerns research/innovation, education and public administration so the following 
planned operational programmes: Research, Development and Education, Innovation for 
Competitiveness, Employment, Integrated Regional Programme and the Prague-Growth 
Pole. An early submission of the draft programmes could contribute to better 
understanding of problem areas given their greater level of detail and could facilitate 
discussions on the PA. 

4. Other critical issues  

The length of the PA should be shortened (length of around 100 pages (font 12) should 
be respected) by eliminating unnecessary repetitions and streamlining the analytical part. 
The sections of the document which need to be further developed should include factual 
concise information instead of descriptive contextual references.  
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PART II 

1 ARRANGEMENTS TO ENSURE ALIGNMENT WITH THE UNION 
STRATEGY OF SMART, SUSTAINABLE AND INCLUSIVE GROWTH  

• The PP clearly states that support towards a shift to a low-carbon economy is a 
cross-sectoral objective that must be pursued in all economic sectors and integrated 
in all relevant policies. It is not clear how the recommendations in the PP to 
integrate climate change actions into broader complex of development needs and 
funding priorities were taken into account. 

1.1 Analysis of disparities, development needs, and growth potentials with 
reference to the thematic objectives and the territorial challenges 

• Clear intervention logic following the scheme: "analysis of situation and 
identification of problems => development needs => results to be achieved" is not 
evident from the document. The analysis is general and not supported by relevant 
data; conclusions of the analysis are not clearly identifiable. 

• The analysis is focused primarily on development needs instead of disparities and 
growth potentials. The territorial challenges are not clearly identified. The 
development needs covered do not fully reflect the funding priorities as identified 
in the PP. In the revised PA, full consistency will need to be ensured between the 
needs/potentials and funding priorities which emerge from chapter 1.1, expected 
results selected under chapter 1.3 and related financial allocations in chapter 1.4 
(the latter currently missing). 

• The text of the problem analysis is rather heterogeneous. The “problem areas” are 
overlapping in many instances as concerns the analysis and identification of 
shortcomings without clear distinction of effects relevant to the concerned problem 
area (e.g. education and labour market, social inclusion and R&D, energy 
efficiency in environment and competitiveness etc.). Overall the analysis should be 
more concise and up-to-date (data for 2006-2010 are not useful). 

• The references to the achievements of the 2007-13 period, as concerns problems 
referred to in the individual “problem areas”, are rather vague with no evident link 
to the 2014-20 intervention areas, despite declared "shifts".  

• The analysis of the economic situation in 2012 should be strengthened and errors, 
in particular when discussing the budgetary outcome of the general government in 
2012, should be corrected. For example, the general government deficit in 2012 
was 4.4 % of GDP and not 3.4% of GDP. Moreover, information on the budgetary 
impact of corrections applied to EU funded programmes and the continued sharp 
decline in public investment should be included.  

• Overall, the draft PA addresses most of the issues identified in the 2013 CSRs for 
the Czech Republic (labour market, education system (compulsory and higher 
education level), R&D support, public administration, healthcare) and contains 
references to them where relevant. However, given the wide scope of the PA and 
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the role of thematic objectives, there appears to be no prioritization for the areas 
directly highlighted by the 2013 CSRs. The analysis in the draft PA should in this 
respect be strengthened in several areas:  

• In the section on labour market on pages 23-28, the analysis of the very high 
female employment gap should be strengthened in view of CSR 4. The Czech 
Republic continues to face a shortage of childcare facilities, in particular for 
under three year olds, which is not sufficiently recognized in the text. In 
addition, other aspects of this CSR (efficiency and effectiveness of public 
employment, Roma children participation) should also clearly followed up; 

• The link with CSR 7 on energy efficiency should be strengthened in section 
1.1.1.4 'Competitive enterprises' and section 1.1.2.2 'energy infrastructure' 
which is already discussing the issue; 

• In the chapter 1.1.3 on public administration, the issue of tax administration 
is missing and should be added as another issue to be addressed in line with 
CSR 2 on improving tax compliance and tax collection, in particular as 
concerns the planned introduction of the single collection point; 

• In two summary tables, the reference to the relevant CSR is missing and 
should be added in section 1.1.4.2: Health care system reference to CSR 3 on 
cost-effectiveness of the health-care sector to be added and on page 85 - 
Adapting to climate change: reference to CSR 7 on energy efficiency to be 
added. 

• The analysis should make use of available European statistics in particular in 
analysing the situation related to Europe 2020 targets (1.1.3). The statistical data 
shall be correctly referenced (source, reference period, territorial reference). 

• The territorial dimension of the analysis is not adequate and, for most of the 
measures, it indicates only that it will cover the whole territory of the Czech 
Republic except for Prague. Specific challenges of peripheral and mountain regions 
are not sufficiently taken into account. The specific development needs and growth 
potentials of rural areas are not systematically addressed. 

Competitiveness of economy 

Labour market 

• The additional strategies (as quoted in the tables) relevant for this problem area 
should be incorporated into the analysis.  

• The focus should be on developing the use of flexible working arrangements, not 
only of the part-time arrangements (page 26). 

• No childcare services for the youngest children (0-3) are mentioned; instead the 
focus is put only on preschool facilities (4-6).  

• The Notion of "market services" is not understandable and should be explained 
(page 23, 3rd paragraph). 
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• The argument that "no present experience or evaluation study suggests" does not 
constitute an evidence for success of implemented interventions (page 26, 3rd 
paragraph); moreover, no evaluation study is mentioned. 

• The expression "Promote the employment of long-term unemployed and difficult-
to-employ people and their return to the labour market" (page 26) should be more 
precise as concerns planned interventions. 

• The development need on the development of the system for further education 
should be deleted. As discussed several times with the Czech authorities, there is a 
need to change current approach to further education, i.e. focus should be put 
directly on people (as described in the bullet point on page 28) and large systemic 
projects similar to interventions financed in the previous and current programming 
period should be avoided (page 27, last paragraph). 

• The expression "equity capital input" should be clarified (page 28, 2nd paragraph). 

• The expression "It is necessary to deal with the outflow of skilled and young 
manpower to more lucrative non-agricultural businesses outside the rural areas." 
(page 28, table on agriculture) should be more precise as regards planned 
interventions.  

• Update the analysis in section 1.1 with the needs identified in relation to the 
expected result "Stop the decrease in the labour force in Czech agricultural sector 
and the continuing unsatisfactory age structure of agricultural workers".  

• The analysis does not cover the need to increase labour market participation of 
low-skilled workers (even though expected results are identified). The Czech 
authorities are invited to identify the needs regarding these workers in order to 
make a clear link to the expected results identified. 

Education 

• The main issues identified on pages 32-33 should be more focused and concise; 
prioritising should be made more visible. 

• As regards systemic projects on national monitoring of education quality (page 33), 
systemic projects similar to interventions financed in the previous and current 
programming periods should be avoided. 

• The formulation "Focussing on the integration of the educational system with 
emphasis on the basic shared human values" (page 34, the 3rd bullet point) should 
be clarified. 

