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Introduction

The thesis we are presenting is devoted to a highly actual issue of the Czech reality:
preparation of the Czech Republic for integration in the system of Structural Funds of the
European Union. This issue belongs currently to the most frequently discussed topics related
to the future membership of the Czech Republic in the European Union. It is the more
important that it has palpable impacts already before the accession: the Czech Republic can
benefit from the EU budget today already in the framework of the so-called pre-structural
funds. Many institutions as well as regions in the Czech Republic have had the opportunity to
come in touch with the solidarity principle promoted in the EU. After the accession to the EU,
the Czech Republic will be entitled to receive from the Structural Funds about six-fold
support than it receives today from the pre-structural funds.
The principal objective of the research project was:
to explore the experience of the Czech actors of regional development with the EU
assistance and the state of their preparedness for the Structural Funds, all on the
basis of a good understanding of the background given by the EU assistence and the
Czech regional policy.

In order to achieve this goal, planning of the research project included the following
stages:
1. investigation of the EU pre-structural aid in the Czech Republic,
2. examination of the Czech policy of regional support,
3. questionnaire survey aiming to unveil the role of individual regional actors in regional
development, their hitherto experience with the implementation of the EU assistance and
their preparedness for the advent of the Structural Funds,
4. analysis of the responses by different scientific methods, including the traditional “poll
method” and the GUHA method.
The structure of the thesis reflects to a great part the above-given research plan.
The first chapter is devoted to the EU side of the issue. It describes what kind of
support the European Union has offered so far to the Czech Republic. Attention is paid to the
objectives of the pre-accession support, its scope and forms, procedures and mechanisms of
its implementation, as well as particular funds and programmes, as they were changing during
the time. The chapter is structured chronologically: it proceeds from the EU assistance before
4

2000 to the current system of “pre-structural funds”. For the reason of continuity, the final
part of the first chapter outlines very briefly also the system the Czech Republic is going to
adhere to in the near future– the system of the Structural Funds.
The second chapter focuses on the Czech side of the issue: it describes the effort the
Czech Republic and its subjects have made in order to exploit the opportunities offered by the
EU assistance. In 1997, when the perspective of the EU membership gained discernible
contours, a period of great endeavour began with the objective to prepare the Czech Republic
for the EU structural support. The vision of generous EU funding has been a powerful
impetus for the Czech Republic to make essential changes in its approach towards regional
support. We are going to depict all aspects of regional policy where adjustments were
necessary in order to meet the EU expectations: legislative framework, institutional
framework, territorial setting of public administration, programming documents, the issue of
co-financing of regional development and the system of statistics.
The character of the first two chapters is predominantly descriptive. Nevertheless,
despite their rather unattractive descriptive nature, both chapters are seen as indispensable
since they provide a necessary information base for comprehension of the contents of the
subsequent chapters. A great effort has been made to base most of the information on primary
information sources (legislation, official announcements of the government and ministries,
strategic documents etc.).
The third chapter is the core of the thesis. We are going to present a questionnaire
survey which has been carried out with the aim to assess the role of Czech regional actors in
regional development and their hitherto experience with the EU assistance. The survey
focused on three types of organisations involved in regional development: self-governed
Regions, regional development agencies and municipalities. A thorough analysis of key
findings of the survey will reveal interesting facts about the readiness to implement the EU
regional aid at regional and municipal level.
Two basic methods have been used in to analyse the responses obtained in the survey.
The first analysing tool is the method of relative frequency of response (plus percentage
distribution if possible) – the traditional “poll method” used in sociological surveys. Second,
an independent analysis has been carried out using the GUHA method. GUHA (General
Unary Hypotheses Automaton), is an exploratory data-processing method with a considerable
theoretical background. Due to a thirty-year scientific endeavour of the Czech academic
community, GUHA has evolved into a fruitful combination of logic and statistics. It has been
5

successfully used in applied research in the Czech Republic and it is gradually gaining
attention also abroad.
The fourth and final chapter summarises the key findings of the survey. On the basis
of the conclusions, recommendations will be made aiming at elimination of major deficiencies
encountered by the regional actors in the implementation of the EU assistance. We will
suggest improvements which might – if realised – increase the efficiency of the EU aid in the
Czech Republic, maximise potential benefits embodied in the EU assistance and strengthen
the absorption capacity at local and regional level.

The author is aware of the fact that the thesis does not exhaust fully the topic she has
opted for in her doctoral research. Due to a limited scope of the research, some issues were
mentioned only marginally, although they are in a very close relation to the subject of the
research. For instance, the research subject being the EU assistance, little interest was paid to
programmes of regional support launched by the Czech government. Also, in focusing on
regional and local level, we did not deal deeply with the central level of the implementation of
the EU assistance in the Czech Republic (the tasks of individual central authorities
responsible for the coordination, implementation and monitoring, the National Development
plan and other strategic documents etc.). And finally, the research did not include a microeconomic analysis of projects implemented in the framework of the EU pre-accession aid.
These issues would suffice as full-scope subject matters for other independent research
projects.

Despite the deficiencies of the research, we believe the thesis represents a decent
contribution to the on-going debate on the system of regional support in the Czech Republic
and its preparation for the EU membership. Since no other research of this kind has been
undertaken in the Czech Republic to own knowledge, the thesis can serve as an original
source of information for institutions involved in the implementation of the EU assistance and
thus contribute to the final tuning-up works before the integration in the system of the
Structural Funds. We also believe that the research has an indispensable scientific value lying
above all in the application of the GUHA method in a completely new field of research. In
this sense, we hope the thesis might serve as a studying material as well as an inspiration for
other young researchers to follow up.
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Chapter 1
The EU Financial Aid to the Czech Republic
Financial assistance has been flowing from the European Union to the candidate
countries for over a decade. The scope and forms of this assistance have been changing during
this period, in line with the motives underlying those non-negligible transfers from the EU
budget towards non-EU citizens.
The purpose of this chapter is to offer a concise overview of the EU pre-accession aid
the Czech Republic has received up to this day, to explain the evolution of this financial
assistance as far as its scope, structure, priorities, forms and conditions of implementation are
concerned. First, we will concentrate on the EU assistance before 2000, then at the current
state set by the changes of 2000, and finally on the perspective of EU regional intervention
after the EU accession. Having in mind the unattractiveness of descriptions, we commit
ourselves to stay as brief as possible to keep to the objective of this chapter – to lay down an
information base necessary for comprehension of the following chapters.

1.1.

Financial assistance before 2000
The beginning of the EU financial support in favour of Central and Eastern European

countries (CEECs) dates back to the moment of the fall of Iron Curtain. Already in 1989
launched the European Communities Programme PHARE, originally only for Poland and
Hungary1, which was subsequently extended to other countries of the post-communist block.
At first, the aim of this assistance was to support the on-going transformation
processes in these countries. The political and legal basis for the aid was laid down in the
Association Agreements signed between the EU and the CEECs mostly in the first half of the
1990s. In fact, financing in this period was directed towards priorities defined by the
beneficiary countries as necessary to reform their economic as well as political systems
(demand driven approach).2
1

Hence the abbreviation PHARE which stands for "Pologne-Hongrie Actions pour la Reconversion
Economique" (Poland and Hungary Actions for Reconstruction of the Economy)
2
Financing in this initial period is sometimes characterised as "shopping-list" assistance, expressing the
asymmetry of information between the donor and the beneficiary, as well as a lack of a common sense or a
conceptual approach - agreed by both sides - towards the needs of transition countries.
7

As the EU membership grew into the primary objective of the CEECs, strongly
supported by the EU itself, at least in the rhetoric of high EU representatives, EU financial
assistance became more and more oriented to help the candidate countries to achieve this
goal. The shift in approach was confirmed in Agenda 2000, a keystone document prepared by
the European Commission in 1997 in order to outline main reforms the Union was to
undertake in the perspective of enlargement. A draft of a new financial framework for the
next programming period 2000-2006, also included in Agenda 2000, offered an unambiguous
signal for the candidate countries that the enlargement rhetoric was gaining real contours.
Enlargement has become a commitment.
Agenda 2000 brought two main changes for the financial assistance. First, it envisaged
a considerable increase in the amounts designed for candidate countries, starting from 2000.
The perspective of up-coming enlargement3 reinforced the readiness of the EU to assist the
candidate countries in their transformation efforts. The motives were clear: to ensure
maximum preparedness of new members at the moment of accession. From this point of view,
reinforcing financial assistance for candidate countries should not be seen as an expression of
altruism, rather a pragmatism.
Agenda 2000 promised not only strengthening of the support in scope and forms, but
also its strict subordination to the objective of preparation of the candidate countries for the
EU accession. Following this change in approach, the EU financial assistance became a firm
part of the enhanced pre-accession strategy embodied in the Accession Partnership, a
document signed between the EU and the first group of candidate countries4, including the
Czech Republic, in March 1998 as an expression of the new enlargement commitment.
Hence, since spring 1998 financial aid was determined not so by priorities defined by the
candidate countries themselves, but by a clear strategy agreed on by both sides, the Union as
well as the candidate country, and oriented primarily towards the EU membership (accessiondriven approach). Since 1998, we can speak of pre-accession support.
In the period before 2000, practically all financial assistance was implemented through
the PHARE programme. Besides PHARE programme, candidate countries were also
3

The new financial framework was built on the assumption that first candidate countries would enter the EU in
2002.
4
So called Luxembourg group. Following the recommendation of the European Commission, the European
Council in Luxembourg in December 1997 decided to launch accession negotiations with six applicant countries
in March 1998: Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia.
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allowed to benefit from so called Community Programmes, i.e. programmes designated for
subjects in the member countries of the Union.

The EU financial aid in the Czech Republic 5
The Association Agreement between the European Communities and the Czech
Republic, which creates the legal basis for financial assistance, was signed in October 1993
and entered into force in February 1995.6 The legal framework of the assistance was
completed by the signature of the Framework Agreement between the Government of the
Czech Republic and the European Commission Concerning Participation of the Czech
Republic in the European Community’s Aid Programme.
The total EU assistance allocated in the period 1990-1999 amounted to 756 mil EUR.
As mentioned above, the EU financial asssitance in this period took two forms: financing
through the PHARE Programme and the possibility to take part in Community Programmes.
A basic structure of the EU financial assistance in the Czech Republic in the period 19901999 is demonstrated on the following chart:

To be distinguished from the so called Helsinki group, a group of candidate countries which started the
accession talks with the EU in 2000 on the basis of the decision of the European Council in Helsinki in
December 1999: Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia.
5
Information used in this section were drawn from the official sources of:
! Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic: PHARE Programme in the Czech Republic 1990-1996 (1996);
Programmes of Support of the European Communities: Phare, ISPA, SAPARD (2001); Programmes of
Support of the European Communities to the Czech Republic (2000);
! Delegation of the European Commission in the Czech Republic: Financial sources of the EU for the Czech
Republic (2001); http://www.evropska-unie.cz/,
! Centre for Regional Development under the Ministry of Local Development: http://www.crr.cz
! Euroskop - information server of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republic
(http://www.euroskop.cz/euroskop/site/cr/financnipomoc.html}.
6
It followed the Association Agreement signed between the European Communities and Czechoslovakia in
December 1991, which was, however, never ratified and was substituted by the Provisional Agreement in order
to avoid delays in creation of free trade area.
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Figure 1.1. Structure of the EU financial assistance in 1990-1999
National Programme PHARE

PHARE

CBC-PHARE

EU assistance
Multi-Country Programmes

Community
Programmes

Contribution to Community
Programmes

Figure 1.2. gives a graphic description of shares of individual components of the
PHARE budget in the period 1995-1999:
Figure 1.2. The EU assistance under PHARE in 1995-1999

Contribution to
Community
Programmes
2%

Multi-Country
Programmes
9%
National
Programme
PHARE
47%

Phare-CBC
42%

Source: Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic, Programmes of Support of the European Communities to
the Czech Republic, 2000; own calculations.
Note: As for the Multi-Country Programmes, only those have been included which were implemented by the
Czech Republic, i.e. where the participation of the Czech Republic can be expressed in numbers. These are:
TEMPUS, modernisation of border crossings under Phare Multi-Country Transport Programme, and trilateral
cross-border co-operation in 1995-96. Financial allocation under the other programmes could not be assessed.
Therefore, the share of the Multi-Country Programmes was higher in reality than that in the figure. (According to
information of the European Commission, Multi-Country Programmes accounted for about 20% of the total EU
assistance in favour of the CEECs in 1990-99, this share being much lower after 2000.
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PHARE7
The PHARE Programme is the main instrument of the pre-accession support of the
1990-1999 period. It was launched in 1989 in order to help the CEECs countries reform their
political and economic system. Following the shift in approach related to Agenda 2000, new
guidelines for the PHARE Programme were adopted in 1998 in order to redirect support
towards the preparation of the candidate countries for accession in the key areas identified in
the Accession Partnerships. Since then, Phare activities have been concentrated on two main
objectives:

institution-building

(30%)

and

investment

(70%).

Institution-building

encompasses activities which help the administrations of the candidate countries acquire the
capacity to implement the ‘acquis communautaire’ (the European Communities’ body of
legislation). Investment is aimed to help the candidate countries bring their industries and
major infrastructure up to Community standards, especially in the areas of environment,
transport, industrial plant, quality standards in products, working conditions, and so on.
The PHARE budget is divided between the National Programme PHARE, PHARECBC (Cross-Border Co-operation), Multi-Country Programmes (after 1998 replaced by
Multi-Beneficiary Programmes), and since 1998, also a part of the contribution to the
Community Programmes.
# The National Programme PHARE represents the main channel of assistance aimed at
priorities indicated in the Accession Partnership. Its implementation is decentralised, i.e.
after its adoption by the European Commission and the Member States, all responsibility
for the management of the National Programme is transferred to the Czech government. In
1995-1999, the National Programmes (Country Operational Programmes until 1997)
accounted for about one half of all PHARE financing allocated directly to the Czech
Republic. Sub-programmes and priorities financed under the National Programme differ
every year. They include strengthening of democracy, human rights and support of
minorities, economic and social cohesion, strengthening the institutional and
administrative capacity, environment, agriculture, justice and home affairs.
# PHARE – Cross-Border Co-operation is another example of assistance with
decentralised, i.e. national-level implementation. It was launched in 1994 in order to
finance projects of common interest of the candidate countries and neighbouring EU
Member States. First, the programme was limited to projects in regions located near the
7

Pologne-Hongrie Actions pour la Reconversion Economique (Poland and Hungary Actions for Reconstruction
of the Economy)
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Czech-German borders, in 1995 it was extended to regions on Austrian borders, and in
1999 also to co-operation with Poland and Slovakia. In the period 1995-1999, the CBCPHARE programme accounted for almost one half of the aid allocated under PHARE
directly to the Czech Republic.
Assistance was provided either for large infrastructural projects (over 2 MEUR) or – since 1996 for small non-investment projects in areas of culture, tourism or education (50 000 EUR
maximum) through the Phare-CBC Small Project Fund. Since 1999, also small infrastructural
projects (300 000 EUR maximum) were eligible.

# Multi-Country Programmes are designed to solve problems and needs of several or all
candidate countries at the same time. These programmes are launched and managed by the
European Commission (or Delegation of the European Commission in individual
candidate countries). Since their launch in 1991, the Multi-Country Programmes have lost
much of their importance. In relation to the shift towards the accession-driven approach in
1998, more emphasis have been put on the National Programmes and the number of
Multi-Country programmes has been reduced and partly replaced by so called MultiBeneficiary Programmes.
The Czech Republic have participated in various Multi-Country Programmes since 1991, for
example TEMPUS (support of co-operation between universities in candidate countries and the
EU Member States) and Phare Multi-Country Transport Programme (modernisation of border
crossings, technical studies ...), programmes in the areas of justice and home affairs (fight against
corruption, drugs and organised crime), support of non-governmental sector and civil society
(Partnership, ACCESS, Democracy), statistical co-operation, support of small and medium-sized
enterprises, technical assistance in approximation of the EU legal norms (TAIEX – Technical
Assistance Information Exchange Office), etc. Except for the first two programmes which were
implemented under the responsibility of the Czech Republic, the financial allocation for the Czech
Republic under Multi-Country programmes cannot be expressed in numbers because support is in
general shared by several candidate countries.
As for the Multi-Beneficiary Programmes, candidate countries often compete for assistance. The
Czech Republic was successful only in 1999 in programme LSIF (Large-Scale Infrastructure
Facility), with a project of reconstruction of the sewege system in Brno. The CR also participated
in PPF (Project Preparation Facility) aimed to help with preparation of projects in the field of
economic and social cohesion, programme Consensus III (social system reform) and ACCESS
2000 (in support of NGOs).

Community Programmes
Besides the PHARE programme, the candidate countries have also access to
Community Programmes, i.e. programmes designated primarily for the member countries of
the Union in order to foster co-operation in various fields related to EC policies. The
participation in these programmes is conditioned by a payment of a financial contribution
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which can be also partly (up to 75%) covered from the PHARE programme. The contribution
from PHARE can reach 10% of PHARE appropriation at maximum.8
Community Programmes have been opened gradually to the CEECs during the second
half of the 1990s. It is upon the decision of each candidate country which programme it wants
to participate in (and pay for). The Czech Republic have participated in Community
programmes since 1997, namely in programmes in support of education (Socrates, Leonardo
da Vinci, Youth), research and development (Fifth Framework Programme for Research and
Technological Development, Fifth Nuclear Framework Programme for Science and
Research)9, European cultural heritage (Raphael/Culture 2000), energy savings (SAVE II),
small and middle-sized enterprises (Third Multi-Annual Programme for SMEs), equal
opportunities, town-twinning etc.
Details on programmes and sub-programmes financed during 1990-1999, as well as
respective allocations for individual years, follow in Appendix to Chapter 1.

1.2.

Pre-accession support after 2000: Pre-Structural Funds
Starting from the year 2000, the EU financial support of the candidate countries has

been considerably reinforced in accordance with the new programming period of the EC
budget (2000-2006). The PHARE programme was strengthened and modified, and two new
financial instruments were launched: ISPA (support in the areas of environment and transport
and SAPARD (programme in support of agriculture and rural development). Besides these
programmes, candidate countries are further invited to benefit from the Community
programmes.
The EU financial framework for the programming period 2000-2006, approved in
Berlin in March 1999, endowed the new financial instruments with the following budgets:10
!

PHARE: 10.92 billion EUR (1.56 billion EUR a year)

!

ISPA:

!

SAPARD: 3.64 billion EUR (0.52 billion EUR a year)

7,28 billion EUR (1.04 billion EUR a year)

8

In the case of the EU member states, this participation fee is covered from the EC budget.
Participation of the Czech Republic in these programmes is fully covered from the national budget.
10
European Commission, Financial sources of the EU for the Czech Republic (2001)
9
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The available financing will be divided between ten CEECs according to their ability to
establish functional structures for implementation of programmes and to submit high-quality
projects.
After 2000, also the principles guiding the implementation of the pre-accession aid
have been changed, or rather clearly defined. Since the objective of the pre-accession aid is to
prepare the candidates for the use of the Structural Funds, the EU requires that the
implementation of assistance offered to candidate countries respects the principles of regional
aid provided in the EU. Also legal, administrative and budgetary framework, as well as
implementation structures and mechanisms must be adjusted to the standards guiding regional
and structural support in the EU.
Programmes PHARE, ISPA and SAPARD are often addressed together as prestructural funds. The reason is that their main objective is - besides institutional and
legislative preparation for accession - to prepare candidate countries for integration in the
system of Structural Funds which is the primary instrument of redistribution within the
European Union. At the moment of accession, support from pre-structural funds will be
ceased and replaced by standard EU structural aid from the Structural Funds.

The EU financial aid in the Czech Republic 11
After 2000, the EU financial assistance in the Czech Republic more than doubled.
While the average annual allocation in the period for 1995-99 amounted to about 70 mil EUR,
the total allocation for the Czech Republic envisaged for the period 2000-2002 amounts to
158-184 mil EUR a year.12
As mentioned above, the set of financial instruments of the EU pre-accession aid
expanded after 2000. Figure 1.3. illustrates the basic structure of the EU financial assistance
in the Czech Republic in the period after 2000 and Figure 1.4. shows shares of individual
financial instruments:

11

For sources, see footnote 5.
The indicative ranges point out that the amounts of financing virtually spent depend on the ability of the Czech
Republic to establish functional structures for implementation of programmes, on the quality of submitted
projects and on its negotiation skills. The exact allocation for every year is determined in the Financing
Memorandum.

12
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Figure 1.3. Structure of the EU financial assistance after 2000
National Programme PHARE

PHARE
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Multi-Country/MultiBeneficiary Programmes
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EU assistance
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Figure 1.4. The EU assistance under PHARE, ISPA and
SAPARD in 2000-2001
SAPARD
12%

National
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Source: Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic, Programmes of Support of the European Communities:
Phare, ISPA, SAPARD, 2001; own calculations
Note: Multi-Beneficiary or Multi-Country are not included. Their share on the total assistance cannot be assessed
properly due to allocation-sharing by several countries. The role of these programmes has diminished
considerably in this period and can be neglected.
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PHARE
The PHARE Programme has been modified in several aspects, compared to the period
before 2000. First, its budget has been strengthened from about 69 to 79 mil EUR a year.
Further, support of some activities – especially in the field of rural development, environment
and transport infrastructure - has been taken over by the new financial instruments ISPA and
SAPARD. In relation to that, the balance between the National Programme and PHARE-CBC
has changed. While in the second half of 1990s, the PHARE budget allocated to the Czech
Republic was divided between the two evenly, after 2000 the National Programme gained
more importance and the ratio has been modified to 75:25 in favour of the National
Programme.13 Also financing of Multi-Country Programmes, designed for more candidate
countries and implemented centrally by the European Commission, has been dramatically
reduced and partly replaced by Multi-Beneficiary Programmes which run on a slightly
different platform.
Under CBC-PHARE, Small Project Fund has been transformed into Joint Small
Project Fund, the emphasis being put on a better institutionalisation of co-operation between
partners from bordering countries (Joint Coordination Committee). Also a grant scheme (min
2 mil EUR) was created for small infrastructural projects (50 000 – 300 000 EUR, 300 000 –
2 mil EUR) in relation to the strengthening of competencies of regional bodies in decisionmaking on projects to be financed. Implementation of projects under a grant scheme is
subordinated to a clearly pre-defined system of criteria. It had been tested in the framework of
the National Programme PHARE 1998 in two pilot regions Haná and Jeseník.
And finally, the priority of economic and social cohesion and preparation for the
Structural Funds has been reinforced: considerable financing has been reserved for a new subprogramme PHARE-ESC (Economic and Social Cohesion) under the National Programme in
support of disfavoured NUTS II regions14. The European Commission requires that
13

The reason was twofold. The European Commission adopted the view that the National Programme can better
assure fulfilment of all accession conditions. At the same time, a lot of projects formely financed from PHARECBC, such as water management schemes or projects in support of rural development in border regions, fell
under financing from ISPA and SAPARD.
14
NUTS II regions correspond to the level of territorial division of the EU territory which is eligible for support
under Objective 1 (support of regions with GRP per capita under 75% of the EU average), i.e. main part of
regional assistance in the EU. For more see Chapter 2.3.
In 2000, support under PHARE-ESC was concentrated to two NUTS II regions (North-West and Ostrava), in
2001 it was extended to Central Moravia. It is envisioned to include Central Bohemia in 2002 and subsequently
all NUTS II regions in the Czech Republic except for Prague which does not fulfil the 75% eligibility condition.
16

mechanisms of this support are gradually adjusted to principles and standards governing
regional support in the EU; a lot of emphasis is put on creation of efficient structures of
decentralised implementation (responsibility for implementation should be progressively - by
the moment of accession at the latest – transferred to regions).

ISPA (Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-accession)
ISPA has been launched in order to support large investment projects (over 5 million
EUR) in the field of environment (mostly water and air pollution, waste management) and
transport infrastructure (creation of trans-European networks). A small part of the ISPA
budget may also be used to fund design work and other work in the area of project preparation
and supervision. The indicative allocation for the Czech Republic in the period 2000-2002 has
been set to 57,2-83,2 mil EUR a year. It should be divided between the two priorities in ratio
50:50.
In 2000 and 2001, the European Commission approved altogether 14 projects
amounting to 290.3 mil EUR out of which the EU will finance 171,4 mil EUR. The allocation
for 2000-2001 is 137,48 mil EUR15. Five projects correspond to the field of environment
(39,3%), five to the field of transport infrastructure (60%) and four projects aim at technical
assistance (0,7%). At the moment, applications for ISPA 2002 are being submitted (deadline
June 2002).

SAPARD (Special Accession Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development)
The aim of SAPARD Programme is to help candidate countries to implement EU
legislation in matters of the Common Agricultural Policy, and to support structural reforms in
agriculture and rural development. The allocation for the Czech Republic in the current period
is 22,1 mil EUR a year. It should be divided between the agriculture sector and rural
development in the ratio of 2:1.
Unlike PHARE and ISPA, the management of SAPARD is fully decentralised, i.e. the
responsibility for project selection and fund allocation is confined to a specialised agency
established under the responsibility of each country. After considerable delays, the SAPARD
Agency, established in the Czech Republic for this purpose, has been approved necessary

17

accreditation by the European Commission in April 2002 (the national accreditation preceded
in June 2001).16
Successively, the programme was launched with no other delays. Interested subjects
were invited to submit applications for seven from nine measures (representing 93%) from 15
April to 15 May. In the second half of 2002, another round for submission of projects will
take place. The aim is to start as many projects as possible in 2002 so that all financing
allocated for 2000 and 2001, which has to be spent by the end of 2003, can be used.

Community Programmes
There have been no significant changes after 2000, except for those in the “portfolio”
of programmes (the set of programmes opened differs from year to year).

15

Only part of the funds for each project are being committed with the signature of a Financing Memorandum.
The remaining funds, up to the maximum specified, will be released by the Commission on the basis of
satisfactory progress in the implementation of the projects and fulfilment of associated conditions.
16
In June 2001, programme TEST was launched by the Ministry for Regional Development with the aim to test
the basic administrative procedures of SAPARD. The programme was launched only in selected regions and was
financed fully from the Czech sources (through the Rural Renewal Programme).
18

1.3.

Post-accession regional assistance: Structural Funds
At the moment of accession, pre-accession aid under PHARE, ISPA and SAPARD

will be replaced by standard structural support provided for the EU Member States under the
Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund. It should be increased gradually, according to each
country’s capacity to absorb the funding, without exceeding the general limit of 4% of the
national GDP (the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund together).