• Regarding Vocational Education and Training, more emphasis should be placed on 
increasing participation of companies in work-based learning by providing more 
on-the-job training places (apprenticeships, traineeships); also the role of social 
partners in this should be elaborated; the improvement of professional 
orientation/career guidance should be flagged up in clearer manner.  
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• The statement "The development of the international environment at universities" 
(page 35) should be clarified. 

• The part on excluded and talented children (page 35) should be clarified: it is not 
clear what is meant by excluded and talented children respectively. The main 
purpose of the interventions should be social inclusion of disadvantaged persons 
and promoting equal opportunities; support of talented children is not a key 
priority. Moreover even if inclusive education is stressed as a key area of 
intervention, there is no reference to practical schools and the need to assist those 
pupils that would be able to enter mainstream schools. 

• The PA explicitly refers to children from disadvantaged backgrounds as the ones 
having special education needs (SEN). The PA should make a clear distinction in 
the strategy to address SEN pupils and those from disadvantaged backgrounds as 
they are usually considered different groups.  

• The points on tertiary education (page 35) are mutually overlapping: the first bullet 
point on diversification of tertiary education and the second one on profiling. They 
should be combined and better specified as profiling also covers diversification into 
master and bachelor cycles as well as research, academic and professional study 
programmes.  

• The PA should focus more on promoting innovation through more interactive 
learning environments and to foster strategic cooperation between higher education 
institutions and enterprises. Given the economic and geographical setting, the 
Czech Republic should investigate how trans-regional cross-border relations could 
contribute to sustainable university-business cooperation. In addition, no mention is 
made on the need to enhance access of disadvantaged groups to tertiary education, 
as proposed by the PP. 

• The part on further education (page 36) should be deleted as it should be covered 
by the employment part and focused directly on people. As already indicated in the 
employment part, systemic changes should not be supported as they received 
significant support during the previous and current programming periods. 
Regarding the third bullet point on the centres of further education at secondary 
school, the network was already created by the project UNIV II. At present the aim 
should be to include schools into the network.  

Research and innovation system 

• The PA identifies the funding areas based on the analysis of needs but in general 
falls short of a detailed explanation on how to tackle the shortcomings in practice. 
The analysis of funding priorities builds on the experience from 2007-2013 but too 
much emphasis is given to completion and upgrade of research infrastructure. 

• The description should be made more concise and clear; information on what was 
achieved and what should be done should not be mixed. Example of an unclear 
statement (page 39): "The main weakness of the innovation environment is 
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represented by the lack of risk capital invested, which supports the fast-growing 
innovative companies, and the overall attitude of companies to collaborate on the 
innovative activities that currently prefer the development and innovation in their 
own right". 

• Regional strengths and the importance of structural change of economy based on 
knowledge are recognised but no explanation is given about the way of putting this 
into practice. The role of the RIS3 process should be explained. Given the role of 
Prague in the national R&D system and intended transfer of the allocation (article 
85 of draft CPR), the analysis should be strengthened in this instance. 

• The analysis should clarify whether (no) new research infrastructures will be built 
with exception of Prague. 

• The set-up and the mechanisms of the entrepreneurial discovery process are not 
addressed by the PA. 

• The low share of performance-based funding of research institutions is not 
addressed by the analysis. An explicit link to 2013 CSR on R&D is missing. 

• Effective cooperation between business, science and research institutions should be 
supported by means of adequate strategies and interventions. Reference to the 
European Research Area (ERA) key priority of an open labour market for 
researchers should be added. 

• The analysis should address inefficient use of public funds for supporting R&D and 
innovation and inadequate methodology for evaluation of R&D results. 

• The potential of intellectual property rights (IPRs) is underutilized and hence the 
market for technology underdeveloped. Among the top objectives of the Reform of 
the RDI System is improvement of the commercialization of R&D outputs on the 
market for technology and innovation processes at large. 

• There is a repetition of the bullet points in the first and second part of the table 
(page 42). 

Competitive enterprises 

• The 2013 CSR identify reduction/elimination of entry barriers as a pre-condition 
for effective and efficient ESI Funds’ support to build a competitive economy with 
SMEs. The PA should explain how this will be tackled 

• Despite the declared shift to guarantees and seed-type funds which is important in 
relation to easy access for business to finance, in particular for start-ups, the 
analysis does not address areas where the financial engineering instruments would 
be applied (including the experience in 2007-2013). 

• The description of activities in tourism is too general and does not identify precise 
funding areas. 
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• There is no justification as concerns large enterprises in the context of improving 
the competitiveness of the Czech enterprises based on innovation and technological 
shift. 

• The problem analysis puts too little emphasis on ICT services and applications. 

• The PP clearly underlines that support to Key Enabling Technologies (KETs) 
should be a priority action; however in the draft PA there is no reference to KETs 
and no evidence that the Czech Republic will support KETs with ESI Funds. KETs 
should be included as one of the priority sectors to increase research and business 
activities. 

• The development needs and growth potential for aquaculture and fish-processing 
should be explained. 

• The diagnosis rightly recognises high energy intensity of economy as important 
challenge to be addressed by ESI Funds. However, actual analysis as concerns 
energy intensity of different sectors of the economy – industry, transport, 
households, etc. clearly pointing out specificities of individual sectors is missing, 
both in the analysis and in the identification of funding priorities.  

• The link between resource efficiency and competitiveness of SMEs is not 
developed at all. 

• It is not clear what is the role of eco-innovation when considering the 
competitiveness of the Czech enterprises despite the declared change for the 2014-
20 period. 

Infrastructure  

Transport 

• Actual gap analysis is missing (bottlenecks in specific TEN-T core networks, TSIs, 
electrification of regional rail etc.). The analysis should be supported by illustration 
of traffic flows. 

• The PA lacks clear prioritisation on which basis measures/alternatives should be 
chosen, which would be linked to the contribution of the PA to the objectives in the 
transport sector. 

• The PA should include an indication of the weight to be given to different modes of 
transport in the view of the EU 2020 target (increase the share of rail/waterway 
transport from 41 to 50%). The share of funding earmarked for rail investments on 
TEN-T network should increase in comparison to the 2007-13 period, with 
particular emphasis on development and improvement of the Rail Freight Corridors 
and cross-border rail links. 
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• Rail transport: There is no reference to the deployment of interoperability. The 
compliance with the TEN-T Technical Specifications for Interoperability (TSI) and 
the European Deployment Plan (2012/88/EC) should be underlined. 

• Rail transport: The application of relevant Technical Specifications for 
Interoperability (TSI) must be ensured for all aspects of rail transport, including 
modernisation of rolling stock. 

• High speed rail: The state of preparedness and economic justification for high-
speed rail is not apparent for the time being; furthermore, it lacks sufficient 
reference to the draft Transport Sector Strategy. 

• Transport outside TEN-T (road/rail): The justification for supporting Regional 
roads is missing. 

• Integrated urban and regional mobility: Support should be arranged according to 
the six metropolitan areas, as defined in the PA, to boost competition for funding 
among the regions in order to promote quality projects and secure high levels of 
absorption rates (not default priority of Prague); measures targeting the demand 
side (avoiding traffic, support of non-motorised transport etc.) should be taken into 
account as well. 

• Integrated Urban and Regional mobility: Support in this area should only be 
possible under and in line with existing integrated mobility plan, which is 
integrated with or linked to an overall Air Quality Plan. 

• Integrated Urban and Regional mobility: The PA should refer to the Public Service 
Obligation regulation with its detailed requirements as the basic condition for co-
financing of rolling stock. 

• Intelligent transport systems (ITS): the justification for ITS is weak, with no real 
starting point (analytically and concept wise) is demonstrated for how to use it and 
to what end. Projects will have to demonstrate clear links to socio-economic 
benefits like reducing congestions, accidents etc., which is missing. 

• Inland waterways: The diagnosis (the lack of the rivers suitable for this mode of 
transport) does not support the development need in the light of the investment gap 
and options offered by other modes of transport. The questionable socio-economic 
benefits and lack of cooperation with the neighbouring countries especially cross-
border sections are not addressed by the analysis. 

• It is not clear how the issue referred to on p.53 "A major risk for the 
implementation is the unpreparedness of some constructions including ownership 
relationships and administration-legal risks." will be addressed. Given that this is 
an important issue in the 2007-13 period, the PA should offer solutions to mitigate 
this risk. 

• As regards support for "Operational support for multimodal transport lines in early 
stages of operation (for a limited time)": The analysis supporting this development 
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need is completely missing in the PA as well as in the draft Transport Sector 
Strategy. 

• The PA should include reference to maintenance plans with the emphasis given on 
projects co-financed from ERDF and CF (past, current and future programming 
periods) and including the provisions for user pays principle and proper transport 
taxation. 

• The problem analysis (page 58) refers to the potential to reduce energy intensity of 
transport. However, this is not supported by any analysis/data. It is not clear what 
the development need "support for the development of networks of alternative 
energy power stations within the road network" means. 

Energy 

• The analysis should be upgraded and evidence based. It is not clear what the main 
needs are. The analysis refers to “capacity constraints” in terms of energy 
infrastructure without further specification.  

• A reference to the Strategic Energy Technology (SET) Plan should be included. 
The thematic objective should be in line with the objectives set by the SET-Plan 
and European strategy for the development of a low carbon economy in the energy 
field. 

• As regards references to strengthening of internal and cross-border transmission 
capacities of power lines, cross border bottlenecks should be financed under 
Connecting Europe Facility. 

• Regarding energy infrastructure (distribution and transmission as well as smart 
grids) the PA does not address territorial imbalances and bottlenecks. 
Interconnections and internal lines in North-South and East-West direction to 
complete the internal energy market and integrate generation from renewable 
resources are not mentioned. 

• The PP refers to low voltage distribution networks to be addressed by the ESI 
Funds. The development need should be more specific and clear reference should 
be made in PA. 

Quality and efficiency of public administration 

• Although the need to improve the legal environment and the necessity to 
effectively enforce law is mentioned, a link concerning the effective 
implementation of the legislation (e.g. public servants act, public procurement act, 
EIA Directive, taxation) is missing. The description of 2007-13 experiences is 
insufficient.  

• As regards the public servants act, taking into account the result of the self-
assessment, an analysis following sub-criteria of the relevant ex-ante conditionality 
should be provided instead of vague references. 
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• The fight against corruption is mentioned in the 2013 CSRs, but an explicit 
contribution to the implementation and development of the national anti-corruption 
strategy is missing in the document. 

• The issue of the efficiency of the tax administration and tax collection strategies 
and effectiveness of public spending - development of evaluation techniques for 
assessing and monitoring the effectiveness is not addressed in the diagnosis. 

• The PA refers to the inefficiency of law enforcement but should also address needs 
related to non-criminal aspects of the justice system, in particular the low 
efficiency of the civil and commercial justice system, the lengthy judicial 
proceedings and the absence of alternative forms of dispute resolution. 

• The evidence based analysis relating to the insufficient risk management and cyber 
security is missing.  

• The development need "Support for education and strengthening of civil society 
(support for civic participation and initiative), strengthening of the principle of 
open government." should be explained and supported by corresponding problem 
analysis. 

Social inclusion, combating poverty and health care system 

• The analysis provides no evidence supporting statements on efficiency of social 
inclusion interventions and adequacy of interventions supported in 2007-13.  

• The worsening trend as concerns growing proportion of the socially excluded 
population and population living below the poverty threshold should be supported 
by data.  

• This section adequately identifies poor health of vulnerable populations (the 
document makes references to long-term and repeatedly unemployed persons, 
single-parent or large families, senior citizens, people with physical and mental 
disabilities, people living in socially excluded areas) and a worse access to services 
including healthcare as issues to be tackled. However, these are not coherently 
transferred into the "development needs". It is vital to recognise that health as a 
social inclusion factor is on an equal footing with employment, education, and 
housing. 

• The Roma community should be explicitly identified as a vulnerable group. 

• The need to systematise funding of social and health care and the need for a strong 
territorial dimension in order to ensure accessibility of the basic services are 
mentioned, but there is no explicit link between improving the access of vulnerable 
groups to public services (usually what is meant is social services, not health 
services) and health services. 

• In addition to the elderly, "supporting healthy lifestyle" as mentioned on page 76 
should be extended to all identified vulnerable groups, including Roma, especially 
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given the overall goal for programming period 2014-2020 of "improving the health 
and lifestyle of the population" as mentioned on page 78. In the same section, 
reducing inequality in health is rightfully identified as a "change for 2014-2020 
programming period". 

• The analysis does not mention to what extent the health information system, 
adjusted to the European Core Health Indicators (ECHI) allows for comprehensive 
reporting on the health status of the population. 

• The basis for the following statement should be given: "The efficiency of social 
inclusion interventions is assessed as good." (page 73); there is no supporting data 
or information on results achieved. 

• As regards the formulation on "…removing legislative barriers…" (page 75), this is 
outside of the scope of action of ESF.   

• The analysis covers the need to improve some social services, but it does not cover 
entirely the funding priority as set in the PP (for example as concerns small-scale 
infrastructure). The Czech authorities are invited to further develop the needs 
analysis in the framework of this priority, notably to substantiate the non-reference 
to needs in terms of small-scale infrastructure; the access to healthcare should also 
be further developed. 

• The health care analysis should be upgraded and evidence based. It is not clear 
what the main issues, which should be addressed with the help of ESI Funds, are. 
Moreover, the exclusive link only to social inclusion/fight against poverty 
(thematic objective 9) seems to be somewhat disproportionate. The healthcare 
system issues can also be linked to thematic objectives 11 (Capacity Building), 2 
(ICT) and 8 (Employment). 

• It is not clear what is the impact of fiscal austerity on the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the health care system. Efficiency improving projects in health 
care, in particular in hospitals, seems to be the main problem of the country. The 
aim should be to shorten the excessively long stays in hospitals. 

• No references to medical specialisations which require special attention are made 
in the analysis. It is not evident what should be the priority in the area of health 
care- construction/reconstruction/refurbishment of hospitals or modernisation of 
medical equipment, or education for medical personnel, or other services. 
Moreover no references are made to the deinstitutionalization process in the area of 
social care and health care services. 