Financial instruments
The new members will gain access the following instruments of regional support:
$ Structural Funds:
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) - support of the less-favoured regions
European Social Fund (ESF) - amelioration of the operation of labour markets and
reduction of unemployment (training, vocational retraining and job creation schemes)
European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) – support of rural
development
Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) – support of the fisheries sector
$ Cohesion Fund - assistance designed to finance environmental and trans-European
transport network projects in the member countries whose GNP per capita is lower than
90% of the EU average (Greece, Spain, Portugal, Ireland in the current period)

There is a clear logical link between the financial instruments of economic and social
cohesion in the candidate countries and the EU Member States. As mentioned in Chapter
1.2., one of the aims of the pre-accession aid is to prepare the candidate countries for
integration in the system of Structural Funds. The pre-structural funds have not been
conceived ad hoc, but with a clear thought of continuity between the pre- and post-accession
support. In other words, the pre-structural funds can be seen as predecessors of the Structural
Funds and the Cohesion Fund. Links between the individual funds can be seen from the
following chart:
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Figure 1.5. Relation between the pre-accession and post-accession structural assistance
Preaccession aid

EU structural support

Interreg

CBC-Phare

PHARE

ERDF

ESF

ISPA

Cohesion
Fund

SAPARD

EAGGF

Forms of regional assistance
The assistance from the Structural Funds can be provided in three forms:
$ Objective Programmes (94% of SF) - programmes proposed by the Member States
Objective 1 : Regions whose development is lagging behind – regions with GRP per capita
under 75% of the EU average, regions with extremely low population density, the most
remote regions
Objective 2 : Areas facing structural difficulties - industrial areas, rural areas, urban areas
and areas dependent on fisheries
Objective 3 : Development of human resources - a horizontal objective, applied on the
whole territory of the EU
$ Community Initiatives (5.35 %) - programmes initiated by the European Commission
Interreg III - transnational, cross-border and interregional cooperation;
Urban – regeneration of urban areas in crisis;
Leader + - rural development by local action groups;
Equal - transnational cooperation to fight against discrimination and inequality in access
to work
$ Innovative Actions (1%) - studies, pilot projects or innovative strategies launched and
managed by the European Commission in order to test new approaches to regional support
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The use of the EU structural support must respect four fundamental principles:
1. Concentration – The support should concentrate on three clearly defined objectives, so
that resources can be used effectively, in support of regions in real need, and are not
dispersed among a range of minor, less fruitful actions.
2. Partnership – The EU requires an ever close cooperation between the European
Commission and all relevant national, regional and local authorities during all stages of
preparation and realisation of regional programmes.
3. Programming - The support of regional development should be based on multi-annual
development programmes which allow to take into account all associated aspects from a
long-term perspective and in a wider spatial context.
4. Additionality – The assistance provided from the Structural Funds must not lead to a
reduction of the Member States’ effort in favour of regional development. Therefore, cofinancing is required from the part of the Member States.

The scope of structural support after accession was laid down in the budgetary
framework for 2000-2006 adopted at Berlin summit in March 1999. However, since the
Berlin framework was based upon the presumption that six most advanced candidate
countries will enter in 2002, which is not in line with the current state of the enlargement
process, the Berlin scenario had to be adjusted. In its communication of 30 January 2002, the
European Commission introduced a new financial framework for 2004-2006.17
As for structural operations, it was decided that the amounts foreseen under the Berlin
scenario for structural funds in the first three years of accession and adjusted for 10 new
Member States should remain more or less unaffected. However, there will be changes in the
structure of structural aid. The Cohesion fund expenditure will be expanded from current 18%
to about one third of the total financial envelope for structural actions, in order to facilitate the
absorption of structural assistance in the new Member States. This adjustment was made to
diminish the burden for the national budgets of the new members, as co-financing rate
provided from the Cohesion Fund is higher than that under the Objective 1.
The original and adjusted amounts for structural operations, as well as amounts of preaccession support, are given in Tables 1.1. and 1.2. They point at a considerable increase of
assistance after accession. According to the estimates of the Ministry of Finance of the
Czech Republic, assistance from the Structural Funds in the Czech Republic will increase
about 12 times compared to total pre-accession support.18 However, according to numbers
17

Common Financial Framework 2004-2006 for the Accession Negotiations, European Commission, Jan 2002.
http://www.europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/guesten.ksh?p_action.gettxt=gt&doc=IP/02/170|0|RAPID&lg=EN;
18
These estimates are based on the assessment that the Czech Republic will be able to absorb support
corresponding to 2,9-3,9 % GDP (about 1,7-2,6 billion EUR a year, compared to the current 158-184 million
21

suggested by the European Commission in April 2002, the allocation for the Czech Republic
should amount from about 700 mill EUR in 2004 to over a billion EUR in 2006, which is only
about four to seven times more than receives the Czech Republic today.19 Not uninteresting to
quote that the aid of current Member States with comparable size and level of development is
even higher (about 20 fold in the case of Greece).20
Table 1.1. Financial framework for enlargement 2000-2006 (billion €, 1999 prices)
(Berlin scenario: Accession of 6 new Member States in 2002)
2000
ENLARGEMENT
Agriculture
Structural operations
Internal policies
Administration
PRE-ACCESSION AID
Sapard (agriculture)
Ispa (structural operations)
PHARE

3.120
520
1.040
1.560

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

3.120
520
1.040
1.560

6.450
1.600
3.750
730
370
3.120
520
1.040
1.560

9.030
2.030
5.830
760
410
3.120
520
1.040
1.560

11.610
2.450
7.920
790
450
3.120
520
1.040
1.560

14.200
2.930
10.000
820
450
3.120
520
1.040
1.560

16.780
3.400
12.080
850
450
3.120
520
1.040
1.560

Source: http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/budget/pdf/financialfrwk/perspfin/tbl20002006eur21_en.pdf

Table 1.2. Financial framework for enlargement 2000-2006 (billion € , 1999 prices)
(Adjusted Berlin scenario: Accession of 10 new Member States in 2004)
ENLARGEMENT
Agriculture
Structural operations
Internal policies
Administration

2004

2005

2006

10.794
2.048
7.067
1.176
503

13.400
3.596
8.150
1.096
558

15.966
3.933
10.350
1.071
612

Source:
http://www.europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/guesten.ksh?p_action.gettxt=gt&doc=IP/02/170|0|RAPID&lg=EN;

EUR a year). However, the Ministry for Regional Development is less optimistic: the absorption capacity will be
lower in the first years, corresponding to 2.5% of GDP. České noviny 11.1 and 30.1.2002 (www.ceskenoviny.cz)
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České noviny 29.3.2002 (www.ceskenoviny.cz)
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The aid per capita for structural expenditure in favour of the new Member States would attain € 137 per capita
in 2006, which compares to an average of €231 for the existing four Cohesion Countries. At the same time,
support envisaged for the new Member States represents nearly 2.5% of their total GDP, compared to 1.6% of
total GDP of the four Member States that currently benefit from the Cohesion Fund. (Common Financial
Framework 2004-2006 for the Accession Negotiations, European Commission, January 2002)
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The EU financial aid in the Czech Republic
In the first half of 2002, the accession negotiations on Chapter Regional Policy took
place, which was to set the general features of the Czech Republic’s participation in the
system of Structural Funds after joining the EU. Surprisingly, the negotiations were
concluded already in April, only three months after their opening. The Czech Republic
became the first candidate country from the crucial CEE bloc to have closed the chapter on
preliminary basis.
The Czech Republic accepted the European Commission’s proposal that seven of eight
NUTS II regions21 will have right to 9.6 % of the total amount to be reserved for all candidate
countries under Objective 1. Prague which does not fulfil the criteria of 75% EU average in
GDP per capita, will receive almost one half of the yet unknown amount assigned by the
Union to the new members under Objectives 2 and 3.22 As for the Cohesion Fund, the Czech
Republic should benefit from 9.7-12.3 % of the amount designed for the new members. To
sum, the Czech Republic could receive from up to 700 mil EUR in 2004 to 1.2 billion EUR in
2006.23
However, these numbers are only indicative and will be subject to further negotiations.
They are the result of a vague methodology based on the size and strength of the Czech
economy and the assumption that ten countries will join the EU in 2004. That’s the reason
why the Czech Republic has reserved the right to renegotiate the chapter after the absolute
numbers will be announced. As mentioned earlier, the final EU contribution to the Czech
regional development will depend mainly on the ability of the Czech side to co-finance the
EU effort.

21

See Chapter 2.3.
Prague is the richest region out of 13 candidate countries (138% of the EU average in GDP per capita). The
only other beneficiaries under Objective 2 a 3 are Bratislava (108%), the territory of Cyprus (92%) and
Hungarian region surrounding Budapest (80%). České noviny 28.1.2002 (www.ceskenoviny.cz)
23
České noviny 22.4.2002, www.ceskenoviny.cz
22
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Appendix 1:

EU assistance to the Czech Republic in 1990-2001
(programmes, allocations, technical details)

Table A 1.1. PHARE allocations in 1990-2001 (mil €) according to fields of support
Democracy, human rights, support of minorities

18.87

Economic and social cohesion

514.95

•

CBC-Phare

217.00

•

infrastructure

117.15

•

private sector development

104.05

•

human resources

42.80

•

social affairs (social protection reform, labour market development)

23.45

•

preparation for EU structural policies

10.50

Institutional and administrative capacities for acquis implementation

85.95

•

institution-building

35.15

•

financial and banking sector

30.30

•

customs, standards, statistics, industrial property, competition

20.50

Environment

42.15

Agriculture

25.78

•

cadastral registration

•

agriculture

5.60
20.18

Justice and home affairs

37.45

•

justice

12.85

•

home affairs

24.60

Co-financing of participation in Community Programmes

32.71

Multi-Country Programmes (TEMPUS, border crossings, tri-lateral co-operation)

61.65

PHARE Management Support

4.85

TOTAL

824.36

Sources: Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic: Programmes of Support of the European Communities:
Phare, ISPA, SAPARD (2001); Programmes of Support of the European Communities to the Czech Republic
(2000); own calculations
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Figure A 1.1. PHARE allocations in 1990-2001
Co-financing of
participation in
PHARE Management
Community
Support
Democracy, human
Programmes
Multi-Country 1%
rights, support of
4%
Justice and home
Programmes
minorities
affairs
7%
2%
5%

CBC-Phare
26%

Agriculture
3%
Environment
5%

Institution-building
10%

Economic and social
cohesion (apart from
CBC)
37%

Sources: Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic: Programmes of Support of the European Communities:
Phare, ISPA, SAPARD (2001); Programmes of Support of the European Communities to the Czech Republic
(2000); own calculations
Note: The item Multi-Country Programmes includes TEMPUS, modernisation of border crossings and tri-lateral
co-operation.

Figure A 1.2. Phare-CBC allocations
in 1994-2001 (in million EUR)
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Sources: Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic: Programmes of Support of the European Communities:
Phare, ISPA, SAPARD (2001); Programmes of Support of the European Communities to the Czech Republic
(2000)
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Table A 1.2. PHARE 1995-2001: sub-programmes and allocations (in MEUR)
PHARE 1995
CZ 9501
CZ 9502
CZ 9503
CZ 9504
CZ 9505
CZ 9506
CZ 9507
CZ 9508
ZZ 9523)
ZZ 9524
(-01-01)
ZZ 9524
(-01-02)
Total

TEMPUS
CBC - Germany
Institutional Integration
Infrastructure Integration
Human Resources Development
Foreign Direct Investment
Technical Assistance Fund
CBC - Austria
Modernisation of border crossings
Tri-lateral Cross-Border Cooperation
(Germany-Poland-CR)
Tri-lateral Cross-Border Cooperation
(Germany-Austria-CR)

CZ 9601
CZ 9602
CZ 9603
CZ 9604
CZ 9605
ZZ 9611
ZZ 9621
(-01-01)
ZZ 9621
(-01-02)
Total

TEMPUS
Environment
Regional Development
CBC - Germany
CBC - Austria
Modernisation of border crossings
Tri-lateral Cross-Border Cooperation
(Germany-Poland-CR)
Tri-lateral Cross-Border Cooperation
(Germany-Austria-CR)

CZ 9701
CZ 9702
CZ 9703
CZ 9704
CZ 9705
ZZ 9730
Total

CBC - Germany
TEMPUS
Institutional Capacity
Civil Society Development
Economic and Social Cohesion
Modernisation of border crossings

CZ 9801
CZ 9802
CZ 9804
CZ 9805
CZ 9806
CZ 9807
CZ 9808

CBC - Austria
TEMPUS
CBC - Germany
CBC - Austria
Democracy/Human Rights/Minorities
Economic and Social Cohesion
Institutional
&Administrative
Capacity
Agriculture
Justice and Home Affairs
Environment
National Programme Management
Participation in EC Programmes

PHARE 1999
8
25
5
60
2
1
3
6
2.6
1.5

CZ 9901
CZ 9902
CZ 9903
CZ 9904
CZ 9905
CZ 9908
CZ 9909
CZ 9910
CZ 9912
CZ 9913
CZ 9914
CZ 9915
CZ 9916

0.5
114.6

PHARE 1996
7.5
5
7.5
25
9
1.8
1.5

Total

0.75
58.05

25
3
18
3
11
2.2
62.2

CZ 0010
CZ 0011
CZ 0012
CZ 0013
CZ 0014
CZ 0016
Total

PHARE 1998

Total

0.5
5.35
5.8
4.2
0.15
2.4
3
14.2
10.6
2
29.4
2
2
4
1
86.6

PHARE 2000
CZ 0101
CZ 0002
CZ 0003
CZ 0004
CZ 0005
CZ 0006
CZ 0007
CZ 0008
CZ 0009

PHARE 1997

CZ 9809
CZ 9810
CZ 9811
CZ 9812

Democracy/
Human
Rights/
Minorities
Economic and Social Cohesion
Institutional
&Administrative
Capacity
Justice and Home Affairs
National Programme Management
LSIF IV
CBC – Poland
LSIF V
CBC – Austria
CBC – Slovakia
CBC – Germany
Consensus
PPF (Project Preparation Facility)
Participation in EC Programmes
TEMPUS

Participation in EC Programmes
Political Criteria
Economic Criteria
Internal Market
Agriculture
Environment
Justice and Home Affairs
Employment and Social Affairs
Institutional &Administrative
Capacity
Economic and Social Cohesion
Access 2000
CBC - Germany
CBC - Poland
CBC - Austria
Additional support of regions

6.87
4.5
5.5
5.6
6.2
4.3
12.6
1.3
1.5
17.5
1.67
10
5
4
8.1
94.64

PHARE 2001

9.1
1
7
2.9
2
7
3

CZ 0101
CZ 0102
CZ 0103
CZ 0104
CZ 0105
CZ 0106
CZ 0107
CZ 0108
CZ 0109
CZ 0110
CZ 0111
CZ 0012
CZ 0113
Total

3
4.8
2.15
0.5
3.55
46

Participation in EC Programmes and 7.22
the European Environmental Agency
Political Criteria
3
Transport
2
Internal Market
6.5
Agriculture
8.28
Environment
5.1
Justice and Home Affairs
13.25
Employment and Social Affairs
1.75
Administrative capacity
4.75
Economic and Social Cohesion
13.55
CBC - Germany
10
CBC - Poland
5
CBC - Austria
4
65.4

Note: The items in italic are not an integral part of the National Programme, i.e. they require independent
financial arrangements. They include: programmes PHARE-CBC, Multi-Country and Multi-Beneficiary
Programmes and the contribution to the Czech Republic's participation in Community Programmes.
Sources: Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic: Programmes of Support of the European Communities:
Phare, ISPA, SAPARD (2001); Programmes of Support of the European Communities to the Czech Republic
(2000); National Programme PHARE 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 (http://phare.mfcr.cz/documenty.htm)
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Table A.1.3. Projects financed under ISPA (in MEUR)
Projects ISPA 2000
(FM signed 7 February 2001)

Expiry Date for
Disbursement

ISPA Grant
(in MEUR)

ISPA Grant
(% of total
costs)

Allocation
for 2000
(in MEUR)

Section of R48 Expressway Frýdek MístekDobrá

31 Dec 2004

20.4

60%

10.1

Optimisation of the Ústí nad Orlicí-Česká
Třebová railway section

31 Dec 2004

14.3

50%

11.2

Modernisation of the Záboří-Přelouč railway
section

31 Dec 2004

30.9

50%

20.4

Extension of the sewerage system – Ostrava

31 Dec 2005

16.7

67%

13.3

Modernisation of the sewerage system – Brno

31 Dec 2005

17.8

63%

14.3

Technical assistance

0.53

100%

0.53

Total

100.1

ISPA Grant
(in MEUR)

Projects ISPA 2001
(FM signed 14 February 2002)
Reconstruction of drinking water supply
system, construction of sewage system,
reconstruction of waste water treatment in
Podkrušnohoří (North Bohemia) – 8 subprojects

69.83

ISPA Grant ISPA
(% of total allocation (in
MEUR)
costs)

16.3

65%

Waste water treatment plant and sewage
system upgrading Jihlava - 3 sub-projects

9.6

65%

Reconstruction of the sewage system –
Olomouc

10.1

70%

R48 Expressway: Bělotín by-pass

17.1

60%

Expressway R48 – Dobrá-Tošanovice

19.8

60%

Technical assistance

0.54

100%

Total

73.44

0.54
66.96

Source: Delegation of the European Commission to the Czech Republic
Note: Only part of the funds for each project are being committed with the signature of a Financing
Memorandum. The remaining funds, up to the maximum specified, will be released by the Commission on the
basis of satisfactory progress in the implementation of the projects and fulfilment of associated conditions.
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How the assistance is provided
The pre-accession assistance is provided in general on an annual basis. Every year the
European Commission and the Czech government agree on programmes24 which are in
compliance with the budgetary limits and concentrate on priorities defined in the Accession
Partnership. Once the programme is approved by the Commission and the 15 Member States,
Financing Memorandum can be signed between the EU and the Czech Republic. Financing
Memorandum specifies the amount allocated (allocation), forms and time schedule of
implementation of financing. The responsibility for implementation of individual projects is
confined to implementation agencies (see further).
At the moment, the implementation of PHARE and ISPA is subject to so called
Decentralised Implementation System (DIS), which stipulates ex-ante control by the European
Commission. It means the Commission approves the whole administrative process including
selection of projects before their realisation. In 2002, Extended Decentralised Implementation
System (EDIS) should be introduced, which is based on ex-post approval, i.e. the European
Commission will control individual steps of implementation of programmes after the projects
have been realised. The introduction of EDIS is conditioned by a proper accreditation of
relevant implementation agencies. The implementation of SAPARD should be fully
decentralised right from the beginning.

Implementation agencies
PHARE
• Centre for Regional Development (CRR - Centrum pro regionální rozvoj) – projects under
PHARE-Cross-Border Cooperation, PHARE-Economic and Social Cohesion; to take the
responsibility for implementation of post-accession assistance from ERDF
• National Training Fund (NVF – Národní vzdělávací fond) – projects in support of human
resources development and modernisation of labour market (training, consulting ...); to take
the responsibility for implementation of post-accession assistance from ESF
• Civil Society Development Foundation (NROS – Nadace rozvoje občanské společnosti) –
support of NGOs active in the field of human rights, minorities (Dživas Jekhetane) and civil
society (programme ACCESS)
• Central Financial and Contracting Unit (CFCU – Centrální finanční a kontraktační jednotka) –
projects in the field of institutional building
• CzechInvest - support of foreign direct investment in the Czech Republic
ISPA
• Ministry of Transport and Telecommunications in co-operation with Czech Railways (ČD –
České dráhy) and Directory of Roads and Highways (ŘSD - Ředitelství silnic a dálnic)
• Centre for Regional Development – in 2000, National Environmental Fund (SFŽP - Státní fond
životního prostředí) – since 2001
SAPARD

• SAPARD Agency - to take the responsibility for implementation of post-accession assistance
from EAGGF

24

At the moment, independent Financial Memoranda are signed for the National Programme PHARE, PHARECBC, co-financing of the participation in the Community Programmes, SAPARD and individual ISPA projects.
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Time schedule
As for the time schedule of assistance, it is necessary to distinguish between three different
concepts. Allocation is a „promise“ given by the EU in the Financial Memorandum to assist
the candidate country with a specific amount of financing in a particular period. Contracting
Period delineates a period when projects must be submitted and approved, and contracts must
be signed with sub-contractors selected by a tender process. Disbursement Period defines the
deadline for the use of money and completion of projects. Any money not used by the
deadline is lost.
PHARE
Once the Financing Memorandum is signed, the Czech side has in general three years to
prepare, manage and complete all projects in the programme: two years for contracting and
one more year for disbursement. For example, at the moment, projects are under way which
are financed under PHARE 2000, PHARE 1999, and even PHARE 1998 (see the following
table):
Table A.1.1. Time schedule for implementation of National Programmes PHARE 1998-2001
National Programme Signature of Financial
PHARE
Memorandum
PHARE 1998
June 1998

Expiry Date for
Contracting
30 June 2000

PHARE 1999

31 May 1999

31 December 2000

PHARE 2000
PHARE 2001

31 October 2000
19 June 2001

31 October 2002
31 October 2003

Expiry Date for
Disbursement
30 June 2001
extended: 31 March 2002
31 December 2001
ext: 30 September 2002
31 October 2003
31 October 2004

Sources: Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic, Programmes of Support of the European Communities:
Phare, ISPA, SAPARD (2001); National Programme PHARE 1998, National Programme PHARE 1999, National
Programme PHARE 2000.

As mentioned above, any money not used by the Expiry Date for Disbursement is lost. In the
period 1990-2000, the Czech Republic lost due to missed deadline 5% of allocated assistance
(38 million euro or 1,33 billion CZK). The following table illustrates the situation on 31
December 2000 (in million euro):
Table A 1.2. Contracting and disbursement of the PHARE assistance allocated in 1990-2000
(the situation to the date of 31 December 2000):
Total PHARE allocation 1990-2000

755

100%

Contracted

586

78%

Contracted and disbursed

485

64%

Contracted, but not disbursed

101

13%

Allocated, not yet contracted

131

17%

Lost due to missed deadline

38

5%

Source: European Commission, Financial sources of the EU for the Czech Republic (2001)
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ISPA
The European Commission approves individual projects, not the whole programme, i.e. the
Financial Memorandum is signed for every project individually. The period for contracting
lasts one year; the disbursement period differs for every project, the money allocated must be
spent usually within 4-5 years after the signature of the Financial Memorandum. To this day,
projects are being realised, which were approved in 2000; financing must be completed by the
end of 2004/2005.
SAPARD
The management of SAPARD is fully decentralised, i.e. the responsibility for project
selection and fund allocation is confined to a specialised Czech agency (SAPARD Agency).
All financing allocated must be used within two years after the signature of the Financial
Memorandum. For example allocation made to SAPARD in 2000 must be spent by the end of
2002. Due to delays with the accreditation of the SAPARD Agency, no financing is available
yet and the the period for the use of the SAPARD 2000 budget will be considerably shorter.

Types of projects
While ISPA finances mainly large investment projects and SAPARD provides assistance
through grant schemes, various types of projects are financed under PHARE:
Institution-building (30%)
•

Twinning – experience-sharing between authorities of public administration of the
candidate countries and the EU Member States (EU advisors are hosted by the Czech
authorities, esp. ministries, in order to help the Czech Republic to prepare for
requirements resulting from the EU membership

•

consulting, training, expert studies etc.

Investment (70%)
•

equipment supplies (10%) – supplies of equipment necessary to meet the EU standards

•

construction works (35%) – works aimed at fulfilment of the EU standards (waste and
water management schemes etc.)

•

grants and loans (25%) – this category does not require to launch a tender process,
financing is granted from a fund or a grant scheme to smaller projects on the basis of an
application meeting given criteria
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Chapter 2
Regional Policy of the Czech Republic
The previous chapter concentrated on all forms of financial aid the European Union
provides for the Czech Republic and its regions. We have seen that a large part of this aid
(over 60%)25 falls under the objective of Economic and Social Cohesion, i.e. large amounts
are aimed to support regional development. In this chapter, we are going to turn our attention
to the Czech contribution to this objective. We are going to depict what the Czech Republic is
doing in order to support disfavoured regions, as well as how the preparations proceed for the
integration into the system of the Structural Funds.
To begin, it is necessary to highlight that these two issues – formulation of own
regional policy and preparation for regional support within the EU – are closely related. As a
matter of fact, most CEE countries adopted a more positive approach towards regional policy
only as a necessary step on the way to the Structural Funds. If it had not been for the vision of
the EU membership promising generous funds for regional development, regional policies in
these countries would find itself on a much lower level of development nowadays, if they
would have advanced at all.
After a concise overview of the evolution of the Czech regional policy, we are going
to cope with individual aspects of the policy formation process: legislative and institutional
framework, territorial reform of public administration, programming documents and the issue
of financing regional development. In all these aspects, necessary changes had to be made if
the Czech Republic should get an access to the EU Structural Funds. Not surprisingly, we will
see that in all these aspects the presence of the EU’s guidance is more than visible. In the
Appendix to this chapter, regional structure of the national economy will be analysed in order
to delineate problem regions in the Czech Republic deserving special attention by the state.
In respect to the aim of this paper, we are not going to deal deeply with particular
forms and instruments of the Czech regional development policy. In other words, we are not
going to look at particular programmes the Czech government initiates in favour of regional
development. Our main attention will be devoted to the conceptual aspects of the regional
policy formation and the influence of the EU accession upon it.
25

See Figure A.1.1. in Appendix to Chapter 1.
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2.1.

Historical overview
Regional policy, as understood in the western part of the Old Continent26, did not exist

in most countries of the post-communist block until the second half of the 1990s. After 1990,
priority was given to the core tasks of economic transformation (reducing state intervention,
price and trade liberalisation, privatisation, deregulation etc.) and securing macroeconomic
stability, while “less important” fields, like regional policy, education or environment, were
put on the margin.
The absence of regional policy in the Czech government’s policy portfolio at the
beginning of the 1990 can be attributed to several factors. First, there was a certain mistrust or
aversion towards massive reallocation of resources to which regional actions were limited
under the communist era. Scarce resources were necessary to undertake more important
reforms of the political and economic system and for the recovery of the national economy.
Also due to the communist legacy, institutional infrastructure for regional policy was lacking,
especially on regional level. And last but not least, redistribution of resources between regions
was not justified since the Czech Republic formed a rather homogeneous territory (with the
exception of Prague), no substantial regional inequalities could be traced here in the first years
after the “Velvet Revolution”.
Regionally oriented intervention at that time was limited to uncoordinated measures
undertaken along sectoral lines, with a dominance of regional industrial policy operated by
the Ministry of Economy. The emphasis was placed on ad hoc, single-purpose measures
intended primarily to cope with the danger of growing unemployment. Economically weak
areas were selected annually on the basis of unemployment rates. There was no integral
strategy, no systematic, longer-horizon approach towards regional assistance.
Meanwhile, as the transformation proceeded, new spatial patterns of economic
inequality emerged in the Czech Republic. The uneven spatial impact of intense economic
reform made the need for a regional policy response more and more apparent. However,
growing disparities between regions were obviously not a sufficient impetus for change. The
real impulse came only with the perspective of receiving structural support from the funds of
the EU in the second half of the 1990s.
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In the European Union, regional policy is conceived as a relatively independent domain of economic policies
aimed to promote „a balanced, harmonious and sustainable development of economic activity“ within a given
territory. This objective is often translated as an effort to reduce regional inequalities and backwardness of the
less-favoured regions. (Preamble and Article 2 of the Treaty on the Establishment of the European Community)
32

The first change occurred in 1996, when a new Ministry for Regional Development
was created in order to assure co-ordination of regionally targeted actions.27 However, this
change was rather cosmetic. Regional development initiatives continued to be implemented
through sectoral policies at national level.
The very boom in the field of regional policy came about after the publication of the
European Commission’s Opinion on the Czech Republic’s Application for Membership of the
European Union in July 1997. In this document, the Commission stated that “the Czech
Republic has no regional policy“. The Commission also criticised the absence of elected
bodies between the national and communal level, which hindered regional development
initiatives, not to mention the inconsistency with the Constitution.
After this unflattering critic, the situation started to change significantly. Within a
year, foundations of an independent regional policy were laid down (Principles of the
Regional Policy of the Czech Republic, adopted by the government in April 1998), and steps
were made to initiate necessary reforms in the field of legislation, territorial reform,
institutional infrastructure, policy instruments, implementation mechanisms, as well as
financial arrangements.
Once again, it is necessary to revoke the role of the EU membership perspective in this
process. After the adoption of Accession Partnership in 1998, the possibility of receiving
benefits of the solidarity within the EU through the Structural Funds became clearly
discernible. Since the eligibility criteria for assistance were easily satisfied in the case of the
Czech Republic, the only obstacle was the EU requirement of a regional policy drawn in
accordance with the EU lines. Thus, when formulating the regional policy, the Czech
Republic held strictly to the EU model. In many aspects such as the objectives or principles,
the Czech Republic did not hesitate to copy literally the formulation of regional policy of the
EU.
At the moment, the regional policy of the Czech Republic is fully operational, based
on a solid legislative and institutional framework and on a wide range of policy instruments.
In its last Regular Report, adopted in November 2001, the European Commission expressed a
general satisfaction with the state of the Czech regional policy. Also the first technical
27

Not uninteresting to mention that the creation of a specific ministry for regional development in the Czech
Republic is a relatively unique approach, not only in Central and Eastern, but also in Western Europe. In most
countries, the responsibility for regional policy is generally allocated to a single department within an already
existing ministry (e.g. Ministry of Internal Affairs in Estonia, Ministry of Economic Relations & Development in
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consultations on chapter Regional Policy, opened within the framework of the accession
negotiations at the beginning of 2002, revealed the European Commission did not have any
major objections as for the Czech Republic’s progress in this field of policy. The only
substantial criticism was addressed to a certain ambiguity in competencies and insufficient
administrative capacities of individual ministries responsible for the management and
implementation of Structural Funds assistance.
This general satisfaction of the Commission with the level of the Czech regional
policy proved on 22 April 2002 when the negotiations on Chapter Regional Policy have been
concluded with the Czech Republic as the first CEE candidate country. This fact is conceived
as an expression of the Commission‘s opinion that the Czech Republic is in principle ready to
accept, administer, implement and control the aid from the Structural Funds – including the
administrative and organisational part of the issue.