• The PA should address the identified obstacles on the demand and supply sides of 
the labour market, taking into account the recommendation of the Employment 
package of 18 April 2012 on job creation and support measures for upgrading skills 
and training as well as counselling on long-term employment opportunities in the 
health sector. 
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• The PA does not include analysis on active and healthy ageing for older people in 
the labour market as outlined in the PP. 

• According to the analysis the ageing population is the main aspect determining 
increase of healthcare costs. According to available evidence this is not correct: 
healthcare expenditure growth is driven mainly by technological innovation in 
medicine, and by increasing expectations (both factors also acknowledged in the 
PA). 

• The declared change "Reduce inequality in health" (page 78) is not clear.  

• The importance of early childhood education and care (ECEC), particularly for 
Roma is not adequately highlighted, although it is also covered by the CSR. 

Environment 

• The analysis is not supported by any statistical data (with the exception of the 
section on air quality, but even this data is difficult to link to the outlined 
development needs), distance-to-target-analysis. The links to other problem areas 
should be explained (e.g. climate change, renewable energy sources, energy 
efficiency) or eliminated. The development needs and growth potentials should 
recognise the Roadmap to Resource Efficient Europe. The analysis does not make 
any attempt to establish hierarchy of challenges within the sector.  

• The priorities from the PP are not sufficiently translated to the PA’s development 
needs (e.g. the reduction of nitrous oxide and methane emissions from agriculture, 
promoting sustainable land management to enhance carbon sequestration in 
agriculture and forestry or the development of integrated urban development 
plans).  

• The section on solid waste is weak and should be further developed with more 
figures/facts, e.g. on recycling targets. There is a reference to the waste hierarchy, 
but the link of the analysis/state of play with the relevant development needs and 
gaps has to be improved. The PA is not sufficiently focused on the first steps of the 
waste hierarchy: prevention, reuse and recycling/composting. In line with the 7th 
Environmental Action Programme energy recovery should be limited to non-
recyclable waste (and therefore limited to few installations) and landfilling should 
be progressively phased out. Additional analysis on the waste hierarchy could be 
provided as well as the situation with landfilling of biodegradable waste, separate 
waste collection, sorting and recycling. Distance-to-target analysis could be added 
in relation to the main waste directives. 

• The necessity to invest in the waste sector is present but not sufficiently quantified 
and highlighted in the view of the efforts needed to meet key EU targets. A radical 
change will be needed to meet minimum EU targets. The emphasis of the proposed 
orientation of the PA is not sufficiently focused on the first steps of the waste 
hierarchy: prevention, reuse and recycling/composting. 



16 

• The information on wastewater and water supply is limited. The analysis of the 
situation in wastewater and water supply should be improved taking into account 
the Water Framework Directive, the River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs) and 
the Floods Directive (flood risk management). Distance-to-target analysis should 
be added in relation to the main water directives. 

• As regards future co-financing of both the drinking water and waste water 
infrastructures through ERDF/CF, it is essential that a national legal water 
framework, including an independent water regulator, be established before 
January 2014. If this is not the case, the principles of the 2007-13 ‘water 
agreement’ must remain applicable in respect of all infrastructure investments in 
this area. 

• There is no mention of the current situation of water efficiency and importance of 
water for the economy.  

• The decline in biodiversity is mentioned, but without more detailed analysis. The 
analysis should be improved by an assessment of the status of protected territory, 
their relative size, the value of organic agriculture, different threats with a special 
emphasis on Natura 2000 (in relation to the Prioritised Action Framework). 

• As regards the environmental burden (contaminated sites) the PA fails to deliver 
any analyses and to formulate any needs for regeneration of contaminated sites, 
despite the fact that the PP explicitly mentions the presence of 4,000 sites.  

• As regards the air quality, holistic approach is necessary to be based on a national 
air pollution strategy according to the PP. 

• The PA responds to the recommendation on sustainable use of soil resources 
(considering soil degradation risks), but without describing the situation in more 
detail, e.g. risks of erosion in certain parts of the country and the reasons for the 
degradation, e.g. land management. 

• The information on the current status of the renewable energy sector should be 
more developed. It is not clear what the needs are. 

• "High building energy intensity" is addressed in the development needs, but no 
information/analysis is included in the "basic description". 

• As the Czech Republic did not commit itself not to change its Renewable Energy 
Sources support (RES) schemes retroactively, this raises doubts about the 
reliability and stability of the framework for RES. It is not clear how and whether 
the moratorium has been completely lifted. 

• A proper monitoring system of the results in terms of energy saved/renewable 
energy generated should be put in place. 
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• The analysis concerning energy efficiency gains in the agricultural sector, in 
particular through the deployment of low-carbon technologies and solutions (for 
which expected results are identified in section 1.3) should be developed. 

• The analysis of adaptation to climate change is not evidence based. It does not 
distinguish between climate mitigation and climate adaptation. It does not address 
underlying causes, instead it provides effects (not quantified). The PA does not 
provide analysis as concerns the knowledge base (improved monitoring and 
management systems), detailed risk assessment and planning, community 
resilience building (raising awareness), training, improvement of the response 
assets and overall response capabilities of the various authorities involved. 

• As concerns flood protection, the link to River Basin Management Plans is not 
clear. The information on number of people living at risk of floods, economic 
losses caused by floods and technical state of the existing flood protection 
infrastructure is missing. 

• Taking into account the negative impact of floods for neighbouring countries, like 
Germany and Slovakia, cross border effects of floods and regional cooperation 
should be considered in the PA. 

Transfer between categories of regions 

• The scale of requested transfer and its justification is not given in the PA (only 
reference to maximum flexibility given by the regulation). Notably the amounts 
(per sub-areas) to be transferred should be provided. The text provides some 
statistical data which outline mainly the background for intended transfer, however 
further interpretation of these data is rather confusing - listing arguments in favour 
of the transfer and at the same time providing arguments which appear to argue 
against the planned transfer. The justification for primary and secondary education 
should be based on evidence. 

• There is almost no mention of the intended transfer of funds in the chapters 
dedicated to Education and R&D and Innovation which are directly concerned. No 
information on how the results of RIS3 will be taken into account is included. 

1.2 Summary of the ex-ante evaluations of the programmes or key findings of 
the ex-ante evaluations of the PA, where undertaken by the MS at its own initiative 

• The information is not available. At this stage, the Commission services cannot 
carry out qualitative appraisal of this section.  

• Note that the ex-ante evaluation should appraise also the rationale for the form of 
support proposed, therefore a high level gap analysis should be provided including 
the need for the use of financial instruments. It is also recommended that an ex-ante 
evaluation regarding a programme would include a type of risk assessment of the 
envisaged implementation mechanism. 
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• In the meantime the Czech authorities are asked to provide information on the 
timetable for completing the ex-ante evaluations. 

1.3 List of the selected thematic objectives, and for each of the selected thematic 
objectives a summary of the main results expected for each of the ESI Funds. 

• The Commission services note that the relevance of TOs and expected results will 
be assessed in the ex-ante evaluation. The current document provides qualitative 
overview of results. The quantification of results should be included in the final 
version of the document. 