2.2.

Legislative framework
The issue of a special policy of regional development came on the agenda of the Czech

government in December 1992. A Resolution on Principles of Governmental Regional
Economic Policy (No. 759/1992) was adopted defining regional policy as an activity of the
state aimed at support of effective functioning of the market economy. In practice, the policy
was limited to promotion of small and middle-sized enterprises and could be regarded as
regionally targeted industrial policy. As mentioned above, the responsibility for operation of
the policy was confined to the Ministry of Economy.
In 1996, the Competence Act (No. 272/1996) provided for creation of a separate
Ministry for Regional Development. Nevertheless, the activities of the new-born ministry
were rather limited. It took more than a year before the new-born ministry assumed the role it
was intended for: the role of a major co-ordinator of all regional actions and a major designer
of an independent regional policy.
In December 1997, the approval of the Constitutional Act (No. 347/1997) on the
Formation of the Higher Territorial Administrative Units (VÚSC) by both chambers of
the Parliament finally brought to an end a four-year period of constitutional inconsistency
within the Czech legal system. By providing for creation of 14 regions with elected
Slovenia, Ministry of Agriculture & Regional Policy in Hungary, in Poland the responsibility for regional
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autonomous bodies, the Act fulfilled Article 99 of the Constitution, which foresees the
existence of higher territorial administrative units as a middle tier between the national and
municipal levels.
As mentioned previously, new Principles of the Regional Policy of the Czech
Republic were adopted by the government in April 1998 (Government Resolution
No.235/1998), which brought a real breakthrough in the development of the Czech regional
policy. The narrow approach of 1992 was replaced by a new approach viewing regional
policy as a conceptual, systematic support of regional development based on a coherent
strategy. A long-term thinking was introduced with the principle of programming and the
spectrum of instruments applied was extended to include more than business support. Of
decisive importance were the institutional arrangements providing for an active involvement
of regional entities in the implementation of regional policy.
The adoption of the Principles was driven by two purposes. First, they gave a green
light to the Czech regional policy on its way towards the EU standards. The Czech Republic
formulated its regional policy strictly in lines with the EU model. The definition of the main
objective resembles apparently the definition in the EU Treaties (“to contribute to a balanced
and harmonious development of Czech regions ... and to reduce the differences in the levels
of development among regions:), and the principles governing the execution of regional
policy are literally the same (concentration, programming, partnership, additionality). 28
Second, the Principles became a background document for the preparation of the
Regional Development Act, which was conceived as the basic legal act providing for regional
support in the Czech Republic. Since completion of the legal framework for implementing an
independent regional development policy with a Regional Development Act was delayed, the
Principles of 1998 served for more than two years as a bridge over a legislative vacuum in the
field of regional support.
In October 1998, a government Resolution (No. 707/1998) followed on the definition
of territorial units according to the EU methodology (NUTS). It was decided that NUTS
III level would be associated with 14 higher territorial administrative units (VÚSC), which
would be regrouped in 8 NUTS II regions.
development is fought for by several sectoral ministries). See J. Bachtler, R.Downes (1999).
28
In accordance with the principle of concentration, two types of problem regions were defined: structurally
affected areas (regions with a high concentration of traditional industries and high unemployment), and
economically weak areas (regions with low standard of living, high share of employment in agriculture and low
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After several other government decrees of minor importance29, the enhanced
legislative activity of 1998 and 1999 culminated in the adoption of the Act on Regional
Development Support (No.248/2000) by the Parliament in June 2000. The act provides the
legal basis for support of regional development in the Czech Republic, including objectives,
measures, rules and conditions for the implementation of regional support, both with and
without EC assistance. Also, the act outlines the institutional structure ensuring regional
development, it delineates the competencies at national, regional and local level, it
distinguishes between powers and functions - in terms of regional development - of bodies on
NUTS III (regions or kraj, formerly VÚSC), as well as NUTS II level (“cohesion regions”).
The act entered into force in January 2001.
In addition to the Act on Regional Development Support, progress in other related
legislation was made. The Act on Regions (No. 129) and Act on Municipalities (No. 128),
adopted in April 2000 (entered into force in November 2000), formalising the status of the
regions and municipalities, and the functioning of their respective bodies, administrative
structures and assemblies. Related Act on the Capital City of Prague (No. 131) and Act on
district authorities (okresní úřad) also came into force in November 2000.
Another document of major importance was the Regional Development Strategy of
the Czech Republic, adopted by the government in July 2000 (Government Resolution No.
682/2000).
In 2000 and 2001, numerous legislation acts were adopted in order to ensure
compliance with the EU acquis related to regional support and thus allow for the use of the
EU assistance under the Structural Funds. This legislation includes above all the Act on
Budgetary Rules (No. 218), adopted in June 2000 (entered into force in January 2001),
providing for an overhaul of regional budget management and allowed for financial resources
to be used for implementing joint EC and Czech programmes, the Act on Environmental
Impact Assessment (No. 100), adopted in February 2001, and the Act on Financial Control
(No. 320), adopted in August 2001 (both came into force in January 2002).
The above-described enormous legislative activity of the last few years ensured that
the Czech legislation in the field of regional policy acquired a high level of compliance with
population density. Delineation of these two problem groups corresponds to the EU definition of regions eligible
for support in 1994-99 (Objective 2 and 5b regions).
29
Government Resolution No. 417 on securing the institutional framework for the participation of the Czech
Republic in the EU system of structural support (June 1998), Government Resolution No.40 on securing
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the EU acquis. In its Regular Report of November 2001, the European Commission confirmed
its satisfaction with the legislative framework of regional support in the Czech Republic. The
only objections were addressed to related issues, especially to the need of full alignment of
the Czech legislation with the public procurement and financial control acquis. Necessary
amendments in these fields are on the agenda of the Czech legislative bodies.

2.3.

Territorial and administrative organisation
In order to prepare for the future participation on the Structural Funds, the Czech

Republic had to make important adjustments also in its spatial pattern of public
administration.
In the initial period after 1989, changes in the territorial and administrative structure
were stimulated by a strong desire to dismantle the pre-transformation territorial organisation
which was arranged to facilitate central planning and fragment potential power bases of
political opposition. First, a fragmentation of territorial units took place as localities sought to
regain control over local settlement affairs.30 Second, intermediate regional administrative
units were abolished or downgraded. The abolishment of eight Czech regions in 1991 resulted
in a two-tier structure of government with no elected authority between the centre and the
self-administered communal level.31
This vacuum between central and local government, though apparently in variance
with the Constitution which provided for creation of “higher territorial administrative units”,
persisted for almost ten years. It was only the pressure from the EU side in the second half of
the 1990s that outweighed the centralisation tendencies of the government and brought a
sufficient impetus for change.
There were two basic requirements from the EU side concerning the territorial and
administrative structures of the candidate countries. First, the principle of partnership
demanded a certain level of decentralisation of the state administration. Second, the future

preparation for the use of the EU Structural and Cohesion Funds (January 1999), Government Resolution No.
714 on sectoral and regional priorities of the Regional Development Plan for the 2000-2006 period (July 1999).
30
In the Czech Republic, more than 2000 new municipalities were created (thereby increasing the total number
to over 6000 municipalities), especially municipalities of small size (80% with a population of under 1000). See
J. Bachtler, R.Downes (1999).
31
There are 76 districts (okres) which represent the lower tier of state administration. They are responsible for
execution of the state policy on regional level and cannot be regarded as actors of regional self-administration.
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integration in the EU and participation in the Structural Funds required compliance with the
system of territorial classification applied in the EU (NUTS)32.
As for the requirement of decentralisation, the first step was made in December
1997, when after dramatic discussions in the Parliament, the constitutional act was adopted 33
providing for a formation of 14 higher territorial administrative units (VÚSC - vyšší územněsprávní celky) from 1 January 2000.
Unfortunately, the political fight over the number of regions in 1997 overshadowed to
a large extent the need to adhere to the second requirement of compliance with the NUTS
classification. The proposed regions fell – due to their size in terms of population - between
NUTS II and NUTS III levels. It was necessary to create new, sufficiently large units
corresponding to NUTS II (over 1 million inhabitants), which is the basic level for drawing
support from the EU Structural Funds under Objective 1. Therefore, the government decided
in October 199834 to incorporate 14 VÚSC (later renamed as kraj) into NUTS II regions (later
renamed as cohesion regions). As a result, the NUTS classification has been applied on the
territory of the Czech Republic as follows:

NUTS-CZ classification
NUTS 0:
NUTS 1:
NUTS 2:
NUTS 3:
NUTS 4:
NUTS 5:

State: the Czech Republic
the territory of the Czech Republic
8 cohesion regions
14 regions (kraj)
76 districts (okres) + 22 districts of Prague
6258 municipalities (obec)35

The NUTS classification in the Czech Republic was confirmed by the Act on Regional
Development Support from June 2000, which defined institutional structures and
competencies at individual NUTS levels in terms of regional development. At the same time,
the decentralisation process proceeded with adoption of the Act on Regions, Act on
Municipalities and other related legislation (see Chapter 2.2.). The new Regions (kraj)
32

The NUTS (nomencalture des unités territoriales statistiques) system was introduced by the EU Statistical
Office in order to allow for a relatively unified structure of territorial units. It is used for the purpose of statistical
monitoring and regional support. The NUTS system represents a hierarchical structure based on 6 levels, levels 1
to 3 being defined in terms of population and square area.
33
Constitutional Act (No. 347) on the Formation of the Higher Territorial Administrative Units
34
Resolution No. 707 on the definition of territorial units according to the EU methodology (NUTS).
35
The situation on 1 January 2001, according to the Czech Statistical Office (www.czso.cz)
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became effective in January 2000, as foreseen by the legislation, however only for statistical
purposes. In November 2000, elections took place resulting in formation of representative
bodies in Regions. With establishment of the new regional governments (hejtmanství) on 1
January 2001, the Regions became operational also in legislative terms.

With the completion of establishment of territorial units corresponding to NUTS
classification and the progress in decentralisation, the Czech Republic fulfilled one of the
preconditions for the use of the Structural Funds.
Yet, some questions remained unanswered. A question mark hangs over the
appropriateness of the NUTS II formation. Since cohesion regions (NUTS II) are created
either by one, two or three regions (NUTS III), we can expect differences in the efficiency of
regional development actions of individual cohesion regions. The capacity to react to regional
support incentives, including the EU regional support, might be lower in cohesion regions
formed by more than one region due to possible conflicts over competence and different
views on needs and priorities of regional development.
Another problem relates to the functioning of the self-governing regions. Although an
intermediate level of self-administration is in place, the reform of public administration36 is
still far from accomplished. The new regions still have to fight for their competencies, the
number of which have been retained by the central level. The central authorities regard
regional governments as too weak to assume responsibilities attributed to them in the
legislation, but are rather reluctant to change. The delegation of powers shows extremely
difficult especially in the field of financing and budgetary powers. In 2001, the regions were
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The reform of public administration in the Czech Republic proceeds in two stages. The first stage focuses
on completion of the system of self-government. It is associated with the establishment of 14 self-administered
regions. The second stage concentrates on territorial reform of state administration. It corresponds to the
abolishment of the lower-tier of state administration represented by 76 districts (okres), which is to take place on
31 December 2002. The responsibilities of districts will be transferred in part to regions, and in part to new
territorial units represented by municipalities with extended competence.
At the moment, only the first phase of the reform has been more or less concluded; the new regional
governments function in parallel with the existing district offices. The second phase is still in evolution and its
final outcome is not completely clear, namely due to the lack of consensus among the Czech legislators. A big
step forward has been made in April 2002, when the Parliament determined 194 municipalities to acquire the
status of municipality with extended competence.
Although this issue deserves more attention, we are not going to deal with it more deeply due to a limited scope
of the paper.
39

endowed with a minimum of financial resources needed for establishment and operation of
their representative as well as administrative bodies. 37
The ambiguities in real competencies of the new self-administered regions cannot
escape notice of the EU side. The European Commission underlines that powers of regions
remain to be clarified in order to secure their tasks in regional development. Especially, the
financing arrangements for the regional governments have to be fully defined, since they will
impact on the ability of the regions to contribute to a functioning co-financing system for
Structural Funds.

2.4.

Institutional framework
The institutional framework for the execution of regional policy in the Czech

Republic is outlined in the Act on Regional Development Support. The act defines the
responsibility for regional development at three levels:
a) At national level, co-ordination in the area of economic and social cohesion is the
responsibility of the Ministry of Regional Development, established on 1 November 1996.
The Ministry produces analyses on development of individual regions, proposes districts
eligible for regional support. In co-operation with all relevant administrative authorities at
central, as well as regional level, the Ministry outlines strategy of regional development of
the Czech territory and proposes state programmes of regional development. It is
responsible for implementation and monitoring of state programmes of regional support.
b) At regional level, regional development is secured by self-administered regions (kraj).
The regions support development of their territories within their independent competence,
according to their specific needs and with respect to a balanced development of their
territories. The regions produce analyses of their territories, adopt regional development
programmes and can – within their competence – use their financial resources to decrease
disparities within their territory, especially through the promotion of private
entrepreneurship.
Important actors at the regional level are regional development agencies (RDA). RDA are
semi-autonomous organisations, established by central or regional authorities with the
37

The general tendency of the centre is to surrender the responsibility of operation of establishments while
providing only 70% of necessary financial resources. (From the interview with Petr Zimmermann, regional
governor (hejtman) of Plzeň region. Hospodářské noviny 23.7.2001).
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aim to promote economic and social development of regions and to implement regional
strategies. To date, there are 18 RDA in the Czech Republic.
c) At local level, municipalities co-operate with regions in preparation and implementation
of the regional development programme and contribute to the development of the region,
for example through assuring technical and investment background for investors.
Municipalities can also associate their financial resources with neighbouring
municipalities and other subjects in order to assure implementation of programmes
designed for several municipalities.

Besides setting an institutional structure for the purpose of its own national regional
policy, the Czech Republic has to establish a specific institutional framework to assure the
participation in the EU system of regional support. Already in the pre-accession period,
the European Union underlines the necessity to create structures for management, coordination, implementation as well as evaluation and monitoring of the EU support which
would be coherent with those already in place in the Member States.
One of the basic requirements set by the European union is the separation of financial
flows from programming, monitoring, assessment and monitoring. This separation has been
assured by creating two positions at the level of deputy minister of the Ministry of Finance: 38
•

The National Aid Co-ordinator (NAC) is the official representative and contact person
with the final responsibility for the co-ordination, implementation, monitoring and
assessment of all EC-assistance (PHARE, ISPA, SAPARD). He is supported in his task by
the Centre for Foreign Assistance established within the Ministry of Finance.

•

The National Authorising Official (NAO) is responsible for management of financial
flows of the EC assistance in the Czech Republic. He is the head of the National Fund,
established on 31 December 1998 within the Ministry of Finance as the central point of
state administration for transferring the EC assistance to the Czech Republic. In 2000, the
responsibility of the National Fund has been extended to management of the Czech
national resources intended for the realisation of programmes of pre-accession aid.39

38

Programmes of Assistance of the European Communities, Ministry of Finance, 2001
Act No.218 on Budgetary Rules. See Programmes of Assistance of the European Communities, Ministry of
Finance, 2001
39
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The European Commission requires also separation of the management and
monitoring functions, both at national and regional level. This precondition has been fulfilled
through the Act on Regional Development Support. With its entry in force on 1 January 2001,
inadequate previous structures were abolished and formation of a new framework started
which is in full compliance with the EU requirements.40
At the national level,
•

the Joint Monitoring Committee (JMC) is the highest co-ordination body for the EU
assistance through PHARE, ISPA and SAPARD programmes. Its tasks comprise
monitoring and assessment of implementation of the programmes and projects from the
point of objectives defined in Financial Memoranda. The JMC includes both
representatives of the Czech Republic (NAC, NAO, president of NMCC, National Coordinator for ISPA, a representative of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs) and
representatives of the European Commission.

•

The management function is assured by the National Management and Co-ordination
Committee (NMCC), established to the date of 30 June 2001. Its composition is broader,
compared the JMC, the NMCC includes also appointed representatives of relevant
ministries,

regions,

social

partners,

non-governmental

organisations

etc.

The

representatives of the European Commission participate only as observers.
At the regional level,
•

the Act on Regional Development Support stipulates that Regional Councils should be
set up at NUTS II level as management bodies, ensuring programming and
implementation of regional development programmes. Regional Councils consist of
representatives of regions (kraj) forming the given NUTS II, each region being
represented by ten representatives. All Regional Councils have been installed during the
first half of 2001. After the accession to the European Union, Regional Councils should
take over the responsibility for the implementation including selection of projects within
programmes designed for their cohesion region (NUTS II).

40

Before 2001, the process of establishment of institutional structures was governed by the government
resolution No. 417 from June 1998, on securing the institutional framework for the participation of the Czech
Republic in the EU system of structural support. The institutional structures, outlined in the decree, did not
respect separation of management and monitoring functions at the regional level, as well as independence of
regional bodies in respect to the national level. (Formerly, both functions were combined in Regional
Management and Monitoring Committees, which included besides regional actors also representatives of the
Ministry for Regional Development).
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•

Monitoring and evaluation of programme implementation will be executed by the
Regional Development Committees, consisting of representatives of regions and
municipalities, social partners, NGOs, universities and other subjects engaged in regional
development. The setting up of the Committees, confined formally to Regional Councils,
is at different stages.

The implementation of programmes of the pre-accession assistance is in the
responsibility of relevant ministries and other bodies of state administration. The technical
implementation is confined to implementation agencies (in general established within or in a
link to the ministries) specified in the relevant Financial Memoranda. Very helpful are also
the regional development agencies – semi-autonomous organisations established by central or
local authorities with the mission to foster the economic and social development of the region
and implement the specific regional development strategies. (Regional development agencies
as one of the most important regional development actor will be dealt more profoundly in
Chapters 3.1. and 3.4.).
The implementation structure including links between the responsible ministries and
implementation agencies is illustrated on the following chart:
Responsible Ministry

Implementation Agency

PHARE
Ministry of Finance

⇒

Central Financial and Contracting Unit (CFCU)

Ministry for Regional Development

⇒

Centre for Regional Development (CRR)

Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs

⇒

National Training Fund (NVF)

Ministry of Industry and Trade

⇒

CzechInvest / CzechIndustry
Civil Society Development Foundation (NROS)
– independent agency

ISPA
Ministry of Transport and Telecommunications ⇒

Czech Railways (ČD)
Directory of Roads and Highways (ŘSD)

Ministry of Environment

⇒

National Environmental Fund (SFŽP)

⇒

SAPARD Agency

SAPARD
Ministry of Agriculture
Ministry for Regional Development
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To conclude, the establishment of the institutional framework appears to be the most
difficult part of the Czech Republic‘s effort to assure its participation in programmes of the
EU assistance. Numerous modifications affecting the process of formation of the institutional
framework point at the existence of conceptual uncertainties of the very creators of the
system. At the moment, the institutional structure is still far from finished. Some structures
were installed and subsequently abolished to be replaced by new institutions which are only
gradually becoming operational. Although the nature and competencies of most institutions
are already known, it is still open to question how the whole system will eventually function.
The ambiguities in the process of institutional framework formation, as well as its
slowness, are the main points of critic addressed to the Czech Republic by the European
Commission. Most ambiguities relate to the functioning of the system at regional level and to
the distribution of responsibilities between the ministries. Above all, the key position of the
Ministry of Regional Development vis-à-vis other ministries involved in assuring economic
and social cohesion and administration of the EU assistance must be confirmed. The interministerial co-ordination for the implementation of the Structural Funds must be reinforced
according to the Commission, and communication between the central and regional levels
should be improved.
Further, the Commission has repeatedly criticised deficiencies in the administrative
capacity of ministries, especially of the units within the ministries to be designated as future
management and payment authorities. The incapacity to establish payment and management
authorities in respect to the EU rules, causes delays in their accreditation (SAPARD Agency
as a first-place example), and thwarts the establishment of an appropriate system of financial
control and financial management.. As for the performance of ministries, the Commission
appreciates improvements as regards the Ministry for Regional Development, however it
points out that it could be affected negatively by the absence of a civil service law and
competitive remuneration.41
Serious objections are raised also as regards the system of evaluation and monitoring.
The Commission emphasises that timely availability and functioning of an effective
monitoring system will be of crucial importance for the implementation of the Structural
Funds programmes.

41

This deficiency has been improved in April 2002 by the adoption of the Civil Service Law (to become
effective in 2004).
44

2.5.

Programming documents
In its preparation for the Structural Funds, the Czech Republic had to make a lot of

effort also in the field of planning and programming. The principle of programming in the EU
stipulates that the regional assistance can be assigned only on the basis of a clear strategy of
regional development embodied in pre-defined programming documents.
In order to prepare for regional assistance, the Czech Republic is obliged to draft these
programming documents already in the pre-accession period, so that the assistance can begin
to flow at the moment of accession. The requirement of programming offers a great
opportunity to the Czech Republic to improve its actions in support of regional development
through bringing into its national regional policy conceptual and strategic thinking based on
multi-annual integrated programmes.
The main programming documents required by the European Commission are as
follows: 42
$ National Development Plan (NDP) is a fundamental programming document which will
become the basis for negotiations with the European Commission. It represents a detailed
justification of the need for support from the EU sources on the basis of a thorough
regional analysis and defines the goals and objectives to be attained. It also comprises a
proposal of Operational Programmes. Drafting of the NDP must respect the partnership
principle, i.e. positions of regions, economic and social partners and other relevant bodies
must be taken into account. The regions contribute to the NDP with the Regional
Development Plans, which become the starting point for drafting the Regional Operational
Programmes.
$ Operational Programmes (OP) are tactical documents which elaborate those fields of
national and regional development which will compete for the EU financing. They further
specify objectives, measures and conditions for drawing the EU assistance. OP can be
defined either on a regional basis for individual cohesion regions (Regional Operational
Programmes - ROP), or on a sectoral basis for selected priority sectors (Sectoral
Operational Programmes - SOP).
$ Community Support Framework (CSF) has the character of a contract between the
government of the recipient country and the European Commission. It results from the
42

Preparation of the Czech Republic for the Implementation of EU Cohesion Policy from the year 2000,
Ministry for Regional Development, 1999.
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negotiations on the NDP. It specifies the financial commitments on both sides regarding
the provision of means needed to achieve the goals and objectives defined in the
document for individual operational programmes.
$ Single Programming Document (SPD) includes, in general, the same information as
CSF and OP. It is usually drawn up for Objective 2 and Objective 3.

The first version of the National Development Plan for 2000-2006 was handed over to
the European Commission in January 2000. After the examination of OP definition and
selection criteria, the Commission returned the NDP to the Czech side for revision. The
revised NDP was presented to the Commission in June 2001. This version provides for 8
Regional Operational Programmes (for 8 NUTS II regions) and 6 Sectoral Operational
Programmes

(Industry,

Technical

Infrastructure,

Human

Resource

Development,

Environment, Rural Development and Multifunctional-Agriculture, and Tourism).
The Commission accepted the revised NDP as a good starting point for Structural
Funds programming, but suggested several elements should be added or improved in order to
accept the NDP as a development plan in the framework of the Structural Funds. Above all, it
was recommended to diminish the number of operational programmes for the purpose of
easier negotiations and in respect to a shorter programming period 2004-2006 (providing the
Czech Republic becomes a member of the EU in 2004).
As a result, the Czech government decided in January 200243 definitely on the
integration of 7 ROP (excluding Prague region) into a Single Regional Operational
Programme (SROP).44 Also, the number of SOP was limited to five by dropping out ROP
Tourism. It was decided that the final drafts of the OP should be submitted to the government
by the end of March 2002. The objective of these final works was to ensure consistency and
eliminate duplicities between individual SOP and ROP. The final version of NDP should be
finished by the end of June 2002 and approved by the government by the end of 2002 so that
43

Government Resolution (No 102/2002) on finalisation of programming documents and definition of managing
and payment authorities for implementation of the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund of the European
Union, January 2002.
44
The creation of SROP raised a dramatic debate between the centre (Ministry for Regional Development MRD) and the self-governing regions. The MRD explains that a single programme with seven sub-programmes
should allow for easier negotiations. Instead of seven individual ROPs, only one document will have to be
approved. Also, once the assistance is allocated to the SROP by the EU, it will be possible (for the MRD) to
reallocate resources among regions according to their capacity to submit quality project and ensure their cofinancing. Thus, no money will be lost due to insufficient absorption capacity of some regions. On the other
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it can be submitted to the Commission at the beginning of 2003. In 2003 negotiations on the
Community Support Framework will take place which will determine the form and scope of
support from the Structural Funds after joining the EU.
Some of the operational programmes proposed in the National Development Plan are
being implemented even before the EU accession. The aim is to test the absorption capacity of
the Czech Republic and its preparedness for the system of the Structural Funds, to acquire
experience from parallel implementation of SOPs and ROPs and to establish an effective
administrative system for their implementation, monitoring and evaluation. In some of these
pilot Operational Programmes, financing from the Czech sources is combined with the EU
pre-accession

aid. At the moment, implementation of the following pilot operational

programmes is under way / in preparation:
!

ROP North-West Bohemia and ROP Ostrava region (co-financed from PHARE-Economic
and Social Cohesion, since 2000 allocation),

!

ROP Central Moravia (co-financed from PHARE-ESC, since 2001 allocation),

!

ROP Central Bohemia (co-financed from PHARE-ESC, since 2002 allocation),

!

SOP Industry (since 2001)

!

SOP Human Resource Development (since 2002)

Besides the NDP, which aims at EU support after the accession, the Czech
government has also drawn up programming documents focusing on support from prestructural funds: SAPARD (Rural Development Plan) and ISPA (strategy documents for
transport and the environment).
To conclude, the European Commission evaluates the Czech Republic's performance
as well-advanced. By the moment of accession, the Czech Republic should have finished all
programming documents necessary for drawing the assistance under the Structural Funds.
There are only minor objections concerning the application of partnership principle in drafting
the NDP. More attention has to be paid to comments from the self-governing regions, also in
the later stages of drafting the NDP. Further attention is needed to ensure there is sufficient
representation from economic and social partners and other relevant bodies. Information
flows and dissemination methods should be improved and sufficient time and space should be

hand, regional authorities oppose creation SROP as an effort of the MRD to undermine the position of the
regions, especially through rationing of the assistance or disrespecting priorities set by the regions in ROPs.
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provided for incorporation of wide-ranging views into documentation, formulating strategic
aims and priorities.45

2.6.

Co-financing
In order to prepare for the use of the Structural Funds, the Czech Republic had to

make provisions also in the field of co-financing and financial management. It was necessary
to create sufficient space within the public budgets for co-financing of the EU supported
projects. Besides, institutional and legislative arrangements had to be made in order to
harmonise procedures of financial management and control with the EU rules.
Until 2000, the national budget allowed only for annual commitments. In January
2001, a new Act on Budgetary Rules entered into force, which allows for multi-annual
programming of budgetary expenditure and introduces the obligation to prepare a mediumterm budgetary perspective. Through harmonisation of financial control procedures, the Act
also provides for implementation of the principle of co-financing, in line with the acquis.
Thereby, a basic framework for co-financing of the EU support has been put in place.
However, according to the European Commission, the full alignment with the financial
control acquis still requires some additional improvements, namely provisions for transfer of
financial resources during the implementation of Structural and Cohesion Funds‘ assistance.
Further, considerable deficiencies persist as for the system and procedures for financial
management and control, in particular due to the incapacity to establish the structure of the
managing and paying authorities (see Chapter 2.4) in line with the EU regulations.
The establishment of appropriate legislative and institutional framework of financial
control and management is only one of the pre-conditions for co-financing the EU support. Of
crucial importance will be the ability of the Czech Republic to find sufficient resources to
keep up with the EU funding at the required level. It is clear that the lack of financial
resources might draw a strict limit for exploitation of the assistance offered.
The co-financing rates differ according to the objective or source of funding:
•
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Objective 1 – maximum 75% of total costs covered form the Structural Funds (80% for
countries receiving support from the Cohesion Fund); in the case of infrastructure projects

European Commission, Regular Report 2001.
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expected to produce profit, the EU share must not exceed 40% of total costs (50% for
“cohesion” countries)
•

Objective 2 and 3 – maximum 50% of total costs, or 25% in the case of profit-producing
projects

•

Cohesion Fund – 80-85% of total costs46

As the Czech Republic is to receive support mainly under Objective 1 and the
Cohesion Fund, at least 15-50% of the costs will have to be covered from the Czech sources.
The European Commission prefers to speak about the upper limit of this range, i.e. 50%.
According to the estimates of the Ministry of Finance, it won’t be possible in the first years to
find sufficient financial resources to acquire the maximum assistance allowed from the
Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund (4% of the GDP). Under the most ambitious
scenario, the absorption capacity could increase from 2,5% of the GDP in 2004 the ceiling of
4% in 2006. In absolute numbers, the Czech Republic would be able to receive from the
Structural and Cohesion Funds 1.7 billion EUR in 2004, 2.2 billion EUR in 2005 and 3 billion
EUR in 2006.47
In order to diminish the budgetary burden put on the candidate countries, the European
Union decided to reallocate resources in the suggested financial framework in favour of the
Cohesion Fund where the required co-financing rate is lower (see Chapter 1.3.). Yet, doubts
arise whether the Czech Republic will be able to co-finance the EU assistance at least under
the above-presented scenario designed by the Ministry of Finance.48 In order to profit from
the opportunity offered by the Structural Funds, more attention should be devoted to the
possibilities of concentration of finances from all sources, not only the national budget –
which is going to become the main source of co-financing - but also from regional and local
budgets and private sources.
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To compare, the extent of co-financing under pre-accession support is similar to the Objective 1 support, i.e.
75% (50% for profit-producing projects). In the case of ISPA, the share of the EU can – in exceptional cases –
reach 80%.
47
České noviny 11.1.2002, www.ceskenoviny.cz
48
The biggest losses threaten as regards the Cohesion Fund. As show the experience with programme ISPA,
which is the predecessor of the Cohesion Fund, the Czech Republic faces a great difficulty in balancing the
projects as required (50% infrastructure, 50% environment). Most projects are suggested in the field of transport
infrastructure due to higher costs, while in the field of environment, it is more difficult to find projects which
would exceed the minimum costs of 5 million EUR as required. One solution is to join several related projects
(such as the system of waste water treatment plants on the river Dyje). See České noviny 25.2.2002.
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2.7.

Statistics
Last but not least, preparations of the candidate countries for the Structural Funds

requires also harmonisation of their statistical system with that of the EU, ensured by
Eurostat. This requirement implies two tasks. First, statistical services must respect regional
patterns known from the EU, i.e. must be ensured on different NUTS levels. Second, the base
of statistical indicators must be brought up to the level required for regional policy planning
and programming, in particular the ex-ante evaluation.
In this respect, the Czech Statistical Office has made a lot of effort. Only five years
ago, regional statistics practically did not exist. With the exception of unemployment
measured according to districts,

regional data were not available (including such a key

indicator as regional GDP). Since than, regional services have been adjusted to the NUTS
classification (monitoring was introduced on new NUTS III and NUTS II levels) and the base
of economic and social indicators has been considerably extended. It is expected that at the
moment of accession, the system of statistics in the Czech Republic will be fully harmonised
with the criteria of Eurostat.
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Appendix 2: Regional problems in the Czech Republic
The territory of the Czech Republic represents an area without striking
regional problems. Except for the Prague Region which outstands with 122% GDP
per capita in respect to the current EU average and produces about 25% of the
Czech Republic’s GDP, the Czech territory is a relatively homogeneous area as far
as distribution of economic activity is concerned. All the other Regions remain at
47-56% of the EU average GDP per capita, producing 9-14% of the national GDP.
There is nor discernible east-west neither north-south division of the territory. More
detailed information on economic performace (GDP) of particular Regions is given in
Table A 2.1 and Table A 2.2.
Table A 2.1. Regional GDP per capita in comparison to the EU average (in PPS, in %)
Region

NUTS 2
NUTS 3 (kraj)
Prague
Central Bohemia
South-West
Southern Bohemia
Plzeň Region
North-West
Karlovy Vary Region
Ústí Region
North-East
Liberec Region
Hradec Králové Region
Pardubice Region
South-East
Vysočina Region
Southern Moravia
Central Moravia
Zlín Region
Olomouc Region
Moravia-Silesia
Čzech Republic

EU-15 = 100 %
(%, 1995)

EU-15 = 100 %
(%, 2000)

114
48
59
57
62
58
57
59
54
53
54
55
55
50
58
53
52
54
59
62

EU-25 = 100 %
(%, 1997 - 1999)

128
50
54
53
56
49
49
49
52
51
53
51
52
48
54
48
47
50
50
60

134
54
62
57
57

58
55
60
66

Note: PPS = Purchase Power Parity
Source: Regionální portréty 2000, Czech Statistical Office, 2001; Regionální účty 2000, CSO, 2001

Table A 2.2. Share of regional GDP on national GDP (in %)
Region (NUTS 2)
Prague
Central Bohemia
South-West
North-West
North-East
South-East
Central Moravia
Moravia-Silesia
Čzech Republic

1995
21,5
8,3
10,9
10,2
12,6
14,4
10,2
11,8
100,0

1998
23,8
8,7
10,7
9,4
12,4
14,2
9,9
11,1
100,0

Source: Regionální portréty 2000, Czech Statistical Office, 2001
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2000
24,3
9,1
10,7
9,0
12,5
14,1
9,8
10,5
100,0

Should other indicators be used, it is possible to eamark regions with more distinct
problems. In the course of the last decade, there was a clear tendency towards greater
differentiation on regional level. From the point of view of unemployment, a general
deterioration in the second half of the 1990s was accompanied by a significant regional
differentiation. While the capital city of Prague faced over-employment, some regions were
hit severely by structural changes.
It applies, above all, to Moravia-Silesia Region and cohesion region North-West (Ústí
Region and Karlovy Vary Region) which experienced a substantial reduction of coal-mining,
metallurgic industry and heavy chemical industry. Nowadays, these regions are the most
afflicted regions, with above-average unemployment (up to 20% on NUTS 4 level) and
considerable long-term unemployment (up to 50% of total unemployment). It can be seen
from Table A 2.1. and Table A 2.2 that these two regions underwent the most visible output
slide between 1995 and 2000. In fact, only two regions are better off nowadays than in the
mid-1990s compared the the EU niveau: Prague and Central Bohemia (mainly due to the
prosperity of car-producer Škoda-Volkswagen based in this Region).
Other regions affected by structural unemployment are Central Moravia (leatherprocessing industry), NUTS 2 South-West (restructuralisaion of heavy engineering), NorthEast and South-East.
Besides regions affected by phasing-out of traditional industries, higher rates of
unemployment are to find in areas with decreasing share of agriculture on economic activity,
such as some parts of NUTS II South-West, South-East and Moravia-Silesia (esp. submontane
areas).49
Table A 2.3. Registered rate of unemployment in NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 (in %)
Region

NUTS 2
NUTS 3 (kraj)
Prague
Central Bohemia
South-West
Southern Bohemia
Plzeň Region
North-West
Karlovy Vary Region
Ústí Region
North-East
Liberec Region
Hradec Králové Region
Pardubice Region
South-East
Vysočina Region
Southern Moravia
Central Moravia
Zlín Region
Olomouc Region
Moravia-Silesia
Čzech Republic

1995
0,3
2,6
2,1
2,0
2,2
4,8
2,1
5,8
2,4
2,5
2,0
2,7
3,1
3,4
2,9
3,4
4,3
2,4
5,1
2,9

1998

2,3
6,1
5,9
5,8
6,1
11,4
6,9
13,2
6,5
7,1
6,0
6,6
7,8
7,5
7,9
8,7
10,2
7,0
11,5
7,5

2000
3,4
6,8
6,4
6,3
6,5
13,8
9,0
16,2
7,1
7,8
5,9
7,9
8,8
7,5
9,7
10,1
9,0
11,9
15,1
8,8

Source: Regionální portréty 2000, Czech Statistical Office, 2001; www.czso.cz

49

National Development Plan of the Czech Republic, draft 2002.
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Figure 2.1. Rate of unemployment - 31 December 2001 (in %)

Source: Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, www.mpsv.cz

The rate of unemployment has been in some cases partly outweighted by development
of enterpreneurship in the region. Positive role of emerging SMEs, especially in the service
sector, has proven above all in large cities nad agglomerations. The number of enterpreneurs
in particular regions is shown in Figure A 2.2. Similarly to other indicators, also the intensity
of enterpreneurship is distributed regularly among regions with the exception of Prague. The
high level of enterpreneuship in Prague is related to the concentration of specific economic
activities – services - in the capital city. On the other hand, the lowest rate is experienced in
Moravia-Silesia where a traditionally high share of employment is concentrated in large
industrial undertakings.
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Figure A 2.2. Number of enterpreneurs per 1000 inhabitants in NUTS 2 regions
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JV – South-East; SM – Central Moravia; M – Moravia-Silesia

Source: National Development Plan of the Czech Republic, draft 2002

Quite unsurprisingly, the same „capital city-rest of the country“ distinction exists in
the structure of regional economies, given in Table A 2.4. Although on the national level,
the largest share (51%) on employment is assumed by services, in most regions, the industry
sector is dominant. It is caused by a special situation of Prague where services account for
80% employment.
Despite a general advancement of the terciary sector, it has become the lagest
employer only in three cohesion regions: Prague, North-West (esp. Karlovy Vary Region with
a high share of tourism services) and South-East (esp. Southern Moravia Region due to
concentration of services in the local metropoly of Brno). As „industrial regions“ can be
characterised Regions Ústí, Liberec, Zlín and Moravia-Silesia. Regions with a significant
(above 8%), though decreasing, agricultural production are Vysočina Region, Southern
Bohemia, and Pardubice Region.
Table A 2.4. Employment structure in NUTS 2 regions (share in %)
Region (NUTS 2)
Prague
Central Bohemia
South-West
North-West
North-East
South-East

Primary sector
1995
2000
0,2
0,2
9,1
6,5
11,5
8,9
4,0
3,1
7,5
5,7
9,5
7,9

Secondary sector
1995
2000
26,0
20,1
48,9
47,4
44,5
46,6
50,0
47,8
50,5
50,7
45,3
43,9

Terciary sectror
1995
2000
73,8
79,6
41,9
46,1
44,0
44,5
46,0
49,2
42,0
43,6
45,2
48,1

Central Moravia

8,2

6,0

49,2

49,2

42,6

44,8

Moravia-Silesia

3,8

3,1

54,7

49,5

41,5

47,4

Source: Statistical Yearbook – Czech Republic 2001, Czech Statistical Office, 2002
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An important socio-economic indicator is the average wage. Again, nominal as well
as real wage is farmost the highest in the Prague region. It can be derived from Table A 2.5
that a generally valid inverse relation between average wage and unemployment is not the
case in all regions. Such a typical exception is Moravia-Silesia with a high rate of wage
growth and rising unemployment. An explanation lies in a low employability of the
unemployed and a subsequent lack of workers with demanded skills and qualification – these
factors generate an upward pression on wages (not to mention the traditionally high wage
remuneration of miners under the former regime).
Table A 2.5. Average gross wage in NUTS 2 regions (CZK, 2000)
Region (NUTS 2)

Average wage in 2000
(CZK)

Average wage in %
(Czech Republic = 100)

Prague
Central Bohemia
South-West
North-West
North-East
South-East
Central Moravia
Moravia-Silesia
Czech Republic

18 865
13 429
12 685
12 497
12 213
12 273
12 000
12 966
13 484

139,9
99,6
94,1
92,7
90,6
91,0
89,0
96,2
100,0

Source: Regionální portréty 2000, Czech Statistical Office, 2001

A more apparent differenciation exists among regions from the point of view of
productivity of labour. A hint is provided by Table A 2.6 in information on
productivity of labour in industry. This time data for the Prague region are missing,
but we can expect a rather high level of productivity which is reflected in productivity
in the surrounding region of Central Bohemia (a major contribution of the ŠkodaVolkswagen concern in Mladá Boleslav). From this aspect, there is a clear east-west
division of the country, with levels of productivity rising to the west, with a peak in the
metropolitan area.
Table A 2.6. Productivity of labour in industry (measured on the basis of value added)
in NUTS 2 regions (1998)
Region (NUTS 2)

Prague
Central Bohemia
South-West
North-West
North-East
South-East
Central Moravia
Moravia-Silesia
Czech Republic

Value added
in production (mil CZK)

Value added
per worker

Value added in % Czech
Republic = 100

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

62 286,4
52 470,7
41 084,6
66 218,4
50 993,0
46 205,2
38 730,2
395 051,1

432 055
308 989
336 908
292 173
254 139
281 799
265 373
305 381

141
101
110
96
83
92
87
100

Source: National Development Plan (draft), 2002.
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Problem regions in the Czech Republic
On the basis of the above-given data, two groups of problem regions can be defined in
the Czech Republic.
1. regions afflicted by industrial restructuralisation
These regions suffer from high structural unemployment and decreasing employment
in industry. On NUTS 3 level, most afflicted are Moravia Silesia, Ústí and Olomouc
Region.
2. rural regions
These regions face decreasing share of agriculture on employment and a lack of job
opportunities for released agricultural workers. Absorption of these workers in larger
centres is undermined by deteriorating availability of transport services.50 As a result
of unfavorable economic perspectives, rural areas suffer from a significant
depopulation and aging population. On NUTS 3 level, a special attention should be
paid to Southern Moravia (southern districts), Olomouc Region (peripheral districts)
and Plzeň Region (border districts).
Regions with a concentrated state support
In respect to the growing regional differences, esp. in unemployment, the governement
of the Czech Republic classified two types of regions on NUTS 4 (district) level eligible for
targeted state support.51 These are:
1. structurally affected areas - regions with a high concentration of traditional industries,
high level of urbanisation and high unemployment:
eligible districts:

Most, Karviná, Teplice, Chomutov, Děčín, Kladno, Ostrava,
Přerov, Louny

2. economically weak areas - regions with low standard of living, high share of
employment in agriculture and low population density and above-average
unemployment:
eligible districts:

Louny, Tachov, Znojmo, Český Krumlov, Bruntál, Jeseník,
Třebíč, Prachatice, Břeclav, Svitavy

A map indicating districts with concentrated state support is included in the Annex.

50

Rural areas are characterised by a high number of small municipalities where public transport represents a key
factor for employability of labour force (in small municipalities under 200 inhabitannts, 70% of employed
people commute to work).
51
Regional Development Strategy of the Czech Republic, July 2000.
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Chapter 3
Experience of Czech regional actors with the EU regional aid –
- A Survey
This chapter represents the core of the paper. Equipped with a decent comprehension
of the background, we can proceed to the research problem itself: the role of individual actors
of regional development in the Czech Republic and their experience with the EU aid. With
help of various research methods we are going to assess the preparedness of Czech regional
actors to benefit from the Structural Funds after the EU accession.
The structure of the chapter is as follows. First, we are going to delineate briefly the
main actors of regional development in the Czech Republic. Subsequently, we will introduce
the objectives, basic fields and methodology of the research. Next, a survey will be presented
which has been carried out in respect to three selected groups of actors: regional development
agencies, self-governed regions and municipalities. The selection of actors to survey has been
made on the basis of two criteria: a strong relation to the locality or region and a close link to
the EU funds. A thorough analysis of key findings of the survey will reveal interesting facts
about the readiness to implement the EU regional aid at the regional and municipal level.

3.1.

Main actors of regional development
The way regions develop is a result of various factors. It is given by unchangeable

exogenous factors such as location, climate or existence of natural sources, but it is also
shaped by a more or less intended human action. Many individuals, organisations, institutions
and also informal groups interact in order to influence the situation of specific regions. The
main actors involved in regional development are demonstrated on the figure below.
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Figure 3.1. Main actors of regional development
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$ State administration
The notion stands both for the central and regional level of state administration.
The central level of state administration is represented by ministries, other central
authorities (eg. Czech Statistical Office, regulatory bodies etc.) and governmental bodies
(such as Czech Invest, Centre of Regional Development etc.). It sets the conditions and
hereby creates the environment in which regional actors operate.52 Through various
programmes in support of regional development, ministries can intervene directly in target
regions and possibly divert local evolution from the natural trajectory it would follow
otherwise. We are not going to deal more deeply with the central level of state
administration since it is not the subject of our interest in this paper.
The lower-tier of state administration – District Offices - operates as the executor of
policies formulated by the centre. Within a District Office, Regional Development
Department is the most important in respect to regional development (besides
Environment and Transport Departments). Its tasks cover the areas of regional
development strategies, spatial planning, tourism as well as methodical and professional
assistance for towns, communities and microregions with development plans and projects
submitted under state and EU support programmes.
In the past, Regional Development Departments executed a whole range of activities
related to the EU funds (especially programmes PHARE CBC and Small Project Fund):
52

In this sense, the legislator should be also considered as an actor of regional development, with a specific role
of system-maker, or central-planner.
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co-ordination activity, direct help with preparation of projects and applications,
cooperation with foreign subjects, delivering of references on individual applications from
the point of view of regional development and spatial planning and with the knowledge of
local conditions. At the moment, activities of Regional Development Departments
concerning the EU support have shrunk to methodical and professional assistance for the
Joint Small Project Fund.
After the abolishment of district offices at the end of 2002, their tasks will be assumed by
self-administered regions (mostly tasks related to regional development) and
municipalities with extended competence (mostly tasks related to administrative agenda).
A question remains who will take over the task of providing methodical and professional
help for projects applying for the EU assistance – free of charge and with a comparable
knowledge of the local situation.

$ Regional self-administration
Since 2001, regional development has been increasingly influenced by the administration
of 14 Regions including the capital of Prague. More and more tasks have been transferred
under the responsibility of regions (in respect to regional development, SMEs, minor
roads and lower education are the most important), however execution of these tasks is
hindered by the reluctance of the state to complement them with necessary financial
resources. The role of Regions is defined in the Act on Regional Development Support
and the Act on Regions (see also Chapters 2.3 and 2.4).
In relation to the EU funds, the role of regional self-administration is augmenting. Regions
can orient the future support by selection of priorities defined in Regional Development
Programmes and related Regional Operational Programmes. Under the decentralized
implementation system after joining the EU, regions will become responsible also for
selection of projects.

$ Local self-administration
Local self-administration is an actor with a particularly close link to everyday life of the
region and its citizens. This notion includes towns, municipalities, as well as associations
of towns and municipalities and microregions. The two latter are becoming a preferred
arrangement to ensure priorities of regional development. Especially for smaller towns
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and villages, it is much easier to reach for funds offered by the state or the EU when
associated in a bigger grouping.
An association of towns and communities is based either on a common interest in a certain
public domain (for example environment, transport, tourism, water or waste management,
energy supply, cross border cooperation) or purely on location. A local association of
towns and communities or a microregion is formed by establishing a grouping of
municipalities around a natural centre (a small town or a big village), with a population
from 800 or area at least 3,000 ha up to 50,000 inhabitants or area of 30,000 ha. It exists
as a legal entity, its activities are governed by statutes and rules of procedure. Microregion
is considered to be an optimal territorial unit where it is effective to implement
development projects.53

$ Regional Development Agencies (RDAs)
At the moment, there are 18 RDAs in the Czech Republic. They have been established,
inspired by the EU experience, since the beginning of the 1990s to become one of the
most important actor of regional development. Their significance has been increasing and
will further increase with the strengthening of the EU assistance in Czech regions. They
offer consulting, provide actual information on programmes launched in support of
regional development, help with preparation of projects to apply for these funds,
participate at creation of regional development programmes of regions, microregions and
municipalities, help to find suitable foreign partners, they are engaged in support of
enterpreneurship, tourism etc.
The role of RDAs differs considerably according to individual features of each agency.
The most important factors are: the year and form (process) of their establishment, legal
status, structure of founding organisations, location and size (number of employees). We
will deal with the RDAs in detail in Chapter 3.3.
A map indicating the location of all 18 RDAs existing currently in the Czech Republic is
given in Figure 3.4 in Chapter 3.4.
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Agriculture and Rural Development Plan of the Czech Republic 2000-2006, Ministry of Agriculture and
Ministry for Regional Development of the Czech Republic.
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$ Economy
Naturally, also actors from all sectors of economy have a great impact on development of
regions, although it is not their principal objective. Since they influence directly
employment and wealth in a region, they are often partners of regional and local selfadministration. The more is it the case if a firm represents a dominant employer in the
locality. Regions and municipalities communicate with the private sector directly or
through relevant professional organisations. Municipalities – usually in a joint effort with
the state - seek to offer the best conditions for domestic as well as foreign firms to invest
in their locality (for example by building of industrial zones, technology parks). They also
take initiatives in order to foster small and middle-sized entrepreneurship (incubators for
entrepreneurs, low rents, business information centres etc.)

$ Professional organisations
In this category, especially regional and district extensions of Chamber of Commerce and
Chamber of Agriculture are active in regional development. They often figure among the
founders of RDAs, participate at creation of regional development programmes,
cooperate with self-administrated regions and communities in the area of employment and
support of enterpreneurship, provide consulting and information in various fields
(including the EU programmes).

District Chambers of Commerce will be maintained -

with some modifications (name, relevant legislation) - after the abolishment of districts.

$ Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs)
With the development of civil society and increasing engagement of the public in affairs
of general interest, countless non-governmental organisations were set up and became
active at national, regional and local level. It is impossible to enumerate NGOs engaged in
regional development. Let’s mention at least Society for Sustainable Life, Centre for
Community Work (four local representations), Conference of Local, Regional and
Community Activities, VIA Foundation, Partnership Foundation, CharityKnow,
environmental NGOs (Movement “DUHA”, Children of Earth, Greenpeace, Vita, Natura
99 etc.), and many others.
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At regional level, NGOs are integrated in Regional Conferences of NGOs which influence
the decision-making of regional representative bodies through participation in various
committees and working groups (including monitoring committees for implementation of
the EU funds). At central level, NGOs are integrated in the Council of NGOs of the Czech
Republic, they also cooperate with the central level in the framework of Working Group
“NGOs and Regional Development”.

$ Euroregions
Euroregions correspond to a cross-border analogy of associations of towns and
municipalities. The foremost motive for establishment of Euroregions is the elimination of
disparities on both sides of the border. Cross-border cooperation in cultural, social and
economic fields helps to mitigate disadvantages resulting from the peripheral location of
the region. Activities of Euroregions focus on planning and preparation of projects in
favour of border regions, supported by the state or the EU programmes (CBC-Phare and
INTERREG) and other cooperation in the field of culture, tourism, trade, sport, education
or environment.
Since the beginning of the 1990s, 12 Euroregions have been established on the territory of
the Czech Republic: Euroregion Beskydy, Euroregion Bílé Karpaty, Euroregion Egrensis,
Euroregion Elbe/Labe, Euroregion Glacensis, Euroregion Krušnohoří/Erzgebirge,
Euroregion Neisse - Nisa – Nysa, Euroregion Pomoraví - Zahorie – Weinviertel,
Euroregion Praděd – Pradziad, Euroregion Silesia, Euroregion Šumava - Bayerischer
Wald – Műhlviertel, Euroregion Těšínské Slezsko - Slask Cieszynski.
Euroregions existing in the Czech Republic are demonstrated on the map below (except
for Euroregion Pomoraví).
Besides Euroregions, other foreign towns and cities cooperating with their Czech
counterparts, for example through the Town Twinning programme, should be mentioned.
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Figure 3.2.

Euroregions in the Czech Republic

Source: Centre for Regional Development, www.crr.cz
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3.2.

Objectives and methodology

3.2.1. Objective
Our goal was to execute a survey which could clarify the role of individual actors
involved in regional development, their experience with and attitudes towards the assistance
financed by the EU and their readiness to cope with the challenge called “the Structural
Funds”.

3.2.2. Basic fields of research
In the context of the above-defined objective, we focused on the following issues:
A/ Role – how does the role of individual actors develop in relation to regional development,
what are the conditions and main obstacles encountered in executing this mission;
B/ Partnership – who are the prevailing partners of individual actors in regional
development, what is the experience with state authorities, regions, RDA etc.;
C/ Human resources – what is the endowment of each actor with staff experienced in
programming, project preparation and implementation;
D/ Financing – what are the principal sources for financing or co-financing of regional
development projects;
E/ EU funds – what has been the so far experience of the relevant actor with programmes
financed by the EU, how far reaches the knowledge of programmes offered by the EU in
support of regional development;
F/ Information – what are the main sources of information about the opportunities offered
within the EU financed programmes.