• Overall, the expected results are outlined under each relevant TO in terms of 'main 
qualitative change'. The results are too broadly described and need to be better 
focused/targeted. In some instances the expected results are not consistent with/do 
not derive clearly and logically from the analysis in section 1.1. The results often 
combine many aspects mentioned in the problem analysis and fail to identify the 
change that is sought. 

• There seems to be overlap between the 'expected results' under section 1.3 and the 
'expected main changes" under section 1.1. 

• The results for TO 8-11 under the ESF are not correctly defined and/or they are not 
sufficiently specific; in the majority of cases they do not identify the change that is 
to be achieved. The explanation on the reasons for choosing these TOs is only 
general. The approach towards defining results should be substantially revised to 
illustrate an achievement or a change to be reached. It should be possible to capture 
at least part of this change/achievement by a result indicator. Focus should be on 
the main results. The results do not fully reflect the scope of relevant CSRs. The 
results presented do not fully cover the range of issues covered by PP under each 
TO. 

• Results for EMFF under TO3 and TO6 are mentioned but very limited and vague. 
They should be made more concrete. 

• The main results the Czech Republic seeks to achieve, especially in relation to the 
Europe 2020 objectives, shall be expressed using indicators of the European 
Statistical System where applicable. 

• Notwithstanding comments listed below for individual thematic objectives, the 
main results expected for each of ESI Funds should be revised in light of 
adjustments to be made to the problem analysis on the basis of observations 
referred to in 1.1. 

TO1 

• The importance of ensuring innovation and knowledge transfer by use of the 
European Innovation Partnership for agriculture and forestry among other means, is 
not mentioned, but according to the proposed priorities for funding seems to be 
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relevant. The Czech authorities are invited to specify whether it will be 
implemented under EAFRD. 

• ESF is planned to be used for this TO, but according to the draft legal framework 
ESF can be used directly only for TO8-11. 

TO2 

• Clarify if ERDF will cover all the needs in the area of this thematic objective, also 
in rural areas. 

• Clarify whether the priority "Expanding and improving access to high speed 
internet" corresponds to the priority identified in the PP as "support the 
development of digital services and competence and quality of ICT"; 

• Explain the reasons why the priority "Facilitate better access to training, advice and 
services in ICT for SMEs, including the agricultural sector" from the PP is not 
covered in the PA and  substantiate this decision; 

• No expected results have been identified for the priority "support the development 
of digital services and competence and quality of ICT, particularly in the lesser 
developed areas to support their sustainability and competitiveness" covered in 
section 1.1.  

• Explain what is meant by the expected result "create new services enabling access 
to local, regional and global information and systems of knowledge 
administration". 

• There is no link described to the analysis and activities under TO11. 

TO3 

• Explain the reasons why the priority "support promotion of the application of eco-
innovations and green technologies among SMEs", identified in the PP, is not 
covered in the PA and substantiate this decision. 

• The analysis in section 1.1 includes the following funding priority not explicitly 
covered by the PP: "ownership rights to the land (land consolidation, increase 
efficiency of production factors, increase competitiveness of crop production and 
livestock farming". The Czech authorities are invited to substantiate this funding 
priority and to identify in section 1.3 main expected results. 

• For priority "support the competitiveness of the agricultural, food and forestry 
sectors", the main expected results (identified in the PA as "increase 
competitiveness of agricultural, food and forestry enterprises") need to be further 
detailed/targeted (higher added value of agricultural production, through quality 
police, access to markets etc.). 

• "Increase competitiveness of aquaculture (EMFF)" should be "increase 
competitiveness of aquaculture and fisheries related activities (EMFF)".  
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• For priority "development of business advisory services", even though needs are 
identified in section 1.1, no expected main results are mentioned. The Czech 
authorities are invited to clarify this discrepancy. 

• The PP has identified the need to "design appropriate financial instruments for 
micro-enterprises and SMEs". However, this is not explicitly addressed in the 
analysis, even though the expected result "improve access to capital for new 
enterprises" is identified. The Czech authorities are invited to clarify what they 
intend to achieve with this expected result and whether the use of financial 
instruments is intended for EAFRD. 

• The synergy between measures aiming at labour force/SMEs to the measures 
planned under TO8 is not clear. 

TO4 

• The expected results for all the priorities under this TO need to be further 
detailed/targeted (e. g. as concerns reduction of energy demands, improvement of 
energy efficiency, better carbon absorption etc.). 

TO5 

• The analysis regarding the actions on flood management is linked to this TO but 
the corresponding expected results are identified under TO6. The Czech authorities 
are invited to make a clear identification of priorities and expected results under 
both TOs 5 and 6. 

• Sustainable and efficient water and soil management are not identified in the 
expected results. 

TO6 

• Both CF and EAFRD are planned to intervene in case of the results "Improve water 
protection, develop and modernise water supply systems, and ensure sufficient 
sources of drinking water and water for industry...." and “Improve waste water 
treatment with special emphasis place on areas....”; however it is not clear what the 
scope of intervention planned for concerned funds will be and what results will be 
achieved. 

• Soil quality is not identified in the expected results even though needs are 
identified in this area in section 1.1. 

• Regarding forest management, there are no expected results mentioned even 
though specific development needs are identified in section 1.1.  

TO7 

• The PA should explicitly mention that the provisions of the road safety directive 
(2008/96/EC) apply also outside TEN-T road projects co-financed from Structural 
Funds. 
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TO8 

• The following key areas are not tackled/mentioned: provision of financially 
sustainable affordable quality childcare (notably for children 0-3 years); 
reconciliation between work and private life for men and women of all working 
ages; the provision of long-term care services; the problem of the high gender 
employment gap and the older workers' employability. 

• While the PA emphasises the delivery of active labour market policy, the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the institutions which deliver such policies in an integrated 
manner (through one stop shops etc.) is not addressed. 

• The expected results identified for EAFRD (diversification of agricultural 
enterprises, creating new jobs) needs to be more detailed and better linked to the 
development needs. 

• The need to increase labour market participation of young people in agriculture is 
well identified but no expected result is referred to. This development need is better 
suited for TO3.  

• The link of results relevant for labour force/SMEs in TO3 to this TO is not clear.  

TO9 

• The expected results for EAFRD (strengthening local development in rural areas) 
need to be further detailed (e. g. increase income level, minimise outflow of people 
from these areas, develop local services, etc.). 

•  The formulation "Develop a system of social services and social entrepreneurship. 
(ERDF, ESF)" should be clarified as concerns the role of ERDF. 

• De-institutionalisation is not covered by expected results. 

TO10 

• The early-childhood education and care services are not reflected in main results. 
The PA tackles the availability of infrastructure of institutions but not the delivery 
of respective services. 

• It is not clear how the challenge of increasing the quality and diversifying the 
higher education system (e.g. more vocationally oriented provision/less tendency to 
pursue academic masters' degrees) will actually be addressed through specific 
actions. The PP also proposed actions to enhance access of disadvantaged students 
to higher education, which has not been taken up by the draft.  