3.2.3. Selection of investigated actors
Given the time and source limitations, only several actors have been included in the
survey. We focused on actors meeting two criteria: a strong relation to the locality or region
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and a close link to the EU funds. In this sense, the following three actors have been identified
as crucial players in regional development 54:
$ Regional development agencies (RDA)
$ Regional self-administration
$ Municipalities
These actors have been the main subjects dealing with the EU assistance on regional level.
The target structure of questioned institutions and organisations was as follows:
$ Regional development agencies - Director
Information was required from all 18 RDA existing in the Czech Republic to the date. In
many cases, the director committed the query to one of the employees.
$ Regional self-administration - Head of Regional Development Department
Questions were addressed to 13 Regional Authorities (Krajský úřad). The capital city of
Prague was not included.
$ Towns and Communities – Mayor, Secretary
The query was addressed to 263 municipalities with population over 5000 inhabitants. In
general, the required information was provided by the mayor or the secretary of the
Municipal Authority. In some cases, especially in bigger cities, the information was
provided by the Head of Development Department, Investment Department or Strategic
Planning Department.

3.2.4. Methods of survey
The required information was obtained through a structured questionnaire which
was sent to the above-given institutions and organisations (a complete list of addresses can be
found in the Annex). The structure of the questionnaire was adjusted for each group of actors
(see Chapters 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5).
In line with modern communication methods, the questionnaires were sent out via
electronic mail. Herewith, it was possible to acquire a sufficient number of responses in a
relatively short time and with relatively limited sources. Also, electronic communication
enabled us to acquire without any delays additional information or clarification of the
54

The lower tier of state administration – the District Offices – represent a comparably important actor in
regional development, however, they were omitted given their planned abolishment at the end of 2002.
Moreover, their involvement in the implementation of the EU programmes is set to minimum.
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information already given if necessary. What’s more, the electronic form of the questionnaire
allowed for a great flexibility in the scope of answers given by the respondents.
On the other hand, it showed that electronic communication is still not fully
acknowledged by authorities at the local level. Some municipalities apparently preferred
traditional post-mail service. The attitudes of municipal authorities towards Internet and
electronic communication did not point at any relation to the size or location of the town, they
were rather a result of personal approaches of the town management. Due to this disrespect of
electronic communication – needless to speak about other factors - it was often necessary to
repeat the request or in some cases to contact the target institutions through telephone calls.
The surveying was carried out in the period from November 2001 until March 2002.
The form of questionnaires as well as the text of accompanying letters sent to all three
surveyed groups of actors can be viewed in the Annex.

3.2.5. Methods of analysis
The information obtained from the questionnaires was analysed with help of two
distinct methods. The first method is the traditional, well-proven method known from
sociology: the method based on percentage distribution of answers. It has been applied in
respect to all three groups of actors, completed by a thorough qualitative analysis.
The other method is much less familiar though it is gaining recognition in many fields
of science, ranging from sociology to chemistry. It is the fruit of the impressive progress in
computer science over the last decades. The method known as GUHA (General Unary
Hypotheses Automaton) is a method of automatic generation of hypotheses based on
empirical data. Its great scientific value lies in its ability to generate hypotheses about
relations between variables on the basis of nominal data, i.e. data of a qualitative nature.55 The
GUHA method has been applied for the purpose of our paper when analysing the information
provided by communities. It could not be used in the case of RDA and Regions due to the
insufficient size of the relevant sample of answers.

55

In a certain sense, the GUHA method represents a counterpart to the traditional regression analysis which
focuses on hypotheses resulting from quantitative data.
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3.3.

Experience of Regions with the EU assistance

3.3.1. Subject of survey
First, we are going to examine the role of newly created self-administered Regions56 in
regional development and their experience with the EU assistance. There are 14 Regions
(NUTS 3) in the Czech Republic regrouped in 8 cohesion regions (NUTS 2). The territorial
organisation of the Czech Republic is shown on the map in Figure 3.3. We are going to
analyse responses provided by 13 Regions (excluding Prague) in structured questionnaires.
Activities of the capital of Prague as regards the EU assistance will be mentioned separately.

Figure 3.3.a. Regions of the Czech Republic (NUTS 3)

Source: Centre for Regional Development, www.crr.cz

56

In order to distinguish „Regions“ as self-administered territorial units (kraj), we use capital „R“.
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Figure 3.3.b. Cohesion regions of the Czech Republic (NUTS 2)

Source: Centre for Regional Development, www.crr.cz

3.3.2. Analysis of response (excluding the Capital City of Prague)
The questionnaire is divided in seven parts, each concentrating on one aspect of the
issue investigated. We are going to proceed systematically through all parts of the
questionnaire. Due to the character of answers, the analysis of response will be predominantly
qualitative. Only in certain questions, quantitative analysis in the form of relative frequency of
answers will be considered. Table 3.1 at the end of this section provides a comprehensive
overview of answers to selected questions given by all 13 regions.
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PART A: Development of the municipality in the framework of the region
A.1.

How does the formation of the role of regional self-administration as the main
actor of regional development proceed?
The role of Regions in regional development, as many respondents pointed, is defined

by the Act on Regions (129/2000) and the Regional Development Support Act (248/2000),
with details given in the relevant Regional Development Programme and Regional
Operational Programme for a particular Region. However, legislation and reality do not
correspond fully at the moment. Since the Regions are endowed with minimal financial
resources, promotion of regional development through financing of development projects is
not possible, and therefore, Regions concentrate on low-budget, but equally significant
activities. Currently, Regions see their role in:
1. conceptual work - strategic planning in areas under the authority of regions (see section
Powers). This includes:
!

formulation of priorities of the Region – embodied in the Regional Development
Programme - with the aim to promote its balanced development;

!

selection of localities/microregions eligible for concentrated support;

!

monitoring of the regional needs and related support programmes;

!

preparation for the future use of resources reserved in the regional or state budget for the
purpose of regional development, as well as resources provided for this purpose by the EU
under the pre-accession aid, and later from the Structural Funds;

2. transfer of powers from state administration (both ministerial, as well as district levels) to
regional self-administration. This task includes also the crucial issue of financial powers.
3. partnership – is seen as vital for regional development to be ensured, even more vital than
powers. Finance and powers are of little avail if there are conflicting or absent ties among
actors in a region. Regions are aware that if powers are to be used to the desired effect,
there need to be an atmosphere of partnership, cooperation and mutual understanding. In
this sense, the role of Regions is formed by delineation of their position as against the
other actors and in cooperation with them.
A.2.

In your opinion, do you have adequate conditions to ensure this role?

Yes

9

(69,2 %)

Not fully

4

(30,8 %)

In some Regions, inadequate conditions are experienced in terms of technical (IT, Internet)
and staff equipment, time available and financing.
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A.3

What are the principle obstacles you encounter when executing the role of a
regional development actor?

For answers of individual regions, see Table 3.1 at the end of this section. The absolutely
dominant answer is associated with the lack of finance.

PART B:
B.1.

Powers

Are the powers you need to perform the role of a regional actor sufficient?

Yes

6

(46 %)

No

6

(46 %)

Developing

1

(8 %)

According to the legislation, Region in its exclusive competence, and in accordance
with local conditions and local manners, cares for complex spatial development, above all for
social care, environment, transport and telecommunications, education, need for information,
culture and protection of public order. In practice, powers are being delegated to Regions
gradually (for example, responsibilities in the field of transport and education, acquired in
January 2001, are limited to lower-class roads and primary and secondary education).
However, the delegation of real powers is not accompanied by a delegation of financial
powers.
Regions feel that in most areas and in decision-making on most interesting issues, they
are kept in the position of an observer with an advisory vote (for example decisions on areas
eligible for support or priorities to be financed). This is seen as an inadequacy they are
determined not to put up with.

B.2.

Do you ever encounter reluctance of the state administration in the process of the
delegation of powers?

Yes

7

(54 %)

Partly

4

(31 %)

No

2

(15 %)

Unwillingness is experienced primarily from the part of ministries, not so much from
the part of District Offices (hence the answer „Partly“). In a fear of a loss of their position,
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ministries are often reluctant to provide Regions with essential information. Most Regions are
optimistic – they believe the reluctance results from obscurity and confusion. Once the
powers are clarified, there will be no more conflicts.

PART C:
C.1.

Partnership

Who are your main partners in the area of regional development (municipalities,
state administration, other Regions, private sector, regional development
agencies, non-governmental organisations, foreign partners, ...)?

Municipalities (and their associations)
Regional development agencies
Foreign partners
State administration (central level)
Other Regions
Non-profit sector (NGO)
State administration (district level)
Private sector
Professional organisations
Others:

12
11
10
9
9
7
6
5
3

universities, Delegation of the European Commission to the Czech Republic, twinners etc.

As can be seen, the main partners of Regions in regional development are
municipalities and associations of towns and municipalities located on the territory of a
Region. Very important partner are the RDAs and, which can appear surprising, foreign
partners. In the process of their own establishment and formation of their positions, Regions
pay a lot of attention to their representation abroad. They create contacts with partner regions
in the EU, organise numerous representation activities abroad. In the light of the so often
emphasised scarce resources, the extent of foreign affairs activities might seem excessive. Not
underestimating the significance of cross-border partnerships, it is a question whether the
resources spent on representation abroad could not be used otherwise, to a better benefit of the
region.
Quite naturally, Regions cooperate broadly one with another. Most often, close
cooperation exists between neighbouring Regions which are parts of a particular cohesion
region (NUTS II). This is true especially in those cases where there has been a need of a joint
action in respect to support programmes (both state and the EU) – for example cooperation
between Karlovy Vary and Ústí nad Labem Regions within NUTS II North-West. However,
in some cases, historical ties prevail. For example, the Region of Southern Moravia
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communicates more with Zlín and Olomouc Regions than with Vysočina Region which
represents its cohesion region partner.
Cooperation with the private sector is insufficient, it is limited to cooperation with
consulting firms on preparation of strategic documents. The absence of public-private
partnership is traditionally a sore point of the establishment in the Czech Republic.
It is interesting to mention the difference of the Central Bohemian Region’s
partnership portfolio as compared to the other Regions. The location of its authorities in
Prague allows for better communication with institutions such as the Delegation of the
European Commission, Information Centre of the European Union, international
organisations, foundations etc. The Region of Central Bohemia can also benefit from a
twinning project with its partner region of Burgundy.
To conclude, it will be seen that partnerships of Regions are formed “a level higher”
compared to municipalities. While municipalities communicate mostly with local actors
(other municipalities, districts), Regions concentrate more at communication with the central
level of state administration and foreign partners.

C.2.

How would you assess the relations of your Region with the central level of state
administration, as regards communication, financing, powers, involvement in
formulation of regional policy, technical assistance, distribution of information?
The experience of Regions with the central level of state administration is prevailingly

varying or rather negative (see Table 3.1). It varies between ministries as well as their
individual employees. For example, good cooperation is appreciated with the Ministry of
Internal Affairs or the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, while criticism is directed at the Ministry
for Regional Development or Ministry of Agriculture. In general, the mostly criticised points
are:
!

communication, transfer of information (information is often provided with delays, in low
quality or inaccurate),

!

tendency of the centre to maintain its previous monopolistic position, it manifests as a
hypocritical delegation of powers to regions while retaining the information and financial
monopoly,

!

contest for powers among individual ministries,

!

centralisation of decision-making on programmes in support of regional development,
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!

tendency of the centre to disadvantage Regions in the process of negotiation on the
fundamental strategic documents (SROP, SOP, NDP) – for example, creation of the
Single ROP instead of 7 separate ROP will enable the centre to reallocate resources
between Regions, thus decision-making on the allocation of resources will partly move
from the regional to the central level,

!

tendency of the centre to disadvantage Regions in creation of bodies responsible for
management, monitoring and implementation of regional assistance - the originally
proposed structure of these authorities underrepresented Regions, it has been changed
only as a result of a strong pressure from the part of the Regions,

!

inadequate information and methodical guidance as regards preparation for the Structural
Funds (creation of organisational structures and strategic documents) – this should be
uniform in all Regions.
Lately, as can be seen from answers of several Regions, relations with the centre have

improved and stabilised as they shift from the level of contest for powers to the level of dayto-day problems of regional development. Regions aim to base their relations with the centre
on equal partnership.
Very good cooperation is mentioned with the Czech Statistical Office.

C.3.

What are the relations of your Regional Authority with the lower tier of state
administration, (districts)?

Unlike relations with the centre, relations of Regions with the district level of state
administration are classified as positive (see Table 3.1). They are mostly working relations –
Regions use the information basis administered by the District Offices (DO) or they use
specialised services provided by them. Regions appreciate good quality and speed of these
services. In this sense, activities of regional and district authorities are often complementary.
Better communication is also given by personal links – it occurs that staff of regional
authorities has experience from their previous job in DO.
As far as the intensity of relations is concerned, it is not as high as with the centre.
Often, the links between Regions and Districts are rather new and due to the on-coming
abolishment of districts, Regions have little motivation to build them. As a result, they tend to
communicate directly with municipalities.
Very good cooperation is appreciated with employment agencies.
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C.4.

What are the relations of your Region with regional development agencies as
regards communication, cooperation, ownership ties or financing?
It follows from Table 3.1, that positive experience with RDAs prevails. In four cases

where the Region is one of the owners, Regions have a direct instrument of influence on
activities of the particular RDAs. In other cases, a conflict of interest can arise since RDAs –
according to Regional Authorities – set out priorities which don’t belong under their
responsibility. What follows is a certain competition between RDAs and Regions. The role of
RDAs should lie in consulting and services for Regions and municipalities, own conceptual
work should be left upon Regions. Regions allege that this undesirable situation is partly
encouraged by the Ministry for Regional Development which – through financing of
particular activities of RDAs - maintains confusion in responsibilities.
Otherwise, communication with RDAs is satisfactory, mainly of a working nature.
RDAs help Regions with Regional Development Programmes, Regional Operational
Programmes, other strategic documents, organisation of fairs end exhibitions with the
participation of Regions etc.

PART D:
D.1.

Human capital

Do you have enough experienced staff for project preparation and
programming?
In most cases, the answer to this question was: our staff is little but experienced.

Regional Development Departments in Regional Authorities often encounter insufficient
personal capacity, especially in the light of increasing agenda related to the on-going public
administration reform. Although the staff is getting larger, Regional Development
Departments assume they will not be able to provide services for municipalities related to
regional development as they are currently provided by District Offices.
As for the qualification of the staff, employees have usually university education or at
least 2 years of experience in a given field.
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D.2.

How many employees work in the Department of Regional Development of your
Regional Authority? Do they have a special training for this job?

REGION

Number of employees Training

Central Bohemia
Southern Bohemia
Plzeň
Karlovy Vary
Ústí nad Labem
Liberec
Hradec Králové
Pardubice
Vysočina
Southern Moravia
Zlín
Olomouc
Moravia-Silesia

14
4
14
8
2
8
5
10
10
10
4
10
7

?
no
yes
?
yes
yes
?
yes
yes
?
?
?
no

Apparently, there are large differences in personal equipment of individual Regional
Authorities. They are greatly caused by different organisational structures. In some Regional
Authorities, Regional (or Strategic or Spatial) Development Department exists separately, in
others, it may include also spatial planning, tourism, investment planning etc.

D.3.

Are you able to draw up projects without external help?

Yes

10

(77 %)

No

3

(23 %)

Most Regional Authorties are able to ensure projects draft within their own capacities,
at least from a great part, but they don‘t usually do it. From the perspective of available time,
it would not be efficient to prepare all project documentation by own resources. Therefore,
Regions usually farm out work to specialised agencies, such as RDAs.

D.4.

If not, are you ready to pay a specialised firm for preparation of projects and all
related documentation? In this case, do you know firms to contact?
All respondents answered positively, they are willing to pay for external services and

they already do it. However, they are not always satisfied with work supplied by consulting
firms where commercial attitudes dominate. A request has been made for a database of
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consulting firms, including information on their previous experience, result, possibly also
certificates acquired.

PART E:
E.1.

Financing

What are the main sources for financing of your regional development projects?
Since regions don’t have own resources yet, their are dependent on allocations from

the state budget. Regions are endowed with financial resources gradually. In 2002, regional
budgets were created. However, budgets of Regional Development Departments still equal to
zero. If Regions want to finance projects of regional development, they have to look for
external resources. Most frequently, these are: the EU funds (3 answers), other grants (3),
private sector, non-profit sector, municipal budgets (all 1). Improvement is expected in 2003.
E.2.

Providing your Region has participated in a project financed from the pre-

accession funds, from what resources did you ensure co-financing?
Only two respondents mentioned experience with the EU funds, co-financing being
ensured from the regional budget.

PART F:
F.1.

Projects financed under the EU programmes

What is your hitherto experience with programmes and projects supported by
the EU funds?
Experience of the majority of Regions (10) with projects and programmes supported

by the EU is only theoretical. Only 3 respondents (Vysočina, Southern Moravia, Olomouc
region), alleged their Regions participated in such programmes (either Region itself as a
subject, or its subordinated contributory organisations, such as schools). It seems Regions
have not realised yet they can apply for EU funds, namely through less known programmes
such as ACCESS (under PHARE, promotion of NGO), EQUAL (Community programme,
equal opportunities), Interreg IIIB (Community programme, transnational cooperation),
Interreg IIIC (transregional cooperation), etc.
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Activities related to the pre-accession aid vary among Regions according to individual
initiative of responsible employees. Some Regional Authorities are rather passive, others
initiate activities such as courses on the EU and the Structural Funds, they create databases of
projects plans generated in the Region or databases of consulting firms specialised in project
drafting. In this respect, Karlovy Vary Region can serve as a good example for other Regions.
(For answers of individual Regions, see Table 3.1).
F.2.

Do you have sufficient knowledge of all programmes your authority could
participate in?

Yes

6

(46 %)

Partial

7

(54 %)

All Regions make effort to acquire knowledge on programmes and projects supported
by the EU – in contrast to municipalities where – as we will see - a large percentage is not yet
acquainted with these potential sources of financing.
Regions complain about dispersion of information among ministries. Individual
ministries have a good knowledge only on programmes related to their responsibility, their
information is often out of context and, therefore, less useful. Regions would appreciate an
information system (dispatching centre) providing them regularly with accurate and complete
information.

PART G:
G.1

Information sources

Where do you obtain information on programmes and projects supported by the
EU?

Internet

23%

Training provided by organisations financed from public sources
(National Training Fund, Centre for Public Administration Training,
Regional Development Agencies)

21%

Materials provided by the Ministry for Regional Development and other
resorts of state administration

18%

Foreign partners (Euroregions, partner towns ...)

11%

Training provided by commercial organisations (professional
organisations, training agencies etc.)

9,5%

Legislation of the Czech Republic

8,5%

Other Regions

4%

Other (NGO, private sector, universities, Delegation of the European
57
Commission, ICEU, Team Europe)

5%

57

Last three only for the Region of Central Bohemia.
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3.3.3. The Capital City of Prague
The NUTS II Prague is the only cohesion region in the Czech Republic which will not
be eligible for support from the Structural Funds under Objective 1 after the EU accession.
Prague‘s RDP per capita, calculated in the perspective of 25 Member States in the EU,
corresponds to 134% of the EU average which considerably exceeds the 75% limit – the
eligibility criterion for Objective 1. Therefore, Prague will eligible for minor support under
Objective 2 (restructuring of industry) and Objective 3 (human resources, social affairs).58
The preparations of Prague for the use of the Structural Funds concentrate on drafting
the basic programming documents. Strategic Plan of the Capital City of Prague was approved
in May 2000. On its basis, Single Programming Document for Objective 2 (under the
responsibility of Department for Strategic Development of the Capital City of Prague) and
Single Programming Document for Objective 3 (under the responsibility of the Ministry of
Employment and Social Affairs) have been drawn up and should be approved in the middle of
2002. According to the information of employees of the City Council, there is no need for
ideas of projects to apply for the support.
As for the hitherto experience of the Capital City of Prague with the EU funds,
Prague has little chance for success under pre-structural funds. An ISPA project aimed at
modernisation of sewage system has been submitted, but did not succeed. Therefore, Prague
concentrates on Community programmes, namely on those few accessible to relatively
wealthy cities. These programmes focus on international cooperation in the fields of
environment, public transport, information technologies, culture and education. Important is
the international character of programmes; a basic requirement for projects is to involve cities
from several EU as well as non-EU countries. For this purpose, Prague develops an ever
widening cooperation with other big European cities, for example in the framework of
networks Prague is a member of (METREX, EUROCITIES, POLIS, UCEU, EU Capital
Regions Network etc.). At the moment, Prague participates at the following projects:59

HEAVEN (2000-2003) – information on transport and pollution and its use in transport management;
INTERACT (2000-2002) – information technologies (environmental databases);
PRISMATIKA (2000-2003) – public transport safety (underground);
58

The other regions exceeding the limit and thus eligible for Objective 2 and 3 are Bratislava Region (108%) and
Cyprus (92%). Prague should receive approximately 48% of funds reserved for these three regions under
Objective 2 and 43% of funds reserved for Objective 3. České novny 28.1.2002 and 29.3.2002.
59
Information acquired in an interview at the City Council, Foreign Affairs Department, projects coordination.
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Benchmarking (since 2001) – competitiveness of public transport;
Leonardo da Vinci (2001-2003) – 1. equal opportunities, 2. e-learning (initiative of Prague);
TRENDSETTER (2002-2005, in the framework of CIVITAS programme) – transport in urban agglomerations;
SIG-SMART CITIES (under preparation) – use of IT in the city life (smart cards).

In most projects, Prague only joins initiative of other cities looking for a suitable partner.
Lately, however, as Prague acquires necessary know-how, it has come also with its own
initiative (the second phase of Leonardo da Vinci project).
According to the opinion of the staff of Foreign Affairs Department of the Capital City
of Prague, the experience with projects co-financed by the EU is utterly positive. Problems
exists rather on the side of the City of Prague itself. The Foreign Affairs Department often has
to look hard for support of its initiatives at other departments, indispensable for the success of
the project (therefore, for example, Prague has not applied for financing under Culture 2000
Programme). Wider use of opportunities offered by the EU programmes is also hindered by
political factors.
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3.4.

Experience of regional development agencies with the EU assistance

3.4.1. Subject of survey
All 18 RDAs existing in the Czech Republic were questioned. Despite repeated
requests, the questionnaire was returned only by 15 RDAs, giving a rate of return of 83%.
Basic information on all 18 RDAs is summarised in Table 3.2. Information on three RDAs
which did not return the questionnaire was obtained from their www pages. RDAs are ordered
increasingly according to the year of their establishment. Location of individual RDAs is
shown on map in Figure 3.4.

Figure 3.4. Location of Regional Development Agencies in the Czech Republic

borders of Regions
borders of districts
locations of RDAs
Border of Region
Border of District
Location of RDA

Source: Centre for Regional Development, www.crr.cz
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3.4.2. Analysis of response
Similarly to Regions, also the questionnaire destined for RDAs is divided in several
parts. We are going to proceed systematically through the entire questionnaire.

PART A: General information

In the first part of the questionnaire, RDAs were asked for the name of the RDA
(including its legal form), the year of establishment, their founding organisations, current
ownership structure, number of employees and forms of financing (the income side of their
budgets). Let’s look closer at individual characteristics of RDAs surveyed.
Location
As can be seen from the map in Figure 3.4, RDAs cover uniformly the whole territory
of the Czech Republic. Each Region – except for Prague - has at least one RDA. Two RDAs
are located in Ustí Region, Hradec Králové Region and Zlín Region. Three RDAs are located
in Southern Bohemia Region, with RDA Šumava on the very border with Plzeň Region
operating equally in both neighbouring Regions.
On NUTS 2 level, most represented are RDAs in South-West (4), North-East (4),
North-West (3) and Central Moravia (3). On the other hand, South-East has two and Central
Bohemia and NUTS 2 Ostrava have only one RDA.
Year of establishment
The process of establishment of RDAs in the Czech Republic was not even across the
time. Figure 3.5 shows the number of RDAs established each year since 1993.
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Number of RDAs established in the year

Figure 3.5

RDAs established in the Czech Republic in the period 1993-2001
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The first RDAs were established in the first half of the 1990s from the impetus of the
government in regions with the most serious economic situation (North-West Bohemia,
Ostrava region). They had to face problems resulting from ambiguity of the state’s relation
towards the RDA, lack of projects and contracts available for them etc.60
The second wave of establishing RDAs came in 1996 and 1997 and was related to an
increase of interest in regional development activities from the part of regional and local
actors. In that period, RDAs were established in an uncoordinated action, mostly on the basis
of a bottom-up initiative. In the absence of regional self-administration, towns and
municipalities associated (Associations, Euroregions) in order to ensure better the
development of their regions. They established RDAs as an instrument for this goal. At the
same time, establishment of RDAs was induced by the emphasis put on regional support
policy by the European Union – increasing financing of regional development in the candidate
countries create a space for new RDAs. Generally, RDAs in this period were established in an
empty space, without any legislative or financial support from the part of the state.
The most fruitful period for RDAs came in 1998 and 1999 with a change of attitude
towards regional policy also at the level of the central government. In its Principles on
Regional Policy from April 1998, the government explicitly classified RDAs as an instrument
of the state regional policy. In an effort to bring a more conceptual approach in the process of
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formation of the RDA network, conditions were set for RDAs to qualify for state support
(including technical and financial support, training, guidance in issues related to European
integration).61 On the basis of methodical guidance by the Centre for Regional Development
(under the Ministry for Regional Development), 9 RDAs were created in 1998 and 1999 and
two others since then. Necessary to say, that the above-mentioned conditions and
commitments have not always been fulfilled, both from the part of RDAs and the state, and
the RDAs still operate in an a vague environment without any clear and firm framework.

Legal form
(Interest) Association of Legal Persons

9

Publicly Beneficial Company

4

Incorporated Company

3

Limited Liability Company

1

Sources: Information for 17 agencies obtained from the questionnaire survey (15) and www pages (2).

The legal form of new RDAs was changing over time. While the first agencies were
established on commercial basis as incorporated companies or limited liability companies, at
the end of the 1990s, they opted for legal forms of non-profit nature such as publicly
beneficial company or association of legal persons.62
These non-profit legal forms are currently regarded as most appropriate for
functioning of RDAs since they enable the RDAs to use resources from the state budget and
participate at various national as well as foreign grants. Also, the non-profit character is
preferred from the point of view of the primary goal of RDAs – instead of concentrating on
profitable activities, they can devote fully to the objective of regional development.

60

Mička P., Tomečková O., Analysis of the Position of Regional Development Agencies in the Czech Republic,
2000.
61
„Conditions for Competency of RDA in the Czech Republic“, Centre for Regional Development, Nov 1999.
These conditions included teritorial representativeness (towns and municipalities owning the RDA must
represent at least 51% of towns and municipalities in the region and at least 2/3 of its inhabitants, similar
coditions for owners representing the business sector and civil society), ownership structure (at least 51% must
be owned by public subjects), personal capacity (at least three employees: director, project manager,
financial/economic manager). If these and other conditions were met, and if owners agree to finance the
functionning of the RDA (at least operational costs), the Ministry for Regional Development will contribute to
financing of the RDA up to 25% of the budget, namely in the form of public contracts in the framework of the
state regional policy and financing of the operation of the Regional Information System.
62
The non-profit legal form does not allow for division of the economic result among owners or employees.
Instead, the income must be reinvested in activities aimed at the original mission of the company.
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On the other hand, commercial legal forms are preferable from the point of view of
day-to-day business (e.g. publicly beneficial companies must not participate at business
activities of other persons).63 Also, profitability enables an easier evaluation of the RDA’s
activity, while non-profit RDA’s must look for other criteria for evaluation.

Founding organisations
Towns and municipalities and their associations

15

Chambers of Commerce, Agrarian Chambers

9

Euroregions

4

Ministry for Regional Development + employment agencies

3

Universities

2

Private sector

2

NGO

1

Trade unions

1

Sources: Information on 17 agencies obtained from the questionnaire survey and www pages.

The structure of founding organisations of RDAs is very important from the point of
view of their position. For example, an excessive diversity of founders can result in
inconsistency in the managing authorities of an RDA.
Practically all RDAs were founded by public sector. However, unlike the European
Union where the state is the dominant founder of RDAs, Czech RDAs were established
primarily from the initiative of local and regional public subjects: either individual towns or
association of towns and municipalities, including Euroregions. As mentioned earlier,
associations of towns and municipalities and Euroregions were created in order to promote
regional development in a situation where the central government did not pay due attention to
it and regional self-administration did not exist yet. In this sense, associations substituted the
role of non-existent Regions. RDAs were conceived as executing agencies for this goal. The
fact that RDAs were founded on the basis of a bottom-up initiative has a positive effect in a
better orientation of RDAs on local and regional needs.
The presence of public administration among the founders of RDAs was important
since it provided new-born RDAs with necessary political support. However, minor presence

63

Mička P., Tomečková O., Analysis of the Position of Regional Development Agencies in the Czech Republic,
2000.
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of the state and its undefined relation towards the RDAs makes their position weaker
compared to the position of RDAs in the European Union.

Ownership structure
Towns and municipalities and their associations

10

Chambers of Commerce, Agrarian Chambers

10

Regions

8

Euroregions

3

Ministry for Regional Development + employment agencies

3

Universities

3

NGO

1

Trade unions

1

Sources: Information on 14 agencies obtained from the questionnaire survey and www pages.

If we compare the original and the current structure of owners, we find that the most
apparent and significant change was the entry of Regions in the RDAs. This change which
occured in 2001 and 2002 is vital since it allows for a better arrangement of links between
actors of regional development. It is preferable for both sides: the RDAs acquire another,
stronger political shield with a perspective of considerable financial backing, and the Regions
get the activities of RDAs under control. (Revoke the feeling of competition experienced by
the Regions from the part of RDAs, mentioned in Chapter 3.3).
Staff (number of employees)
RDA
RDA Ostrava
RDA of Ústí Region
RDA for Central Moravia
RDA Nisa
RDA Šumava
RDA Bílé Karpaty-Moravské Kopanice
RDA of Southern Moravia
RDA of Eastern Moravia
RDA Plzeň Region
RDA Euroregion Labe – ARREL
Czech-Moravian Development Agency
RDA Egrensis – RRAE
RDA RERA (Southern Bohemia)
RDA Central Bohemia
RDA of Pardubice Region
RDA Vysočina
RDA Hradec Králové
RDA Euro-Glacensis

Staff (2001/2)
13
19
15
15
9
1+ ext.
9
8
?
10
2+ext.
6
10 + 2 ext.
8
5
9
6
?

Staff (2000)
12
17
8
11
7
1+ ext.
5
6
1*
7
1+ext.
4
8
?
3
5
2
?
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Sources:
Staff 2001/2 - Information on number of employees at the end of 2001/beginning of 2002 was obtained in own
questionnaire survey and www pages.
Staff 2000 – Information obtained from a study by Mička P., Tomečková O. Analysis of the Position of Regional
Development Agencies in the Czech Republic, released in May 2000.
* Number of employees as in 1998

According to the conditions set by the Centre for Regional Development, a minimal
number of employees of an RDA is three: director, project manager and economic manager
(possibly part time). In practice, an assistant to the director shows as another indispensable
person. It can be seen that in some RDAs the minimal personal capacity is not met. It is the
case of RDA Bílé Karpaty-Moravské Kopanice, which operates in a close cooperation with
RDA of Eastern Moravia (almost as its factual branch office) and Czech-Moravian
Development Agency.
It is interesting to compare the number of employees around the turn of years 2001 and
2002 and two years before. Staff of practically all agencies expanded, usually by two to four
employees. It gives evidence that demand for services provided by the RDAs is on increase.
The most visible rise occurred in RDA for Central Moravia, most probably due to an
escalated number of projects implemented in pilot microregions Jeseník and Haná during
2000 and 2001.

Financial resources
As mentioned earlier, there are several general rules affecting financing of the RDAs.
Firstly, up to 25% of the RDA budget can represent contributions from the state budget,
providing the owners agree to finance the functioning of the RDA at least in the extent of
operational costs (see Footnote 2). Secondly, RDAs established on a commercial basis (Inc.,
Ltd.) can receive no financial support from the state budget and have often a limited access
also to grants.
Not surprisingly, in response to this question, some respondents entered protest for not
being a subsidised company; instead they emphasised the need to work hard to earn their
living. Other respondents did not hesitate to admit partial financing from the part of the state.
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In general, a large part of the income is a result of own activities of the RDA (about
80% in average).64 The rest is associated with member fees (contributions by the owners),
national as well as EU grants and contributions from the state budget.
An example of a detailed budget was supplied by RDA Šumava:

Management of EU programmes

48%

Preparation of the above mentioned programmes for applicant
subject in the Czech Republic

27%

Administration of international funds (ECOS Ouverture)

5%

Services for associations of municipalities

5%

Preparation of projects & creation and administration of the
Regional Information System

15%

PART B: Role of RDA in regional development
B.1.

How does the formation of the role of RDAs as one of the main actors of regional
development proceed?
As mentioned already, the first RDAs had a highly significant role – together with

Euroregions and other associations of municipalities, they substituted the role of regional selfadministration in regional development. Currently, their role is formed primarily in
cooperation with other regional actors and in other day-to-day activities they have been
established for (see below). The emphasis put on cooperation with other actors reveals that
partnership is alpha and omega of the very existence and functioning of RDAs.

Coordination of activities with the Region and municipalities

8

Creation of strategic development plans

6

Initiation and realisation of projects

5

Administration of programmes launched by ministries and the EU

4

Initiation of partnerships between regional and foreign actors

2

Providing information and consulting

2

Acting as an independent professional subject

1

64

The proportion of own activities is difficult to estimate due to a different classification of resources by the
respondents. Some RDAs included under „own activities“ also resources resulting from public contracts while
others did not.
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B.2.

In your opinion, do you have adequate conditions to ensure this role?

Yes

9

(60 %)

Partly

2

(13,3 %)

No

1

(6,7 %)

No answer

3

(20%)

RDAs find the internal conditions for their work satisfactory (material and technical
equipment, personal capacities). On the other hand, deficiencies are experienced in terms of
external conditions: financing of RDAs and ambiguous position of RDAs in respect to the
state and Regions (for more see the following question).

B.3

What are the principle obstacles you encounter when executing the role of a
regional development actor?
Similarly to Regions - and as we will see municipalities - also RDAs indicate the main

obstacles in the field of finance. However, unlike Regions and municipalities, the ability to
earn for a living is in the case of RDAs a matter of the very existence. The most burning
problem is the uncertainty of income. There is no clear system of financing of RDAs
(compared to the EU where, according to one respondent, 60% of RDAs are financially
backed by the state). The problem with finance lies also in a close link of RDAs’ incomes to
public budgets. Since most projects are limited by the budgetary year, i.e. disbursement must
be finished by the end of the year, the cash-flow of RDAs is highly irregular during the year.
The irregularity and uncertainty of incomes makes it very difficult for RDAs to optimise their
staff capacities. Naturally, they tend to keep less employees than would be optimal. Although
financing of operational costs including wages by the owners is among the conditions set for
RDAs by the centre, it is not always the rule in practice. RDAs claim financing of operational
costs would enable them to concentrate more on activities beneficial for the development of
the region instead of activities preferable from the point of view of profitability. Also, RDAs
complain on a lack of financial resources on the part of municipalities and a lack of interest
for their services and information from the part of the private sector.
The second most pressing problem lies in the absence of a systematic approach of
the state towards RDAs. Instead of a clear, unambiguous policy, the relation state-RDAs is
ambiguous, formed in ad-hoc actions and projects. The lack of a system is experienced in
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terms of financing as well as legislation. There is no legislative anchor of the role of RDAs.
Although the governmental Principles of regional policy from April 1998 mentioned RDAs as
an instrument of the state regional policy, no legal act followed which would specify their role
(not even the key Act on Regional Development Support made any single reference on
RDAs). As a result (in words of one respondent), “RDAs are a fruit of a common good will,
they are degraded to be an instrument of their founders”.
The respondents blame the absence of a definition of their role for problems in
relations with the Regions. The Regions approach RDAs as unwanted rivals. Deficiencies in
communication lead to numerous duplications, while better communication could enable
Regions to use much better the potential offered by RDAs. At the same time, the ambiguity in
the division of powers between Regions and the state only contributes to the problem.
Another obstacle relates to the principle partnership. RDAs presume the significance
of partnership was not fully captured by municipalities and private sector. Municipalities as
well as firms often compete among themselves although a concerted action would be
beneficial to all. What follows is an uncoordinated approach towards financing of
development projects with a lower final effect.
Other obstacles mentioned by the RDAs included attempts to enforce political
influence over RDAs, reluctance of municipalities to strategic planning, unstable structures
for implementation of the EU asssistance, inaccessibility of information, incomparability of
data etc.

PART C:
C.1.

Partnership

Who are your main partners in the area of regional development (municipalities,
state administration, Regions, private sector, other regional development
agencies, non-governmental organisations, foreign partners, ...)?

Municipalities (and their associations)
State administration (central level)
Regions
Other RDAs (Czech)
Foreign partners
Non-profit sector (NGO)
Professional organisation
Private sector
Universities

15
13
13
11
9
8
6
6
3
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State administration (district level)
Employment offices
Others:

2
2

Delegation of the European Commission to the Czech Republic

As shown in question B.1., cooperation is perceived as the very substance of the
existence of RDAs and their role in regional development. The success of RDAs is dependent
on fruitful cooperation with other subjects, as their prestige increases with the width of the
spectre of partners. At the same time, RDAs through their activities contribute significantly
to the creation of horizontal as well as vertical links and networks.
For each RDA, the principal partners are its founding organisations or owners. Apart
from them, frequent communication exists between RDA and the central level of state
administration (Ministry for Regional Development, Ministry of Industry and Trade, Centre
for Regional Development, Czech Tourist Authority, Czech Statistical Office) and regional
self-administration.
It is interesting to compare results of our questionnaire survey with a survey carried
out by Mička and Tomečková two years ago.65 Taking into account the subjectivity of
answers given in such surveys, we are going to concentrate only at the most apparent
differences. Firstly and quite naturally, Regions emerged among the partners and right at the
top.
Secondly, while the survey of 2000 revealed a relatively small cooperation among
other RDAs, today other RDAs figure at the fourth place among the partners indicated by
RDAs. A large part of cooperation among RDAs takes place in the framework of the Czech
Association of Regional Agencies (ČARA), established in 1997. Today, ČARA associates 13
RDAs and serves as an instrument for RDAs to strengthen their position in an ambiguous
environment. The RDAs realised that a coordinated endeavour is the best way to put forward
their common claims and concerns. In this sense, ČARA suggests legislative as well as
systemic measures in order to improve the effectiveness of regional policy, minimise barriers
to conceptual development of regions and promote introduction of rules and procedures
common in the EU.
Thirdly, there is a considerable increase of partnerships with foreign partners. The
explanation is not far to seek. RDAs, unlike Regions, first concentrated on establishment of
65

Mička P., Tomečková O. Analysis of the Position of Regional Development Agencies in the Czech Republic,
2000.
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their position with in the region and the national framework, and only afterwards extended
their activities behind the national borders. Currently, Czech RDAs cooperate closely with
their counterparts in neighbouring countries (esp. Austria)66 and with other RDAs through the
European Association of Regional Development Agencies (EURADA).
And finally, while two years ago, District Offices figured on the very top of the
partnership scale next to town municipalities, our survey placed them on the bottom. Here,
the explanation is more difficult to find. One possible explanation is that during the years,
RDAs have acquired sufficient knowledge and know-how and they don’t need to use
information services provided by the District Offices. In the sense of knowledge of local
environment and professional skills, both types of organisations have become competitors
rather than partners. According to one respondent, cooperation with RDAs is not very intense
since it is uninteresting for District Offices and also non-obligatory – there is no legal act
which would commit them to cooperate with RDAs. And finally, District Offices are –
together with foreign partners – not among the founding organisations.

C.2.

How would you assess the relations of your RDA with state administration, as
regards communication, financing, powers, technical assistance, distribution of
information?

Correct

9

(60 %)

Neutral

2

(13,3 %)

No answer

4

(26,7 %)

Day-to-day relations with state administration are evaluated as positive. They consist
of a regular exchange of information, technical support and joint effort in implementation of
particular projects. Often, RDAs serve as an executive regional branch of organisations
responsible for implementation of state regional policy (e.g. Regional Information Point of
CzechInvest, regional coordinator of Czech Tourist Agency, regional assistant for SOP
Industry). For many RDAs, especially the older ones, these relations are purely of a
commercial nature. On the other hand, RDAs established in 1999 were so lucky to receive
support from the state in the form of necessary hardware and training, appreciated was

66

For example, Czech-Moravian Development Agency together with foreign partners initiated an establishment
of a new Euroregion Silva Nortica.
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methodical guidance in the form of regular consultations with the Centre for Regional
Development.
Deficiencies are found rather on a general level: the already mentioned nonsystematic, ad-hoc approach of the state towards RDAs and insufficient financial support are
the main critical points. Some RDAs feel the network of RDAs is still underused by the state
administration as a source of information and inspirations, as a partner for consultations. Also,
some RDAs claim less centralisation and more powers at the regional level.

C.3.

What are the relations of your RDA with the regional self-administration
(Regions)?

Correct

7

(46.7%)

Neutral/Developing

5

(33.3%)

No answer

3

(20 %)

We have seen in part 3.3.2 (Question C.4) that the relations of Regions towards RDAs
were not absolutely ideal. Now it is interesting to look at the same relation from the other
side. The respondent RDAs confirm they encounter a certain stand-offish behaviour from the
part of the Regional Authorities. Since RDAs make a lot of conceptual work, Regions regard
them as competitors intervening in an area which should be reserved for democratically
elected authorities.
RDAs are more prudent in assessing their relations with Regions. They characterise
the relations as developing, as a gradual clarification and stabilisation of relations. Their
nature will depend a lot on the positions of the Regions themselves. As Regions only look for
their powers as against the state, it is still not entirely possible to set the fields of cooperation
with RDAs.
A suitable solution of this ambiguity seems to be an entry of Regions in the ownership
structure of the RDAs. This is the tendency of these days, the number of agencies owned
partly by Regions is on increase (they were 8 at the time of finalisation of the thesis). As
mentioned before, this arrangement is preferable for both sides: the RDAs acquire another,
stronger political shield with a perspective of considerable financial backing, and the Regions
acquire a certain influence over the portfolio of activities of RDAs.
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PART D:
D.1.

Activities

Please, indicate the relative weight for each of the following fields of activity. For
each field, supply details on types of projects and year of their realisation.

Activity
contribution to regional and local development documents
participation in projects financed from the EU funds
implementation of the state regional policy
consulting
cooperation with foreign partners
other (presentation of regions, organisation of regional exhibitions)

Share
(average)

Share
(minimum)

Share
(maximum)

34%
22%
20%
16%
7%
1%

20%
0%
5%
5%
0%

80%
50%
35%
30%
20%

Note: Shares in percent were provided only by 9 agencies. The others refused to assess the weights of individual
activities since they change constantly according to demand.
The division of activities in categories has been made with the knowledge of the fact that many activities are
interconnected and it is therefore not completely appropriate to view them indvidually.

Compared to the situation two years ago67, a larger share is associated now with work
on regional and local development documents. It is caused by additional demand created by
Regions in the first year of their existence and an increased demand from the part of
municipalities and microregions. On the other hand, consulting services dropped from the first
on the fourth place. It can be seen that RDAs are now more busy with large contracts
(strategic documents) or permanent responsibilities (administration of state and EU support
programmes) than ordinary consulting services.
It is necessary to mention that the portfolio of activities is based primarily on a success
in tenders where RDAs must face competition from the part of commercial consulting and
developer firms.

67

See Mička P., Tomečková O. Analysis of the Position of Regional Development Agencies in the Czech
Republic, 2000.
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PART E:

E.1.

Experience with the EU assistance

How would you characterise your hitherto experience with programmes and
projects financed by the EU?
The EU assistance is associated with mixed feelings for RDAs. In general, they are

grateful it exists at all since it is a part of their subsistence, a part of their mission. The value
of this assistance is seen in their grant nature; most programmes operate as direct subsidies
with a favourable rate of co-financing (usually 50-75% of total costs is financed by the EU, in
the case of Joint Small Project Fund under CBC-Phare even 90%). Also, RDAs appreciate
they can acquire experience with the EU administration thanks to pre-structural aid (contacts
with the EU institutions, learning of procedures common in the EU).
On the other hand, some features of the EU assistance evoke criticism. On the first
place, traditionally, excessive bureaucracy and administration, too complex implementation
structures and long time periods in the process of preparation and approval of projects. As a
result, too much energy is spent on paper-work and few time remains for the essential part of
the project – its realisation. A pity was expressed the funds are not larger. Many excellent
projects thus will won‘t fall to their share. Also, according to some RDAs, the system of
selection of projects is too subjective and does not reflect the needs of region nor the quality
of a project. RDAs would welcome more flexibility in transfer of information and shorter time
periods for evaluation of projects from the part of the Delegation of the European
Commission.
Many problems are seen on the Czech side. As for the implementation structures, the
opinion exists that they respect more lobbyist effort of particular ministries than the very
needs of regions. Decentralisation appears more frequently in rhetoric than in reality.
Programmes are prepared without any consultation with the Region and a little respect for
regional priorities. Most larger projects are selected at the central level without any say of the
Region. Thus, paradoxically, financing is awarded to a project which meets certain criteria
(e.g. a certain number of new jobs), but has only a little support within the region. The most
negative evaluation was given to the structures of SAPARD, the best structures of SOP
Industry, Phare-Aid for inundated areas and pilot programmes Phare in microregions Haná
and Jeseník.
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3.5.

Experience of municipalities with the EU assistance

3.5.1. Subject of survey
The third actor to examine was the municipal level of self-government. As mentioned
above, only municipalities with a population exceeding 5000 were the subject of our
investigation.68 All 263 surveyed municipalities have the status of a town, 16 of them the
status of a statutory city.69 The capital city of Prague was treated separately (see Chapter
3.3.3).
The questionnaire was sent to 263 municipalities. Out of them, 153 returned a
completed questionnaire, 4 excused pointing at no experience with the EU funds and
overloaded agenda, 2 explicitly refused, in 3 cases the e-mail service repeatedly reported error
(“Mail undelivered”), and there was no response in remaining 102 cases. It follows from the
given numbers that the rate of return was 58.2%, which is - in terms of sociological surveys classified as satisfactory.
The list of 263 surveyed municipalities and 153 municipalities which delivered a
completed questionnaire, together with electronic contacts on their relevant municipal offices,
can be found in the Annex.
Let’s look at the structure of municipalities questioned compared to the structure of
municipalities which replied. The following graphs and tables provide information on both
categories from the point of view of their population or location (location in a particular selfadministered region, cohesion region, border area or a problem region). Special attention will
be paid to the rate of return of questionnaires.

68

The number of inhabitants as on 1 January 2000, provided by the Czech Statistical Office, was taken as the
basis for selection of surveyed municipalities.
69
According to the legislation, the status of a town is attributed to a municipality with more than 3000
inhabitants, if approved by the Chairman of the Chamber of Representatives of the Parliament. The statutory
cities of the Czech Republic are Kladno, České Budějovice, Plzeň, Karlovy Vary, Ústí nad Labem, Liberec,
Hradec Králové, Pardubice, Jihlava, Brno, Zlín, Olomouc, Ostrava, Opava, Havířov and Most. (Act on
Municipalities No. 128/2000).
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Table 3.3

Distribution of municipalities according to the size of population

Population
5 000 - 9 999
10 000 – 19 999
20 000 – 49 999
50 000 +

Total
134
66
42
21

Replied
69
42
26
16

Rate of return (in_%)
51,5
63,6
61,9
76,2

Figure 3.3 a Distribution of municipalities according to the size of population

Number of municipalities

160
140
120
100
Total

80

Replied

60
40
20
0
5 000 - 9 999

10 000 - 19 999

20 000 - 49 999

50 000 +

Population

It can be seen that the rate of return is highest in the case of large cities over 50 000
inhabitants and lowest in the case of small towns. One possible explanation lies in a better
equipment of municipal offices in large cities with staff: not only is there usually a department
specialized in and responsible for programming and project preparation, but also a bigger
quantity of employees increases the probability that one of them will be available to answer
the questionnaire. Another hypothesis - and we are going to encounter it several times in the
course of our analysis – is that smaller towns have lesser experience with the EU funds and
therefore are less likely to reply.
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Table 3.4

Distribution of municipalities according to Regions (NUTS 3)

Region (NUTS 3)
Central Bohemia
Southern Bohemia
Plzeň
Karlovy Vary
Ústí nad Labem
Liberec
Hradec Králové
Pardubice
Vysočina
Southern Moravia
Zlín
Olomouc
Moravia-Silesia

Questioned Replied Rate of return (in %)
31
8
25,8
20
13
65
14
10
71,4
13
8
61,5
27
17
63
15
8
53,3
22
13
59,1
17
11
64,7
17
12
70,6
23
14
60,9
19
10
52,6
13
7
53,8
32
22
68,8

Figure 3.4 a Distribution of municipalities according to Regions (NUTS 3)
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The highest rate of return was observed in the case of Plzeň, Vysočina and Moravia-Silesia
Regions. On the other end of the scale, Central Bohemia was far the least responsive. Central
Bohemia, as an inland region had less opportunities to use the pre-structural funds (so far, the
EU assistance have been used by municipalities primarily by the means of CBC Phare
programme which is available only to applicants in border areas). On the other hand, Plzeň
and Moravia-Silesia Regions have been among the most active in respect to the EU funds.
Again, we can assume that the scope of experience with the EU assistance is in relation to the
rate of return.
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Logically, a similar result can be found in the following distribution based on cohesion
regions with South-West and Ostrava on the top and Central Bohemia and Central Moravia at
the bottom.
Table 3.5

Distribution of municipalities according to cohesion regions

Cohesion region (NUTS 2)
Central Bohemia
South-West
North-West
North-East
South-East
Central Moravia
Ostrava

Figure 3.5a

Questioned Replied Rate of return (in %)
31
8
25,8
34
23
67,6
40
25
62,5
54
32
59,3
40
26
65
32
17
53,1
32
22
68,8

Distribution of municipalities according to cohesion regions

Number of municipalities

60
50
40
Questioned

30

Replied

20
10
0
Central
Bohemia

SouthWest

NorthWest

North-East

SouthEast

Central
Moravia

Ostrava

The relation „proximity of border – use of the EU funds - rate of return“ should be directly
apparent when comparing rate of return of municipalities located in border areas70 and that of
municipalities located inside the territory of the Czech Republic. The following table shows a
difference – although not very significant – in behaviour of both categories of municipalities.

70

A border area is defined here as districts sharing borders with at least one of the neighbouring countries,
including Slovakia.
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Table 3.6

Distribution of municipalities according to the proximity of borders

Proximity of a border
Border area
Inland

Figure 3.6a

Questioned Replied Rate of return (in %)
137
86
62,8
126
67
53,2

Distribution of municipalities according to the proximity of borders

Number of municipalities

140
120
100
80

Border area

60

Inland

40
20
0

Questioned

Replied

It is also interesting to look at distribution of municipalities located in a problem region71.
Again, the rate of return is higher in problem regions than on the rest of the territory. We can
speculate whether it is caused by a correlation between border areas and problem regions or
by the fact that problem regions tend to use the state assistance, and thus also EU funds to a
greater extent.

Table 3.7

Distribution of municipalities according to location in a problem region

Type of region
Normal
Structurally afflicted
Economically weak

Questioned Replied Rate of return (in %)
188
106
56,4
44
28
63,6
31
19
61,3

71

We have used the classification of problem regions made by the government in 2000 for the purpose of
regional policy support. There are two groups of problem regions:
Structurally afflicted regions - districts Most, Děčín, Teplice, Chomutov, Louny, Kladno, Ostrava, Karviná,
Frýdek Místek, Přerov);
Ekonomicaly weak (lagging) regions – districts Tachov, Klatovy, Louny, Prachatice, Český Krumlov, Svitavy,
Třebíč, Znojmo, Břeclav, Bruntál, Jeseník. (Klatovy district has been added as a lagging region according to the
classification made in 1998).
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Figure 3.7 a Distribution of municipalities according to location in a problem region
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And finally, we are going to look – in sum - at the sample which is going to enter our
analysis, i.e. municipalities that returned a completed questionnaire. The structure of the
sample expressed by percentage distribution is illustrated by the following set of figures.

Figure 3.3 b Distribution of respondent municipalities according to population
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Figure 3.4 b Distribution of respondent municipalities according to Regions
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Figure 3. 5b Distribution of respondent municipalities according to cohesion regions
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Figure 3.6 b Distribution of respondent municipalities according to the proximity of borders
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3.5.2. Analysis of responses by distribution of answers
Due to a sufficient size of the sample, investigating the distribution or relative
frequency of responses is much more appropriate here than in the case of regions or RDAs. In
some cases (if categories of answers to a particular question don’t overlap, i.e. a multiple
answer is not possible), we can look also at the distribution in percent. As we will see,
analysis of individual questions delivers interesting findings. We are going to proceed
systematically through all seven parts of the questionnaire.

PART A: Development of the municipality in the framework of the region
A.1.

What is, in your opinion, the most serious and urgent problem of your town?

Roads and transport
Housing
Unemployment
Industrial zone
Culture, education, social affairs
Waste water treatment
Shortage of land for development
Finance
Tourism
Sporadic answers:

74
45
43
35
22
22
20
18
17

Environment
Lack of entrepreneurs
Peripheral location
Citizens' attitudes
Low interest of investors
Public administration reform
Low-qualified labour force
Depopulation
Threat of inundation

10
8
7
6
5
5
4
3
3

Integration of the Roma population
Low understanding of the town's needs from the part of the centre
Low purchase power
Unavailability of loans
Conflicts with ecologists
Impetuous invasion of international retail chains

Notes:
Roads and transport - poor state of roads and pavements, inadequate accessibility of the municipality via road
transport, congestion, need of a by-pass
Unemployment – usually caused by restructuralisation, decomposition of industrial production (especially in
municipalities with a dominant employer), lack of interest from the part of foreign investors, shortage of SME
Industrial zone – problems caused by shortage of financial resources, suitable lots in the municipal property,
conflicts with environmental organisations etc.
Culture, education and social affairs – lack of leisure-time facilities (sport, culture), absence of certain types of
schools, poor state of school buildings, need of facilities of social care (homes for elderly, asylum seekers,
socially excluded people etc.)
Waste water treatment – sewage systems, waste water treatment plants
Finance – here only cases where finance was mentioned as the only problem (in fact, insufficient financial
resources were indicated by a majority of municipalities),
Environment – environmental problems apart from water treatment, such as introduction of gas to households,
transformation of thermal power-plants for the use of green fuel, dumping grounds, areas devastated by mining
or heavy industry, cross-border import of household waste etc.
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Citizen’s attitudes – passivity of citizens, low sense for public interest72, crime, breaches of public peace etc.
Low-qualified labour force – especially in the border regions of northern Moravia
Threat of inundation – localised in central and northern Moravia (Morava and Oder rivers)
Integration of the Roma population – localised in the north of Bohemia

The scope of answers differed from one single problem up to a dozen of problems. The most
frequent answer was, unsurprisingly, a lack of finances.