• The issue of equity of education should also be addressed, in line with the PP, 
which calls upon the Czech Republic to improve the equity of the compulsory 
education by ensuring equal access to high quality early-childhood, primary and 
lower secondary education; to provide support to weaker pupils; to eliminate 
segregation in education; to support inclusive education to increase the number of 
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Roma pupils in mainstream education. Investment in infrastructure is planned at all 
levels of education, specific justification is required.  

• The emphasis is placed on children in extreme situations – children with special 
needs on one hand, and the gifted on the other. There is a lack of a universal and 
integrated approach combining childcare, education, health and parental support. 

• Issues concerning VET and strengthening links of education to the labour market 
should be developed. 

• There is a positive mention of the need to expand entrepreneurship education 
across the curriculum, and acknowledgement that this will require curriculum 
reform (p 33-34). However this is not linked to the Youth Guarantee proposals on 
pages 239-240. This should be rectified in line with the Council Recommendation 
(2013/C 120/01) on the Youth Guarantee - recommendation to Member States 
no.14. 

• It is not clear what role should ESF play in the "increase of accessibility and quality 
of initial education infrastructure". 

• The expected results for EAFRD (development of further education and lifelong 
learning & improvement of qualifications of agriculture and forestry workers) need 
to be further detailed in order to be in line with the needs analysis in section 1.1. 

TO11 

• On enhancing institutional capacity and efficient public administration, given the 
extent of TO11 explained in the PP, the results expected to be achieved in public 
administration (page 107) are very generic. 

• The analysis in section 1.1 and the expected results in section 1.3 do not mention 
whether they are relevant for EAFRD. The Czech authorities are invited to clarify 
this aspect.  

• Regarding the integrated rescue system it should be included in TO5 (risk 
prevention), if justified by analysis. 

1.4 The indicative allocation of support by the Union by thematic objective at 
national level for each of the ESI Funds, as well as the total indicative amount of 
support foreseen for climate change objectives.  

• The draft PA provides ranges of the distribution of support between different 
thematic objectives. However, it does not explain distribution of funds between the 
national development priorities indicated in the PA. 

• The concentration of funds is impossible to verify as detailed figures are not 
presented. The Commission services would like to recall the importance of 
ensuring adequate support to human capital investment based at least on the 
minimum share of the envelope to be allocated to the European Social Fund. The 
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minimal share for ESF is claimed to be fulfilled by the Czech Republic, but it is 
impossible to verify as detailed figures are not provided in the PA.  

• With regards to the tracking of climate action, a specification of climate related 
expenditure must be provided in the official submission following a common 
methodology. 

1.5 The application of horizontal principles and policy objectives for the 
implementation of the ESI Funds  

• As the information on application of horizontal principles included in the draft PA 
is not complete it is not possible to carry out full assessment.  

Partnership  

• This part should be more concise. The summary of the PA preparation is not 
provided; instead a description of the process is included. There is no information 
as to what the main concerns of partners were and what their impact on the process 
was (main comments, recommendations, etc.). The added value and the results of 
consultations are not described. 

• The civil society partners involved in some of these working groups are the 
Government Council for Non-Governmental Non-Profit Organizations and the 
Non-Profit Organizations Network. It seems that individual NGOs (e.g. 
environmental) were not invited to the working groups, and it is not clear if and 
how environmental partners are represented in the two organisations mentioned 
above. 

• The organisations representing employers and trade unions seem underrepresented; 
no explanation is given. The partners are divided into those with and without 
voting rights without any explanation. 

• There is also no mentioning of entrepreneurial discovery process as it is suggested 
in the RIS3 guide even if the description of the platform and the overall process 
suggests that it could have been done. 

• This section does not mention whether persons with disabilities have been involved 
in the partnership through their representative organisations. 

• The EMFF stakeholders are not described. Only a brief reference to the Ministry of 
agriculture and rural development is included, but not to stakeholders or NGO. 
There is no explicit reference to the institution responsible for the 
aquaculture/fisheries sector. 

Equality between men and women, non-discrimination and accessibility  

• The section should describe in more detail how non-discrimination horizontal 
principles will be integrated in the whole policy planning and implementation 
beyond gender aspects, including partnerships with bodies specialized on equality 
issues. 
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• Accessibility for persons with disabilities is not mentioned at all in the current 
version. The draft PA mentions that "A great emphasis on disadvantaged people 
(disadvantaged as a result of a disability, social and cultural background, etc.) will 
be placed in the operational programmes funded from the ESF." In this respect it is 
important to note that equality, non-discrimination and accessibility are horizontal 
principles and their respect and promotion are not solely confined to the ESF 
programming, but also to the other ESI funds, in particular the ERDF (especially as 
regards interventions on social, health and education infrastructure, and the 
transition from institutional to community-based care). 

Sustainable development 

• The paragraph included in section 1.5.3 for "sustainable development" horizontal 
aspect (art 8 of the draft CPR) is not sufficient and should be improved in respect 
of the climate/environment/resource efficiency mainstreaming. At this stage in PA 
development there should already be some concept of how sustainable 
development will be taken into account. The lack of information suggests that there 
is no real integration of this principle during the preparation of the PA. This is 
particularly worrying due to planned heavy investment in infrastructure and 
environment. 

• As part of mainstreaming the horizontal principle of sustainable development, the 
programmes should take into account their estimated impact on CO2 emissions and 
consider alternative investment scenarios with the aim of minimising such impact. 
This would considerably reinforce and make more concrete the contribution of the 
PA to the Europe 2020 climate change objectives. The Commission services 
recommend the use of the CO2MPARE tool that estimates the CO2 impact of 
programmes and allows comparing different investments scenarios.  

• R&I and eco-innovative solutions for the environment are missing. The focus is 
mainly on mitigating nation-wide environmental threats and the role of green 
growth should be given more consideration. 

1.6 The list of the programmes under the ERDF, the ESF, the Cohesion Fund, 
except those under the European territorial cooperation goal, and of the 
programmes of the EAFRD and the EMFF, with the respective indicative 
allocations by ESI Fund and by year 

• There is no indication of the financial allocation per programme, ESI Fund and 
year. 

2 ARRANGEMENTS TO ENSURE EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION - 
ARTICLE 14(1) (B) CPR 

2.1 Arrangements to ensure coordination between the ESI Funds and other 
Union and national funding instruments and with the EIB 

• The description of coordination between ESI Funds is insufficient and should be 
further elaborated, notably on areas of intervention where ESI Funds will be used 



25 

in a complementary manner and on mechanisms to help applicants and 
beneficiaries use the funds in a complementary way.  

• The scope of action of 5 working groups under the ESI Funds Council and their 
mutual interaction in avoiding overlaps is not explained. 

• There is no particular reference to how EMFF will be involved in the coordination 
of ESI Funds, in particular with the EAFRD. 

• Only very general information is provided on how to maximise synergies between 
the interventions of both CAP pillars. 

• The information on coordination with the national funding sources, EIB, European 
fund for aid to the most deprived, the Youth Employment Initiative, Programme for 
Social Change and Innovation and Connecting Europe Facility is missing. 

• The importance of synergies with Horizon 2020 and participation of the Czech 
Republic in ERA is acknowledged throughout the text but no indication on how 
this is going to be ensured in practice is given. 