A.2.

What action have you taken/are you going to take in order to solve the problem?
Answers to this question are difficult to quantify. The reason consists in a varying

comprehension of the nature and significance of individual actions. Some municipalities
mentioned actions that others considered too obvious to mention.
Almost all municipalities mentioned the issue of finance at the first place (reserving resources in the
framework of the municipal budget, applying for state subsidies, less frequently applying for the EU assistance,
privatisation of the municipal property, loans). A model answer was worded as follows: “Within the limits given
by financial resources, we are going to implement gradually particular actions, financing being ensured from the
municipal budget, state subventions or other sources.” More interesting was the objective of some municipalities
to introduce more systemic thinking in the municipal budget (for example to anchor in a systemic way the
expenditure on reconstruction of utility networks in the budget).
Another traditional answer related to particular projects, mostly in the field of municipal infrastructure
and construction of industrial zones.
Besides these “traditional” activities, the following answers were the most frequent (the relevant
frequency is indicated in the parentheses):
!

Programming/strategic planning (31)
It can be seen that programming is rather new among the activities of towns. The municipalities have
acquired the right of self-administration at the beginning of the 1990s, they still learn how to take care for
municipal affairs. Programming includes drafting of development programmes of towns or microregions or
modification of municipal spatial plans in line with modern principles of strategic planning. The objective is
to make the town management more systemic and long-term oriented. Apparent is the influence of the
European Union. In one sense, through the emphasis put on programming in the EU. In another sense, the
European Union appears in programming documents as a possible source of financing of municipal actions.

!

Support of entrepreneurship (24) – incubators for beginning entrepreneurs, support of tourism, information
centres for SMEs, search for investors

!

Purchase/preparation of land (22) - for industrial zones, housing, by-passes etc.

!

Cooperation with other municipalities (21)

!

“Cooperation with the state” (18) – lobbing for subsidies, modifications in the legislation, construction of
key transport infrastructure, status of a municipality with extended authority, solution of the Roma issue

72

In words of the mayor of one smaller town: „Everybody cares for a nice and peaceful surrounding of his own
house and doesn‘t see further than two blocs.“ In result, the town management often has to face an unfairly
severe criticism from the part of the citizens for a „wrong“ use of financial resources.
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!

Cooperation with the Region (13) – participation at drafting of development strategies, cooperation on
issues that can be hardly solved by municipalities themselves (mainly transport infrastructure, industrial
zones, technology parks), lobbing for financing (in a future perspective)

!

Support of educational activities (8) – up-grading or diversification of schools, initiation of training courses
etc.

!

Cooperation with the private sector (7)

!

Sporadic answers: creation of public jobs, initiation of a counter-proposal of the public administration
reform, cooperation with a foreign partner (with Lusatian cities)

A.3.

Do you have adequate conditions for ensuring a satisfactory development of your
municipality in the region?

Yes

68

(44,4 %)

Partly

38

(24,8 %)

No

44

(28,8 %)

No answer/Can’t say

3

(2 %)

It seems that almost a half of municipalities are satisfied with conditions under which they
secure their development. Among those who have objections (answer “no” or “partly”),
majority (44) stated the question of finance as the reason of their dissatisfaction.

A.4

What are, in your opinion, the principle obstacles you encounter when executing
the role of a regional development actor?
Answers to this question overlap greatly with those to Question A.1. Naturally,

“problems” and “obstacles” can be easily understood in the same way. Still, there are original
responses to this question with a high occurrence. Also, the relative frequency of answers
common to both questions differs significantly. Answers can be sorted in several categories
(similarly to Question A.1. and A.2., multiple answers were possible).
Finance
Public administration reform
Immovable assets (esp.land)
Legislation
Unavailability of the EU funds
Bad communication among regional actors
Inconsistencies in the town management
Absence of a spatial development strategy
A weak link to the Region
Citizens' attutides
Lack of experience of the town management
Transport
Lack of time

74
21
20
17
17
14
8
6
6
5
5
3
3
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Sporadic answers:

Necessity of lobbing
Opposition of ecologists
Low support/understanding from the part of the centre
Barriers to SME development
"A too large number of too small municipalities"

Notes:
Finance
– besides the municipal budget, financial resources are too remote, ”untouchable”;
– the system of redistribution is unfair and discouraging, it eliminates the link between the tax yield created in
the town and the income side of the municipal budget determined by the centre;
– state policy of regional development
– indebtedness of municipalities
– insufficient interconnection of financing on regional, district and municipal levels
Public administration reform
- the reform remains incomplete, municipalities work in unstable environment, confusion prevails in powers
of individual tiers of administration
- the legislative process of public administration reform in the Parliament gives evidence of a considerable
reluctance to approach the main objective of the reform – to bring administration closer to the citizen
- complaints on the role of new Regions: their functions are currently not on a desirable level, Regions have
little power to help municipalities to solve their problems or to fight for them at the central level
Immovable assets
- a lack of land available and suitable for development
- problems with the landowners, especially due to unsolved restitution claims
- problems with the Land Fund of the Czech Republic
- ownership of land does not encourage the owners to engage in regional development, the owners often
hinder regional development objectives (see note on legislation)
Legislation
- unstable environment, frequent modifications of key acts (some acts, such as the Act on Budgetary
Determination of Taxes, change every year, which results in unsteady conditions on the income side of the
municipal budget, which on its part prevents the municipality from planning of important investment
actions)
- ambiguities in the legislation
- the legislation does not oblige the landowners to cooperate with the town management on the development
of the municipality (landowners obtain utility networks for a convenient price – about 40% of their real
value, but they are not bound to support the municipality’s development objectives)
- absence of an Act on Tourism and its support by the government, absence of legislative obligation to
remedy damage caused by mining
- low legislative support for publicly beneficial investment in spatial proceedings
- private subjects have a prior right of purchase to municipalities in privatisation of state land in industrial
zones, as a result, land speculators parasite on the system created by the law
Unavailability of the EU funds
- difficult access to the EU funds, caused mainly by a too bureaucratic way of administration of the
assistance, unwillingness of the implementation agencies (excessive bureaucracy criticized also in the case
of state programmes of support)
- lack of information on funds offered currently, low transparency of institutions ensuring implementation of
the EU funds
- delays in launching of programmes
Bad communication among regional actors
- reluctance of municipalities to cooperate
- poor cooperation with private sector and state administration
Inconsistencies in the town management
- divided opinion on priorities of the town and their solution, often connected to conflicting political interests
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-

difficulties to put forward a conceptual approach towards municipal development embodied in a consistent
strategy (mentioned by the department of municipal development/investment/strategic planning)

Lack of experience of the town management
- dissatisfaction with the qualification of the staff
- a lack of experience with development projects, lack of useful contacts, lack of information (on potential
financial resources, in particular)
Transport
- some municipalities fight to have a motorway nearby, other municipalities fight to prevent a construction of
a motorway in their proximity, one complaint was directed at a division of the town by a main international
road
Lack of time
- time deficiency makes some essential activities impossible, such as conceptual work (it is experienced
especially in small towns, where staff of the municipal office is meagre, no specialized department for
conceptual work exists and the mayor is too busy with problems of everyday life to concentrate on strategic
planning)

PART B:
B.1.

Powers

Are the powers you need to perform the role of a regional actor sufficient?

Yes

80

(52,3 %)

No

47

(30,7 %)

No answer/Can’t say

26

(17 %)

There were several possible ways of understanding the question. Firstly, the notion
“powers” was comprehended as powers of an employee of the municipal authority (e.g. the
head of a target department) as against the representative body of the municipality. Here, the
answer was positive – the powers are determined by the statute of the authority.
Secondly and much more frequently, the notion was understood as it was intended: as
powers of the municipality in respect to the other levels of administration. Here again,
answers differed according to the comprehension of the question. In general, positive answers
were associated with powers needed to ensure the development of the town itself and negative
answers with the efforts of municipalities in respect to the development of the region.
Deficient or ambiguous powers were mentioned in the field of transport (roads of
higher categories or by-passes) and social policy (asylum homes, drug prevention), finance,
tax, development of SMEs and trading affairs. Complaints were often expressed by
municipalities striving for the status of a municipality with extended authority. Improvements
– particularly in clarification of powers - are expected after the finalisation of the public
administration reform. In the case of activities with a regional impact (such as transport

107

infrastructure), municipalities – frustrated by the incompetence to influence the affairs
themselves - place their hopes on the newly created Regions.
A requirement for a single, trustworthy source of adequate information on powers of
individual actors of public administration was claimed by a large part of municipalities.

B.2.

Do you ever encounter reluctance of the state administration in the process of
delegation of powers?

Yes

51

(33,3 %)

No

70

(45,8 %)

No answer/Can’t say

32

(20,9 %)

Here again, the value of quantitative analysis is lower due to complications in
interpretation. In general, if “state administration” was understood as the central or ministerial
level, the answer was positive. If it was associated with the district authorities, the answer was
“No”.
In every case, responses to this question confirm the message resulting from the
previous question: Majority of municipalities don’t consider powers to be a problem.
Among the unsatisfied minority, most municipalities complain that the state delegates
certain responsibilities to the municipal or regional level, but does not accompany them with
additional

financial

resources.

Thus

in

fact,

municipalities

subsidise

the

state

administration.73 Strong criticism was directed also at reluctance of the state to transfer
powers to the self-administered Regions. Quite naturally, this problem was mentioned mostly
by large cities representing the site of regional bodies, and in particular by those which did not
represent the administrative regional centres under the previous regime and have to fight for
their position under the new arrangement. Another objection aimed at an excessive centralism
of regional development policy. According to some municipalities, the Ministry for Regional
Development retains some powers which could be transferred onto specialised agencies. The
criticism of the centralised implementation of the EU assistance is followed by a hope that in
the future, powers will be delegated to regions or regional development agencies.74
73

One mayor explained that seven years ago, the state budget endowed municipalities with 1200 CZK a year for
a pupil of a primary school, while this year it is only about 800 CZK (not to speak of inflation).
74
In this respect, it must be said that the criticism of the centre is rather unfair. The centralised way of
implementing the EU assistance (though the EU calls it “Decentralised Implementation System”) is determined
by the provider – the EU, and is not a result of centralisation tendencies of the Czech government.
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As in Question B.1, a relatively high number of “No answer/Can’ say” could be
surprising. It points – together with the confusing interpretation – at deficiencies in the
formulation of the question. It is caused by the nature of the issue treated: it is difficult to
assess powers which are being the subject of a reform. As a result, many respondents
admitted they were not able to answer the question. The delegation of powers is governed by
legislation and therefore, it is irrelevant to require willingness or criticise reluctance on the
part of the state administration. Moreover, since the relevant legislation has not been approved
yet, it is too early to ask such a question.
A significant number of municipalities reformulated the question so that the answer
should be more appropriate. Rather than “reluctance”, “confusion and ignorance” is a great
problem at all levels - ministerial, regional as well as district. Rather than “reluctance”,
municipalities have to struggle with purely bureaucratic, formal attitudes and absence of a
will to take active measures to solve burning problems reported by municipalities. Rather than
“transfer of powers”, “transfer of information” is the subject of state administration’s
reluctance.

PART C:
C.1.

Partnership

Who are your main partners in the area of regional development (other
municipalities, state administration, regional self-administration, private sector,
regional development agencies, non-governmental organisations, foreign
partners, ...)?

Other municipalities
State administration
Regional development agencies
Regional self-administration
Private sector
Foreign partners
Non-governmental organisations
Professional organisations
Others:

108
90
88
48
41
33
23
13

universities, churches and religious organisations, nature preservation parks etc.

Notes:
State administration – for the purpose of this classification, “state administration” covers ministries,
governmental organisations (e.g. CzechInvenst, Centre for Regional Development), District Offices,
employment offices, police, Czech Statistical Office
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Regional development agencies – 18 RDA plus Regional Consulting and Information Centres, Economic
Development Agency Třinec, Development Engineering Society Plzeň, Agency for Development of Tourism on
Baťa Channel
Professional organisations – Chamber of Commerce. Chamber of Agriculture, Chamber of Drink and Food
Industries etc.

The numbers reveal that most municipalities look for partners among their
counterparts at local level. Especially small and middle-sized municipalities under 15 000
inhabitants regroup in associations of municipalities. Some of them are members even of
several associations and microregions, including trans-border associations. However, in some
regions, municipalities looking for partners are confronted with unwillingness from the part of
other municipalities to cooperate (see Question A.1). Rather, competition among
municipalities for available funds is the case, the EU funds in particular.75
Despite the fact that regional self-administration is perceived as “closer” and more
listening to the problems of municipalities, cooperation with state administration is still more
intensive. Municipalities are in many fields dependent on methodical and professional
assistance provided by District Offices. A question is how new Regions are going to replace
the links created by years of joint effort between municipalities and districts. It seems that the
advisory role of District Offices might be in the future assumed by RDAs.
As far as private sector is concerned, municipalities cooperate mostly with firms
engaged in tourism, utilities suppliers, consulting firms, owners of technical infrastructure,
information centres and firms representing the pivotal employer in the town/region.

C.2.

How would you assess the relations of your municipality with authorities of
regional self-administration, especially as far as issues of regional development
are concerned?

Good

56

(36,6 %)

Developing

51

(33,3 %)

Rather negative

10

(6,5 %)

Non-existent

36

(23,5 %)

75

In words of a mayor of one Central Moravian town, “Some few are able to see that the EU funds are aimed at
whole regions and not at individual municipalities. To the prejudice of the region, municipalities – above all the
bigger ones – compete one with another instead of cooperation beneficial to all.”
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As can be seen, positive experience with the new Regions prevails. Mayors of
municipalities are often members of the regional representative body or various committees,
and hereby participate on decision-making in the field of regional development.
A large part of municipalities hesitated to assess their relations with Regions,
classifying them as developing, at the very beginning or “still in nappies”. Very often they
appreciated effort and amiability of regional bodies on one hand, and admitted their weakness
on the other hand. On one hand Regions organise conferences and working groups where they
listen to problems uttered by municipalities. On the other hand, Regions lack both financial
resources and powers to influence regional development, to support active municipalities or to
make municipalities solve common issues of a regional character, such as employment,
infrastructure or environment. They lack experience and knowledge of regional matters.
Regions are currently busy with other priorities than local development: they have to fight for
their position against the centre (esp. financial powers), they are busy with the establishment
of regional institutions or with representation of the region. This group of opinions shares the
belief that the situation will improve as soon as things settle down., that Regions need time to
assume properly their responsibilities.
In this respect, it is not so surprising that almost a quarter of municipalities classified
their relations with Regions as “non-existent”. They maintain the time-proven links with
District Offices, which Regions are currently not able to substitute.
A relatively small percentage of respondents indicated their prevailing dissatisfaction
with functioning of regional self-administration. Some municipalities complain on unequal
access to information provided by the Region, others are unsatisfied with the incompetence of
regional officials nominated on the basis of political interests. Others criticise Regions for
unwillingness to cooperate with municipalities. In some cases, municipalities are excluded
from decision-making due to no representation in committees (again caused by partial
interests) or to inappropriate communication methods (presentation of intentions which are
going to have a direct impact on certain municipalities only on Internet sites of the Region is
not regarded as sufficient). Very often, criticism comes from municipalities that used to fall
under another territorial authority for a long time before the reform (esp. in Regions created
newly around a large city by associating districts which previously belonged to different
regional administration units).76
76

For example, municipalities both in the southern and northern part of Zlín Region used to communicate with
Ostrava or Brno and have no links with the city of Zlín. They feel on the edge of interest of regional authorities
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C.3.

What is your hitherto experience with regional development agencies?

Good

59

(38.6 %)

Average/Neutral

48

(31.4 %)

Negative

15

(9.8 %)

None

31

(20.3 %)

The fact that almost 80% municipalities have been in contact with at least one RDA
confirms that RDAs have virtually become one of the key regional development actors. The
percentage of municipalities to cooperate with RDAs is even higher than in the case of
Regions. It points at a hypothesis formulated above: In many respects, RDAs are more able
than regional authorities to substitute the role of district authorities in regional development.
RDAs help towns and municipalities with drafting development plans of microregions,
contribute to preparation of development projects, they serve as an information channel about
funds and programmes in support of regional development (unlike Regions), create and
administer databases of industrial zones, land for sale, buildings for rent, facilities for
entrepreneurship etc. Necessary to say that, unlike District Offices, RDAs provide most of
their services for fees.
Commercial approach of RDAs is also one of the objections against functioning of
RDAs uttered by municipalities which were used to benefit from services supplied by District
Offices free of charge. RDAs behave naturally like a profit organisation, use marketing
methods to attract clients, which can be seen by municipalities as “too many words, too little
outcome” (RDA for Central Moravia). According to others, RDAs consider information as
their know-how and keep it for themselves. There is little unselfish readiness to help or
provide information. Other complaints aim at incompetence of staff of certain agencies; some
municipalities blame RDAs for failure to gain financial support for projects (RDA Nisa). In
this respect, an alternative arrangement was proposed: to remunerate RDAs on the basis of
amounts acquired by them for projects. Some municipalities state that instead of preparing
projects and applications, RDAs limit their contribution to criticism and retrenchments in
projects prepared by municipalities. Discontent was expressed also as regards the practice of
located in Zlín, which are strongly criticised for passivity. Similar frustration is experienced by municipalities in
Semily District which was newly attached to Liberec Region. The Region is criticised for excessive
concentration on priorities of the town of Liberec in its environs in preparation of key programming documents.
On the other hand, Vysočina Region – despite strong centrifugal tendencies resulting from artificial association
of districts which have little in common – has succeeded to convince municipalities about its serious engagement
for the benefit of the whole Region.
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RDAs to choose contractors, herewith placing municipalities in the role of a passive
beneficiary.
In order to correct the impression given by the above list of criticisms, it is appropriate
to point at those 70% of municipalities which are more or less satisfied with services provided
RDAs. Municipalities appreciate good orientation in the overflow of support programmes,
readiness to continuous learning and flexibility (“RDAs are much more flexible than any
authority”). In the light of these virtues, the opinion prevails that fees required for services
correspond to their quality. Since RDAs themselves finance their activities partly from grants,
they are not expensive. In general, better assessment was attributed to RDAs established by
municipalities and microregions (Euroregions) than those established by the state (the oldest
RDAs).

PART D:
D.1.

Human capital

Do you have enough experienced staff for project preparation and
programming?

Yes

45

(29.4 %)

Partly (in some fields)

9

(5.9 %)

No

99

(64.7 %)

D.2.

Does your municipality employ a worker with a special responsibility for these
activities?

Yes

57

(37.3 %)

No

95

(62.1 %)

No answer

1

(0.6 %)

The number of municipalities lacking staff experienced in the fields of programming
and project preparation, as shown in Questions D.1 nad D.2, is not only a result of scarce
financial resources. It also attests certain underestimation of these activities by the decisionmaking boards. In many municipalities, the practice of “ad hoc political contracts” prevails,
while it would be reasonable to make decisions on municipal orders of purchase on the basis
of a strategic development plan. As a result, it is difficult to convince the politically active,
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short-sighted representatives about the necessity to ensure strategic planning by employing
additional staff.
On the other hand, the fact that more than a third of municipalities employ a special
worker for these tasks gives evidence that awareness of the significance of strategic planning
is on increase. The responsibility for programming, project coordination and monitoring of
development programmes is usually confined to Spatial Development Department,
Investment Planning Department or Municipal Development Department or is shared by them
(often also departments responsible for tourism and town promotion are involved).
Municipalities begin to acquire first experiences with horizontal management of projects
(management by flexible working groups exploiting advantages of interaction between
several departments).
Among the “Yes” answers to Question D.2, ten cases are included where a person
specialised in project preparation on programming is not directly employed by the Municipal
Authority, but by a microregion or an agency established by the municipality. The idea of “a
regional manager”, i.e. an expert shared by a group of municipalities is becoming more and
more popular.

D.3.

Are you able to draw up projects without external help?

Yes

52

(34 %)

Partly

56

(36.6 %)

No

45

(29,4 %)

Municipalities, instead of employing experts, tend to look for help outside the
municipal office. However, due to the complexity of project documentation, it would be
ineffective, if not impossible”, even for municipalities with specialised departments, to supply
all required documentation by their own means. Always, it depends on the nature of the
project. A project applying for Small Project Fund in the category “people to people” can be
easily prepared entirely by the municipal office, while a large infrastructural project requires
involvement of several organisations.
Hence the large number of municipalities who answered they are “partly” able to draft
programming documents and prepare projects. Municipalities are able to prepare small
projects, but not large projects; they manage projects applying for Czech funds, but not
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projects under the EU programmes foreign regional assistance funds; they are able to submit
some parts, but not others. Feasibility studies create the biggest problem besides obligatory
enclosures supplying economic and financial analyses. Division of labour usually looks as
follows: municipalities complete applications, specialised external firms supply project draft
and documentation, trouble points are consulted with state administration (ministries, District
Offices), RDAs, private firms or universities.

D.4.

If not, are you ready to pay a specialised firm for preparation of projects and all
related documentation? In this case, do you know firms to contact?

Yes

127

(83 %)

No

15

(9.8 %)

No contacts

10

(6.5 %)

No answer

11

(7.2 %)

Puritans would wonder how many municipalities ignored the introductory expression
“If not”. However, owing to this disrespect, we have a more complete view of the
municipalities attitudes towards paid services.
The number of firms providing paid assistance with projects and programming
documents has increased significantly in last years. Project assistance seems to be a lucrative
business. The initial investment – effort made for the first project – pays off quickly. Once the
know-how is acquired, it is easy to use it in subsequent projects. However, some firms abuse
the firm structure of projects or programming documents and vague formulation of objectives
and priorities and supply documents without analysing more deeply local conditions.77 That’s
why municipalities, in order to avoid the gold miners, tend to look for help mostly among
RDAs which are considered as most trustworthy. Quite reliable are also Regional Consulting
and Information Centres.
Only 6,5% of municipalities did not know any firm providing assistance with project
preparation. A lack of contacts does not represent a big problem since firms tend to contact
municipalities themselves.

77

One firm was accused of selling practically the same document to several municipalities, only with minor
modifications.
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PART E:
E.1.

Financing

What are the main sources for financing of your regional development projects?

Municipal budget
State subsidies
EU assistance
Loans
Private sector
Regions (future perspective)
Privatisation
Foreign partners
Non-profit organisations

105+
107
45
16
11
8
5
1
1

It is obvious that all municipalities finance their development from the municipal
budget. However, only 105 municipalities mentioned the budget as a source of financing; the
others omitted it as too apparent. Hence the figure 105+ municipalities. Within this category,
budgets of associations of municipalities are included, created from contributions of member
municipalities and sponsor donations.
At this moment, it is appropriate to recall the prevailing disapproval of municipalities
as regards the redistribution system, already mentioned in Question A.4. Municipalities claim
that finance is “too remote”, redistribution should be executed at the regional, not state level.
The system is discouraging, redistribution is made predominantly on the basis of the size of
population. There is a minimal link between resources created in the municipality and their
availability for development of the municipality.78 Moreover, legislation determining the
income side of municipal budget changes practically every year, which complicates
investment planning. Small municipalities find themselves particularly disadvantaged by the
system. The system is based on the assumption that some public facilities – such as theatres,
cinemas, zoos or sport centres - are provided only by bigger towns and serve also to
municipalities in their surroundings.

Therefore the redistribution quotas for smaller

municipalities under 10 000 inhabitants are lower.

78

Tax yields include VAT, capital assets tax, real estate tax, income taxes (tax on income of legal persons, tax on
income of physical persons – employees and self-employed). A municipality with a population 50 000–100 000,
for example, can retain 30% of income tax of self-employed and 100% real estate tax, which represents only
about 8% of all tax yields created by the municipality. The remaining 92% is subject to redistribution within the
state budget. From the 8% left, municipalities can influence only a half corresponding to income tax of selfemployed, while real estate tax remains practically stable.
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The real number of municipalities using state subsidies for financing of municipal
activities is probably also higher than indicated. Here, municipalities draw resources mainly
from funds created within the budget of:
!

Ministry for Regional Development - State Housing Development Fund (SFRB), Czech Tourist Authority
(ČCCR), Rural Renewal Programme (POV), programmes in support of selected NUTS 2 regions (NorthWest, Ostrava), and problem regions

!

Ministry of Industry and Trade – programmes in support of SMEs, industrial zones (via CzechInvest),
energy savings and use of renewable energy sources (Czech Energy Agency)

!

Ministry of Environment – State Environmental Fund

!

Ministry of Culture – contributions to maintaining of historical and architectonic treasures, support in the
fields of literature, library services, theatre, museums and galleries, support of musical ensembles

!

Ministry of Agriculture – support of water treatment, non-market functions of agriculture, forest
management

!

Ministry of Transport – State Transport Infrastructure Fund

!

Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports.

Also the use of the EU funds is underestimated. Only 45 municipalities alleged the EU
funds (including EIB loans), however, it follows from the following questions that 84
municipalities have already financed projects with the assistance of the EU programmes and
further 21 municipalities are submitting projects to be implemented in the future. Thus, at
least 105 municipalities undoubtedly reckon the EU funds to be a potential financial source.
A considerable ignorance and confusion still persists in respect to the classification of the EU
assistance. Several municipalities have already used “Structural Funds”, one municipality
even spoke of “Structured Funds”.
Surprisingly low is the number of municipalities indicating loans as a financial source.
The most frequent loan providers are Czech-Moravian Guarantee and Development Bank
(ČMZRB), Municipal Financial Society (MUFIS), Česká spořitelna (one of the main Czech
banks), European Investment Bank and Regional Development Fund (under PHARE).
As can be seen from above, the financial situation of municipalities is far from
enviable. What is especially worrying is the tendency over the last years. Municipalities are
forced to assume additional responsibilities but without any financial compensations.
Moreover, they are almost unable to influence the income side of their budgets. The
warranted part of the income side consists of tax yields, state subsidies (for state
administration, education etc.) and own resources (fees and fines, privatisation of municipal
assets). As far as taxes are concerned, municipalities can influence by their own action only
about 5% of tax yields entering directly the budget (see Footnote 11). State subsidies, as we
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have mentioned, decrease every year (see Footnote 6). As a result, if a municipality does not
want to get into debt or does not have access to/success with EU funds, it is forced to sell
municipal assets in order to finance interesting development projects. From a long-term
perspective, this way of financing is clearly unsustainable.

E.2.

Do you consider the EU funds offered for regional development to be a potential
financial source for financing investment and other actions of your municipality?

Yes

109

(71,2 %)

Yes, but questionable

30

(19,6 %)

No

12

(7,8 %)

Don’t know

2

(1,3 %)

As can be seen, more than every forth municipality has doubts as regards EU funds.
Here are the most frequent concerns:
!

use of the EU funds requires co-financing, which can be – especially for small
municipalities – an insurmountable obstacle

!

preparation of projects is too demanding, it requires professional staff, which is – at least
for smaller municipalities with tight budgets – difficult to meet

!

since the probability of a project to succeed is very low financial assistance comes usually
only after the implementation of a project (signature of contracts), it can’t be reckoned
upon and can’t be regarded as a real development instrument

!

currently, the probability of success is too low compared to the costs resulting from
excessive complexity of requirements and conditions, and thus, it is not worth the effort to
apply;

!