• Information on coordination with Erasmus+ Programme is too general and should 
be elaborated further. 

• The text indicates that the LIFE instrument will be used mainly for wastes, water 
and air (PA 1, PA 2, PA 3). PA 4: protection and care of natural environment and 
landscape does not include Natura 2000 in the LIFE instrument at all. The 
coordination with the LIFE instrument should be revised and Natura 2000 
included. 

• There is no reference to coordination mechanisms to ensure complementarity with 
actions implemented in the context of the EU Strategy for the Danube Region. 

2.2 The information required for ex ante verification of compliance with the 
rules on additionality 

• In the PA, the Czech authorities propose the reference value for the additionality 
baseline limit for public expenditure on gross fixed capital formation at 3.3% of 
GDP during the 2014-20 period. The proposal is well below historical averages in 
the Czech Republic in the pre-accession period (4.1% of GDP) as well as the EU 
membership pre-crisis period (4.5% of GDP). 

• The 2013 starting point used for projections is a result of three years of significant 
cuts in public investment which were part of fiscal consolidation efforts. Public 
investment fell from 5.1% of GDP in 2009 to 3.1% in 2012. The 2012 CSRs and 
2013 CSRs included repeated calls to safeguard growth enhancing expenditure 
including public investment. 

• The proposal is on the low-side of acceptable values; a more ambitious limit for 
public investment for the 2014-2020 period should be proposed also in light of the 
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lower allocation of EU funds. The proposal should reflect a likely “investment gap” 
created by the significant cuts in public investment in the last three years and go 
beyond a simple indexation of the CZK level to nominal GDP forecast. 

2.3 Summary of the assessment of the fulfilment of applicable ex ante 
conditionalities in accordance with Article 17 and Annex (xx) at national level. 

• Note that the section below set’s out Commission services’ preliminary assessment 
of the self-assessment provided in the draft PA, without prejudice to the final 
assessment upon submission of programmes by the Czech Republic. 

• On the basis of the information set out in the PA, the Commission services are not 
in a position to assess the consistency and adequacy of the information provided by 
the Czech Republic on the fulfilment of EAC, as required by Article 17(3) of the 
draft CPR. The results of the self-assessment of non-fulfilment are in most aspects 
consistent with the Commission services' assessment of the Czech situation. 
However, the self-assessment is not complete as the detailed action plans need to 
be provided. The actions proposed are too general (e.g. they refer only to a strategy 
to be approved, without more details on concrete steps). 

• It is misleading to indicate EAC as “partially fulfilled” in case where only 
one/some sub-criteria are considered fulfilled or the fulfilment of a sub-criterion is 
concluded without substantiated explanation (e.g. EAC 9.2, 11). 

• The following EAC evaluated by the Czech authorities as fulfilled do not 
correspond with the conclusions of the assessment by Commission services:  

• EAC 3.1 related to SMEs: Two out of four criteria prescribed for this EAC cannot 
be considered fulfilled: measures to reduce the time to set-up business to 3 working 
days and the cost to €100 and a mechanism for systematic assessment of the impact 
of legislation on SMEs using an "SME test" while taking into account differences 
in the size of enterprises, where relevant. 

• EAC 4.1 related to energy efficiency: None of the criteria can be considered 
complied with due to the on-going infringement procedure concerning Directive 
201/31/EU, non-compliance of the system of energy efficiency certification with 
Directive 2010/31/EU and an investigation on-going due to supposed wrong 
application of art.13 of Dir. 2006/32/EC. 

• EAC 4.3 related to renewables: The revised NREAP is currently under assessment 
by the Commission services. The Commission services cannot consider the result 
of self-assessment until the assessment of NREAP is finished. 

• EAC 6.1 related to water sector: The criterion regarding incentive pricing and 
adequate contribution to cost recovery has not been met so far as the incentive 
pricing and adequate contribution to cost recovery is not ensured. Furthermore the 
criterion on adoption of a River Basin Management Plan for the river basin district 
with a justified concentration of investments consistent with Article 13 of Directive 
2000/60/EC has been met only partially. 
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• Despite the broad definition of water services in RBMPs, only water supply 
and waste water treatment services were taken into account in cost recovery 
calculation limiting the scope of cost recovery. Moreover, it is not clear 
whether Environmental and Resource Costs were calculated and included into 
cost recovery. The cost recovery rates for households, agriculture and industry 
are relatively low, but justification based on affordability was presented for 
only households. 

• Incentive pricing is reported only for water supply and water treatment for 
households and industry. There is no information on incentive pricing 
concerning other water uses.  

• General EAC on public procurement: Insufficient information has been provided 
particularly on the training and dissemination of information for staff involved in 
the implementation of the Funds and on the arrangements to ensure administrative 
capacity for implementation and application of EU public procurement rules.  

• General EAC on EIA/SEA: Based on the reply of the Czech authorities to the 
Letter of Formal Notice on incomplete and incorrect transposition of the EIA 
Directive and two only partially met criteria i.e. comprehensive training strategy 
and the unclear role of the construction authorities in the EIA process, this EAC is 
considered as non-fulfilled. 

• An action plan to be drawn up for this conditionality should include putting in 
place a transition mechanism for ensuring compliance of all infrastructure 
investments prepared/implemented until the Czech legal system is compliant 
with the EIA Directive. 

• The EACs related to EMFF will not be treated during the PA adoption procedure 
but in the context of the EMFF supported programme. 

• For the EAFRD, the PA should be updated to take the last political agreement on 
the Regulation on rural development into account. 

• The self-assessment for EAC 7.3 is missing. EAC 7.4 is wrongly referred to as 7.3. 

• The self-assessment of the specific ex-ante conditionality for YEI recently agreed 
by the co-legislators should be added. 

2.4 Methodology and mechanisms to ensure consistency in the functioning of the 
performance framework in accordance with Art. 19 CPR 

• The factual information on consistency of the selection of indicators and the setting 
of milestones and targets ensured across programmes and priorities is missing.  

• Moreover, this section has to be updated in line with the Commission revised draft 
Guidance on the performance framework from end of July (definition of building 
blocks, limit levels for successful or failed milestones). Special attention should be 
given to the monitoring of the advancement of cross cutting objectives. Information 
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is needed also on the ensuring consistency across OPs, e.g. where there are similar 
priorities. 

• Consistency on the selection of indicators and the settings of milestones and targets 
across programmes and priorities should be ensured by intended Methodology for 
Programme Management (methodological and technical requirements for 
individual indicators and entire indicator system, p.125). It should contain list of all 
indicators used across all of the ESI Funds. The Authority responsible for this area 
should be identified. More details are needed on rules and principles of setting 
milestones and targets. 

2.5 Assessment of whether there is a need to reinforce the administrative 
capacity of the authorities involved in the management and control of the 
programmes and, where appropriate, of the beneficiaries 

• The analysis needs to be elaborated with more factual information covering all ESI 
Funds as concerns the structures (assignment of responsibilities, delegations, 
coordination etc.), human resources development (number and qualifications of 
staff, job descriptions, recruitment, retention, performance-based assessment and 
possibly remuneration, etc.) and systems/tools (instruments, methods, guidelines, 
manuals, IT systems). A summary of the actions is provided but no implementation 
scenario is given. The outline of the technical assistance use (covering all ESI 
Funds) should be provided. 

• The chapter should provide links to the problem analysis related to the quality and 
efficiency of public administration, where relevant. 

• It should be explained how the administrative capacity of the authorities will 
address the weaknesses identified in 2007-2013: 1) There is no assessment of needs 
in terms of evaluation capacity, while requirements for evaluations increase in 
2014-2020 and there has been a very limited amount of evaluation activities in case 
of some operational programmes. 2) There is no assessment of needs in terms of 
monitoring and how micro-data on individual participants in operations will be 
collected and stored (Art. 114(2)(d) of the draft CPR). 

• As regards the formulation "The amount of funds available for technical assistance 
operational programmes must be defined with respect to individual years and 
activities." (page 127), also the amounts of funds for TA priorities in all the 
programmes have to be defined. 

• Regarding the structures, it should be mentioned what are the changes in the new 
set up, what are the improvements compared to the current one (e.g. ROPs, IBs) in 
order to ensure smooth, effective and efficient delivery system. 

• The main elements of the methodology for human resources development should 
be included. Also, the issue of outsourcing should be addressed. 
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• It has to be stressed when and how a regulatory framework guaranteeing the 
independence of the administration responsible for ESI Funds management and 
implementation will be ensured. 

• It should be explained how the new monitoring system will improve the 
administrative capacity and if the technical assistance will be used. 

• The Czech authorities are invited to describe problems and risks identified and 
measures to be implemented in the area of public procurement in order to ensure 
effective and efficient public procurement procedures and to avoid irregularities. 

• Anti-corruption measures based on a sound anti-corruption strategy should be 
included and linked to the outcome of risk analysis. 

2.6 Summary of the actions planned in the programmes, including an indicative 
timetable, to achieve a reduction in the administrative burden for beneficiaries 

• A complete timetable is missing; the description is too vague and focused on the 
management structure. It is unclear what actual reduction in the administrative 
burden for beneficiaries will be. This part needs also to be complemented with 
information on the planned use of simplified costs. 

• Fund-specific actions should be indicated, where appropriate. 

3 Description of the integrated approach to territorial development supported 
by the ESI Funds or a summary of the integrated approaches to territorial 
development based on the content of the programmes 

• This section is too general and theoretical. The description refers to procedural 
aspects, no precise outline of territorial development strategy is given, just general 
goals. No reference to analysis in point 1 is made. The information on integrated 
approach should be complemented. 

3.1 The arrangements to ensure an integrated approach to the use of the ESI 
Funds for the territorial development of specific sub-regional areas including 

Community-led local development (CLLD) 

• The PA does not provide information on the main objectives and challenges to be 
addressed under the CLLD. It only provides general information on functions of 
LAGs and experiences gained in 2007-13 without outlining the scope of future 
action. 

• The PA does not outline the thematic focus and the target groups for using the 
CLLD. It is unclear towards which thematic objectives CLLD will contribute. 

• There is no indication of an approximate budget allocation for each ESI Fund. The 
administrative set-up to be used, the role that will be attributed to the LAGs and the 
arrangements for preparatory support under the CLLD need to be outlined. 
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• No reference is made to the ESI Funds that will be used besides EAFRD. There is 
no information on complementarities between the ESI Funds. The interaction with 
LEADER within the CLLD strategy more generally is not explained.  

Integrated territorial investments (ITI)  

• There is no information if other ESI Fund, except for ERDF, will be used in 6 ITIs 
indicated in the section. 

• The information on the implementation arrangements, coordination mechanisms, 
stakeholders and financial arrangements is missing. 

Sustainable urban development 

• The arrangements to ensure an integrated approach to the use of the ESI Funds for 
the territorial development of specific sub-regional areas should be explained. The 
principles for identifying the urban areas where integrated actions for sustainable 
urban development are to be implemented should be described. The indicative 
allocation for these actions under the ERDF should be included. 

• Only very basic information has been provided, as concerns the planned use of 
Integrated Area Development Plans (IADP), linked to 2007-2013 Integrated Urban 
Development Plans (IUDP). No information as concerns their structure, allocation, 
selection, responsibilities, management, whether they will be obligatory for towns 
or not, etc. has been provided. 

• The information on urban-rural linkages is missing. It appears there will be both a 
programme and ITI in Prague. The justification for this arrangement should be 
provided in this section as well. 

• The PA lacks an analysis of the land take problem (urban sprawl), negative 
consequences of sub-urbanisation, brownfields) and contaminated sites. The 
inclusion of rehabilitation of industrial areas as an objective of the priority 
‘sustainable urban development’ (land recycling) is not adequately reflected in the 
PA. 

European territorial cooperation (ETC) and macro-regional strategies 

• There is no indication how the cooperation will contribute to addressing the 
challenges identified (e. g cross-border programmes with Slovak Republic, Austria, 
State of Bavaria, State of Saxony as concerns TO 10 and TO 11 and TO 8 for OP 
Transnational Cooperation Central Europe); only current status of the preparation 
of programmes is described. The illustration of how programming will ensure the 
consistency of interventions should be included (e.g. rational behind the priority 
areas of OP Interact). 

• It is unclear how the Danube Strategy was taken into account in strategic 
programming in the view of ensuring consistency of planned interventions. The 
document fails to mention the importance of trans-national cooperation initiatives 
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and synergies with the Danube Strategy on the identified issues of mutual interest 
between the Czech Republic and other Danube river basin regions/countries 
(priority area 2 of the Danube Strategy is coordinated by the Czech Republic 
together with Hungary); 

Integrated approach to address the specific needs of geographical areas most 
affected by poverty or of target groups at highest risk of discrimination or social 
exclusion.  

• The areas are identified but no detailed evidence is provided. The use of ESF and 
ERDF is recognised but their individual role is not specified. The possible use of 
the EAFRD is not mentioned. 

• This section of the document would benefit from including access of vulnerable 
groups to health services, including prevention and primary care. There is no 
description of an integrated approach to address the specific needs of people with 
disabilities. 

• As regards the table on page 143, more information is needed as to how the 
planned OP Prague-Growth Pole will support socially excluded localities. 

4 Assessment of the existing systems for electronic data exchange, and a 
summary of the actions planned to gradually permit all exchanges of information 
between beneficiaries and authorities responsible for management and control of 
programmes to be carried out by electronic data exchange 

• The assessment of the existing systems and development needs should be more 
elaborated (by ESI Fund where necessary). Also, it should be described how the 
fulfilment of Art. 114(2)(d) of the draft CPR is ensured. Regarding the actions 
planned the indicative time frame ("during 2014") is too general. 

• Regarding the newly proposed electronic data exchange system, the comments 
provided during and after the 5th informal dialogue meeting have not been 
reflected in this section. 

5 Annexes 

5.1 Description of the links between problem areas to the Europe 2020 
Strategy and to the National Reform Programme 

• There is no need of a specific annex on compliance with the Europe 2020 strategy. 
The information should be incorporated directly in the PA in a concise way. 
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