“When our turn comes, the funds will be already empty.” (municipalities in regions
currently not eligible for majority of funds)

!

“The EU money is like an abominable snowman – everybody speaks about it, but nobody
has seen it yet.”

In many respects, improvement is expected after the introduction of the Structural Funds:
!

the probability of success will increase with multiplication of funds available

!

rules for the use of the assistance will settle down, environment for project preparation
will stabilise and become more transparent

!

implementation of the EU assistance will decentralize, decision-making on projects will
be transferred to Regions or RDAs.
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E.3.

Providing your municipality has participated in a programme financed from the
pre-accession funds, from what resources did you ensure co-financing?

Municipal budget
State budget
Association of municipalities
Private sector
Loan
Other

68
20
11
7
4
3

Notes:
State budget – above all projects in pilot microregions Haná and Jeseník, in NUTS 2 North-West co-financed by
the Ministry for Regional Development, ISPA projects co-fiannced by the State Envirnmental Fund, cofinancing from the Rural Renewal Programme
Association of municipalities – some municipalities not eligible for the EU support (CBC-Phare) could
participate in projects through an eligible microregion
Private sector – e.g. utilities suppliers (heat, water, gas), tourism
Other – there are many additional sources of financement, however muniicpalities are not familiar with them,
e.g. European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights, Czech-German Fund for Future, Robert Bosch
Foundation, VIA Foundation, Sasakawa Fund for Central Europe, Po Helvetia, Open Fund Prague,
CharityKnow, International Visegrad Fund, Partnership Foundation etc.

PART F:
F.1.

Projects financed under the EU programmes

What is your hitherto experience with programmes and projects supported by
the EU funds? (In case you have already participated in these projects, please, state
name, objective, year of implementation, relevant EU fund, and way of financing).
105 municipalities have already had some experience with the EU funds. The number

includes implemented projects, unsuccessful project applications and projects under
preparation. An absolute majority of experience is associated with CBC-PHARE, which used
to be – before the introduction of ISPA and SAPARD – the principal EU fund available for
municipalities.
PHARE

72

(4 unsuccessful)

⇒ CBC-PHARE

66

ISPA

19

(1 unsuccessful)

SAPARD

20

(2 unsuccessful)

Community programmes 8
No experience

48
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Notes:
PHARE: CBC-Phare, Regional Development Fund, Credo, Human rights & Minorities, Civil Society
Development Fund, Palmif, Renewal of Inundated Areas, Reserve 2000, Pilot microregions Haná and Jeseník
SAPARD: TEST Programme (preparation for SAPARD, 2001, financed from Czech sources)
Community programmes – Town Twinning, Socrates, Leonardo da Vinci, Equal, Culture, Ecos-Ouverture, Fifth
Framework Programme for R&D, REC project (environmental education), Interreg II (Technoman, Discopus,
Cadses)

The assessment of the experience differs greatly among municipalities. Some
municipalities have gratefully exploited the possibility to finance their projects from the EU
funds for several years, above all those in regions eligible for large amounts of support, where
probability of success is higher (microregions Jeseník and Haná, some border areas). Others
are discouraged or deceived by inconvenience related to this source of financing. Major
deficiencies are seen in the following features:
!

bureaucracy and lack of transparency in implementation of the assistance is even higher
than in the case of state support programmes;

!

administration of the assistance is too complex irrespectively of the size of the project,
conditions for applicants too demanding, even for small projects;

!

preparation of projects is too costly compared to the probability of success, a lot of work
can result in a “zero” effect (as a result, especially smaller municipalities abandon larger
projects)79;

!

discouragingly severe financial control (up to ten audits for one project);

!

financial contribution comes only after the implementation of the project;

!

lengthy process of administration of applications by implementation agencies, lengthy
accounting procedures;

!

rules for the allocation and disbursement of the aid, as well as requirements for projects
change in the course of implementation – on the EU as well as the Czech side;

!

confusion – co-ordinating authorities have different information on submission of
applications;

!

centralised system of implementation;

!

delays in opening of programmes (SAPARD, PHARE-Economic and Social Cohesion);

!

CBC-Phare – projects hindered by inconsistency in conditions on both sides of the border
(different time schedule of assistance, different way of administration);

!

SAPARD – the condition of limited indebtedness makes it impossible for many applicants
to apply;

79

One municipality assessed the costs for preparation of a large infrastrucutral project for 0.7-1.2 million CZK,
which is for smaller municipalities inaccessible.
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!

a lot of support is unreasonably allocated to redundant projects, such as cyclo-roads,
instead of much more burning priorities, such as repairing of transport infrastrucuture;

!

low support for small projects in support of SMEs.

F.2.

Do you have sufficient knowledge of all programmes your municipality could
participate in?

Yes

85

(55,6 %)

Partial

44

(28,8 %)

No

23

(15 %)

No answer

1

(0.6 %)

It is interesting how many municipalities are confident of their knowledge while
previous questions proved that their knowledge is often limited to basic programmes, such as
PHARE, ISPA and SAPARD. These municipalities usually rely on information intermediated
by the Ministry for Regional Development or RDAs. Less common programmes, such as
Community programmes (Fifth Framework Programme for R&D, SAVE II, some Interreg
initiatives), are familiar only to a few municipalities which make a lot of effort to search in
the primary sources of information.

PART G:
G.1

Information sources

Where do you obtain information on programmes and projects supported by the
EU?

Legislation of the Czech Republic

64

Materials provided by the Ministry for Regional Development and other
resorts of state administration

139

Training provided by organisations financed from public sources
(National Training Fund, Centre for Public Administration Training,
Regional Development Agencies, etc.)

111

Training provided by commercial organisations (professional
organisations, training agencies, etc.)

32

Foreign partners (Euroregions, partner towns, etc.)

46

Internet

133

Other

18

Note:
Other = Delegation of the European Commission to the Czech Republic, media, specialised journals, other
municipalities, private sector, regional and district authorities, Association of Towns and Municipalities of the
Czech Republic and National Association of Healthy Towns and other associations
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The main information sources are associated with ministries (esp. Ministry for
Regional Development), Internet and regional development agencies.
Currently, the process of acquiring information usually proceeds as follows:
1. municipalities learn about programmes from materials provided by the Ministry for
Regional Development through the District Offices or get information from RDAs,
2. they look for details on the Internet
3. remaining information is obtained by telephonic queries or personal consultations.
Many municipalities face problems with orientation in the overflow of information on
programmes lacking a single, official, reliable and complete source. Such a source, preferably
on the Internet, should provide guidance by indicating what information is substantial. Also,
examples should be given of the use of particular funds and programmes in practice. In this
respect, information services provided by RDAs are appreciated as the most systematic and
helpful.
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3.5.3. Analysis of responses by GUHA method
About GUHA 80
GUHA (General Unary Hypotheses Automaton) is a method of automatic generation of
hypotheses based on empirical data. It is a result of a thirty-year scientific endeavour of many
members of the Czech academic community. The foundations of GUHA were laid in mid-sixties by a
scientific team of the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences.81 Today, GUHA develops under the
auspices of the Institute of Computer Science, Czech Academy of Science, (with support of the
Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, Charles University, Prague), and University of Economics,
Prague.
During the time, GUHA has evolved into a fruitful combination of logic and statistics, which –
supported by the impressive developments in computer science - has become a very helpful tool for
data-processing. It has been successfully used in applied research in various fields of natural as well as
human science (in sociology in particular). Although it has attracted some interest and recognition of
the international scientific forum, it is still appreciated mostly by the domestic academic community.
The GUHA method has sufficiently deep logical and statistical foundations. Bibliography
on GUHA presents generated logical systems both for observational statements (on data) and for
probabilistic statements, theorems on their logical properties, principles of statistical inference, various
techniques for handling missing information etc.82
GUHA is primary suitable for analysis of large data. The processed data form a rectangle
matrix, where rows corresponds to objects belonging to the sample and each column correspond to one
investigated variable. A typical data matrix processed by GUHA has hundreds or thousands of rows
and tens of columns.
GUHA systematicaly creates all hypotheses interesting from the point of view of a given
research problem and on the base of given data. The aim of GUHA method is to generate
hypotheses on relations among properties of the objects which are in some sense interesting. This
generation is processed systematically; the machine generates in some sense all possible hypotheses
and collects the interesting ones. The expression "all interesting hypotheses'' means as many as
possible, but not too many. In order to cope with this dilemma, various GUHA procedures can be used
which help the user select hypotheses or limit their number by fixing numerous parameters.
GUHA is an exploratory analysis. It means that there is no single specific hypothesis that
should be tested by our data; rather, the aim is to get orientation in the domain of investigation,
analyze the behaviour of chosen variables, interactions among them etc. Such inquiry is not blind but
directed by a particular research problem. Exploratory character implies that GUHA offers hypotheses.
Hypotheses produced by the computer (numerous in number: typically tens or hundreds of
hypotheses) are just supported by the data, not verified. The user is assumed to use this offer as an
inspiration, and possibly select some few hypotheses for further testing.
A hypothesis generally consists of two parts: an antecedent (A) and a succedent (S). They are
tied together by a so called generalized quantifier, which describes the relation between them.
Antecedents and succedents are interpreted as properties of an object in sense of the classical
80

The information in this section were drawn from:
Internet site of the Institute of Computer Science, Czech Academy of Science (www.cs.cas.cz);
Honzikova Z., GUHA +/- User's guide, manual for GUHA +/- software package 1999;
Žák P., Hálová J., Mutagenes Discovery Using PC GUHA Software System., 1999.
81
Hájek P., Havel I., Chytil M.: The GUHA method of automatic hypotheses determination, Computing, 293—
308, 1966.
82
See the keystone monography by Hájek P., Havránek T.: Mechanizing Hypothesis Formation (Mathematical
Foundations for a General Theory, Springer-Verlag 1978.
!
!
!
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propositional logic, so they are true or false on particular object. They can be simple or compound (if
more variables are included in the property). Thus, GUHA generates not only hypotheses relating one
variable with another one, but also polyfactorial hypotheses, i.e. hypotheses expressing relations
among pairs, triples, quadruples etc. of variables. For example, a hypothesis with a compound
antecedent and a simple succedent can be:
male & over sixty & basic education ≈ one car maximum
The input for the GUHA procedure consists of a data matrix and parameters determining
symbolic restriction to the pairs antecedent-succedent to be generated, the quantifier to be used and a
few other things. In particular, one has to declare variables that can occur in the antecedent and the
succedent, minimal and maximal length of antecedent/succedent (number of literals), the kind of
quantifier used and its parameters, the method of processing missing data etc.
Given an antecedent and a succedent, frequencies of four possible combinations can be
computed and expressed in compressed form as so called four-fold table (ff-table). A general ff-table
looks like this:
ff-table

Succedent

Non(succedent)

Antecedent

a

b

Non(antecedent)

c

d

where a is the number of objects satisfying antecedent and succedent, b is the number of the objects
satisfying antecedent but not satisfying succedent, c is the number of the objects satisfying the
succedent but not satisfying the antecedent and d is the number of cases where neither antecedent nor
succedent is satisfied.
A generalised quantifier is a procedure determining whether a hypothesis will or will not be
considered. i.e. whether there is a significant association between the antecedent and the succedent
supported by the data. Every quantifier is associated with a function based on the values in ff-table,
assigning 0 or 1 to each ff-table. If the value is 1, we say that there is an association between A and
S and the hypothesis is considered. In terms of the ff-table, association means, roughly, that there are
enough coincidences (a, d are big enough) and not too many differences (b, c are not too big). There
are various types of quantifiers, formalizing various kinds of associations; among them implicational
quantifiers, comparative quantifiers, some quantifiers just express observations on the data, others
serve as tests of statistical hypotheses. 83
A software GUHA+- running under Windows has been developed in order to make GUHA
accessible and easily applicable. The software consists of two components. The core program
produces all associations satisfying the syntactic restrictions and true in the data. The program for
interpretation of results enables the user to browse the associations, filter them and sort them
according to various criteria, select target subsets of hypotheses and deliver concise information in
several pre-defined formats.
83

The basic generalized quantifier defined and used in GUHA is given by Fischer exact test known from
mathematical statistics. In this case, the decision on a “success” of a hypothesis is made on the basis of a
statistical test on a pre-defined level alpha. For each hypothesis, the value of Fisher statistic is computed from
values a, b, c, and d of ff-table. More precisely, the value of Fisher statistic refers to the level on which we can
accept hypothesis (in statistical sense) that conditional probability of the succedent on condition of antecedent
P(S/A) is greater than single probability of the presence of the succedent. This value, simply said, describes the
extent of association between the antecedent and the succedent, i.e. the “quality” of a hypothesis. Decision on
association or non-association observed in a tested hypothesis is given by a comparison of the value of Fisher
statistic with the value of alpha.
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In our case, the data matrix is of size 153 x 35, with rows representing the
municipalities which answered to the questionnaire and columns representing variables
defined on the basis of properties resulting from individual questions of the questionnaire.
Each variable was associated with a certain number of categories (non-overlapping values of
a variable, each corresponding to one possible answers to a particular question) and
coefficients (groups of categories). A characteristic of an object expressed by a particular
value of an variable (given by categories or coefficients) is called literal. An example of a
literal is “Population -- Small” (we speak of a municipality with 5 000-10 000 inhabitants) or
“Region -- North-West” (we speak of a municipality located in NUTS 2 North-West) – see the
table below.
The following table contains information on all variables and their respective
categories and coefficients. For each variable, reference is given to the relevant question in
the questionnaire. Coefficients were created only for those categories, where it was
considered appropriate.

Table 3.

Categorisation of variables used in GUHA analysis

VARIABLE

CATEGORIES

Population

small
middle
large
maxi

Region

Border area
Problem region

Conditions

COEFFICIENTS

REFERENCE

Central Bohemia

Central Bohemia

5 000 – 10 000 inh.
10 000 – 20 000 inh.
20 000 – 50 000 inh.
over 50 000 inh.
See Chapter 3.5.1
See Chapter 3.5.1

Southern Bohemia
Plzeň
Karlovy Vary
Ústí nad Labem
Liberec
Hradec Králové
Pardubice
Vysočina
Southern Moravia
Zlín
Olomouc
Moravia-Silesia
Yes
No
Structurally afflicted
Economically weak
No

South-West

Good
Average
Bad

Good
Average/Bad

North-West
North-East

South-East
Central Moravia
Ostrava
See Chapter 3.5.1
Yes

See Chapter 3.5.1

No
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See Question A.3

Obstacles

Competence
Partnership-Region

Partnership-RDA

Partnership-Public Administration
Partnership-Communities
Partnership-Others

Staff

Independent project-making

Financing

EU Funds

CBC-Phare

Experience

Knowledge

Information-Legislation

Information-Ministries
Information-Internet
Information-Public training
Information-Commercial training
Information-Foreign partner
Problem-Water treatment

Finances
Public Administration Reform
Legislation
Other-Undefined
Sufficient
Insuficient
Positive
Developing
Negative
None
Positive
Average
Negative
None
Yes
No
Yes
No
Foreign partner
Private sector
None/Undefined
Expert
Sufficient
Insufficient
Yes
Partly
No
State/Municipal budget
Microregion
Loan
Private sector
PHARE
ISPA
SAPARD
Community programmes
None
Yes
Other funds
None
Single fund
Several funds
Regular beneficiary
None
Sufficient
Partial
Insufficient
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

See Question A.4

See Question B.1, B.2
Positive/Developing

See Question C.2

Negative
None
Positive/Average

See Question C.3

Negative
None
See Question C.1
See Question C.1
See Question C.1

OK

See Question D.1, D.2

Insufficient
Yes
Need help

See Question D.3

See Question E.1

Yes

See Question F.1

None
Yes
No

See Question F.1

Single fund
Numerous experience
None
Sufficient
Incomplete

See Question F.1

See Question F.2

See Question G.1

See Question G.1
See Question G.1
See Question G.1
See Question G.1
See Question G.1
See Question A.1
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Problem-Road infrastructure
Problem-Unemployment
Problem-Housing
Problem-Industrial zone
Problem-Tourism
Problem-Educ-Soc-Culture
Problem-Immovables
Problem-Cooperation
Problem-EU funds availability

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

See Question A.1
See Question A.1
See Question A.1
See Question A.1
See Question A.1
See Question A.1
See Question A.1
See Question A.1
See Question A.1

We have limited ourselves to hypotheses with a simple succedent and the maximum
length of antecedent equal to 3. BASE (the minimal number of cases where both the
antecedent and the succedent are met, i.e. the minimal value of a in the ff-table) was set to 5.
The quantifier used in the procedure was the SIMPLE quantifier (simple deviation) with
δ=1.9459.84 As for the missing information, DELETING procedure was opted for due to a
low number of missing information in our data matrix. Under this procedure, objects with
missing information in antecedent or succedent are left out.
In the interpretation part, the following filtering and sorting rules and their
combinations were used in order to select the best-quality or the most interesting hypotheses:
!

Length of antecedent – hypotheses with one, two and three variables in antecedent were
investigated consecutively;

!

Fisher statistics – in general required to be ≤ 0.01;

!

Probability – in general required to be ≥ 0.9;

!

Probability of equivalence – in general required to be ≥ 0.8;

!

Base – in some cases, it was appropriate to increase the minimal base in order to limit the
number of hypotheses;

!

Target variables or literals – it is possible to concentrate only at hypotheses comprising
selected variables or literals.

84

The quantifier SIMPLE is associated with the following decision procedure:
δ
For BASE ≥ 1, δ ≥ 0 : A ≈ S is true if a ≥ BASE and a.d > e .b.c
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The values of filtering rules have been modified in order to obtain a reasonably large set of
hypotheses (10-40 hypotheses for each selection). For example if a combination of several
rules was used, it was necessary to release one rule accordingly in order to get at least some
hypotheses. On the other hand, in the case of broadly defined tasks or if only one rule was
used, it was necessary to limit the number of hypotheses by tightening the rule(s).
For a better comprehension, there is an example of an output of one selection in the
Annex – we show Selection 33 in Selection group 3. First, task definition is described which
is common to all selections. The second part contains information on selection definition:
-

name and description – they are supplied by the researcher, their choice is crucial for an
easy orientation in a bulk of selections created by the end of data-mining,

-

number of hypotheses generated in the selection (here, 32 hypotheses were generated,
only a part of which is presented for illustration)

-

filtering rules are criteria that hypotheses must meet to be selected (here, probability is
required to be greater than 0.9, Fisher statistics lower than 0.01, two literals in antecedent
at maximum, base [=U BOUND] must be greater then 10 and succedent must have the
form “EU Funds – Yes” or [=Some] “EU Funds - No” ... we are interested in factors
determining the participation of municipalities in the EU support programmes)

-

sorting rules – once selected, hypotheses are ordered on the basis of sorting rules (here we
want to have single hypotheses on the top and the rest ordered from the lowest Fisher
statistics up to the limit of 0.01)

The final part of the result chart contains a presentation of the selected hypotheses.
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Now we are ready to explore the message of individual selections. Altogether nine groups of
selections have been made. In the first three, attention was paid to best-quality hypotheses
disregarding the content (BEST 10, Selection 1 and 2). Subsequently, hypotheses were
explored relating to particular questions/issues of interest.
We decided to present hypotheses according to the following criteria: high
significance in terms of Fisher criterion, probability or probability of equivalence, hypotheses
which delivered a reasonable message and hypotheses considered in some way interesting.
We distinguished between “hypotheses” and “relations”. A hypothesis is a sentence generated
by the GUHA method, it is marked by a sign ⇒ or ⇔ (in case of equivalence). The same
signs in parentheses (⇒) or (⇔) indicate there is a significant relation between the two
literals deduced from their repeated simultaneous occurrence in several multiple hypotheses
(usually in combination with other, “ordinary” literals in multiple antecedent). We prefer to
extract the relation than to present all hypotheses which are not interesting themselves, but
only as porters of the relation. The fact that such a relation does not appear as a single
hypothesis results from disturbances caused by other factors.85
As regards interpretation, our endeavour was lead by the aim to find the most plausible
meaning of hypotheses and relations presented. Yet, we are aware that our interpretation
might not fully reflect the reality and other, better interpretations might exist. Also we don’t
refuse the possibility that some hypotheses are purely a result of coincidence. It is appropriate
to repeat that the GUHA method does not generate hypotheses which should be taken for
granted, but can point at some regularities hidden in the data, which might or might not
inspire our reflection on some features of our reality.

Selection BEST 10
The GUHA +- software offers a selection called BEST 10 – the top ten hypotheses
from the point of view of Fisher criterion (the lowest) and the length of cedents (the shorter,
the better). The resulting hypotheses were either uninteresting or obvious. For instance, the
best two hypotheses at all confirm the same, very apparent fact:

85

For example, in our illustrative Selection 33, instead of mentioning hypotheses 108472, 111788 or 109760, we
present only the apparent relation they carry: Problem region – Yes ⇒ EU Funds –Yes.
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Staff -- OK ⇒ Independent project making -- Yes

A1 ⇒ S1

Independent project making -- With help ⇒ Staff -- Insufficient

A2 ⇒ S2

F = 2 . 10

-11

i.e. if a municipal authority is endowed with good personal capacities, it is able to draw up
projects individually, without any external help. Since A1 = neg S2 and S1 = neg A2, the
hypotheses bring identical message, they are symmetric.

Selection group 1: Ant = 1, Prob => 0.9
This selection focuses on hypotheses with a single variable in antecedent as well as
succedent. This kind of sentences is very popular because they are rather strong and easy to
interpret. The strength of hypotheses was assured by requiring high probability (at least 0.9).
Among 74 hypotheses meeting the conditions, some interesting hypotheses appeared, such as:
!

Partnership-RDA -- None ⇒ Problem region -- No

i.e. municipalities with no hitherto experience with RDAs very often occur in regions
classified as normal or prosperous, not in problem regions. It is natural that municipalities
in problem regions have larger experience with support programmes and therefore come
more frequently in touch with RDAs.
!

Population -- Maxi ⇒ Partnership-Region -- Positive/Developing

i.e. cities with population over 50 000 have usually good or neutral relations with their
regional authorities. The reason may be that most cities of this category (13 out of 16) are
simultaneously the „capital“ of their respective Regions, therefore close links may exist
between the regional and municipal authorities.
!

Population -- Maxi ⇒ EU Funds -- Yes

Big cities (all but one) have already had some experience with programmes financed by
the EU. As we are going to see, this experience is very rich, making large cities regular
beneficiaries of the EU assistance. It is quite evident: large cities have both ambition as
well as personal and financial resources to take part in a great number of projects.
!

Population -- Maxi ⇒ Problem-Tourism -- No

Most large cities don‘t consider tourism a big problem since tourism is usually not seen as
the main source of their wealth. Yet, large cities are often among the primary tourist
destinations.
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!

Financing -- Microregion ⇒ Partnership-RDA -- Positive/Average

i.e. municipalities which finance their development activities in partnership with other
municipalities through the budget of a microregion or an association of towns and
municipalities usually have some experience with RDAs, and not a negative one.
Municipalities create microregions in order to increase their chances for the support
programmes. For the same purpose they contact RDAs, they use their professional
capacities in order to obtain necessary programming documents (which is for example a
condition for SAPARD) or good-quality projects to apply.

All the above given hypotheses are not only highly probable, but are relatively strong also
from the point of Fisher criterion (under 0.02).86 If we release the Fisher quantificator and
consider hypotheses with Fisher between 0.01 and 0.1, we can reveal some facts about
individual Regions (hypotheses with Regions in antecedent show lower Fisher due to their
low base):
Vysočina Region:
-

municipalities don’t draw information on the EU programmes from foreign partners

-

municipalities have positive or developing relations with the Region (it gives evidence
that regional authorities have overcome the exceptionally centrifugal tendencies in the
Region by a kind and perceiving approach towards the needs of all parts of the Region).87

Liberec Region (the greatest number of hypotheses points at a homogeneityof the Region):
-

municipalities have broad experience with the EU funds (the whole Region is in border
area eligible for CBC-Phare)

-

municipalities frequently develop partnership among themselves

-

municipalities don‘t face problems with real estates

-

cooperation/partnership is not a problem

Olomouc Region:
-

municipalities have broad experience with the EU funds (pilot programmes under PHARE
98 were carried out in microregions Jeseník and Haná located in Olomouc Region)

86

„Relatively“ is on its place here: „relatively“ strong as for single hypotheses. Hypotheses with a single variable
in antecedent are rarer to find since they have, in general, higher value of Fisher statistics than hypotheses with
multiple antecedent. Therefore, we consider single hypotheses with F up to 0.05, while for multiple hypotheses
we require F of lower decimal orders.
87
Vysočina Region was the most questionable point of the new regional establishment, being a mosaic of
districts previously adherent to three distinct communist-era regions. The fears for cohesion of such an artificial
Region seem to be outdated now, mostly due to the approach of the Regional Authority sited in Jihlava and due
to the common good will of municipalities. The case of Vysočina confirmed that common trouble brings people
together.
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-

municipalities have positive or developing relations with the Region

-

municipalities don‘t face problems with real estates

Karlovy Vary Region:
-

construction of industrial zones is not frequent at the moment

NUTS 2 North-West:
-

municipalities don‘t regard water treatment as a problem (a possible explanation is that
many municipalities have already resolved this problem with help of CBC-Phare)

NUTS 2 South-West:
-

cooperation/building of partnerships is not a problem

NUTS 2 South-East:
-

municipalities don’t see a problem in availability of the EU funds

Selection Group 2: Ant <= 2, Prob E => 0.8
While the two selections above dealt with good hypotheses in terms of implication,
this selection concentrates on hypotheses best in terms of the probability of equivalence (Prob
E). In general, probability of equivalence is a considerably stronger tool, limiting the number
of hypotheses but augmenting their explanatory value. It is tied closely to the Fisher criterion
(in negative correlation, i.e. the lower F, the higher Prob E, the better hypothesis). However,
there is no relation to pure probability. There is no guarantee that a hypothesis significant in
sense of equivalence will demonstrate a high probability.
There were only two hypotheses with a single antecedent meeting the criteria:

!

Region -- Moravia-Silesia ⇔ Problem region -- Structurally afflicted

!

Region -- North West ⇔ Problem region -- Structurally afflicted

88

F = 2.8 . 10

-5

F = 2.2 . 10

-5

Obviously, there are many districts classified as „structurally afflicted“ in these two
Regions. These two hypotheses belong to those evident sentences which prove the credibility
of the GUHA method.
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As for hypotheses with two variables in antecedent, the following equivalent sentences
are worth mentioning (all Prob E => 0.88):
!

Independent project making -- No ⇔ Partnership-RDA -- Negative
Information -- Commercial training

F = 9 . 10

-5

The hypothesis reveals there are many municipalities with little experience with project
making which prefer commercial training to guidance offered by RDAs. It is possible that
negative experience of these municipalities with RDAs results from their dependency on
external help. They might expect RDAs to do all the work for them. In relying completely
on RDAs, they don’t appreciate their services as much as if they ordered only selected
tasks.
!

Border area -- Yes
⇔ Partnership-Region -- Negative
Obstacles -- Public Administration Reform

F = 3 . 10

-4

The hypothesis says that complaints on public administration reform uttered by
municipalities in border areas are addressed to Regions. In other words, unsatisfactory
relations with a Region are very often experienced by municipalities located at the
periphery of the Region, near the national border. Here, a lack of partnership with the
Region is so significant that it is perceived as the main obstacle of regional development.

!

Independent project making -- With help
Problem-EU funds availability -- Yes

⇔ Partnership-RDA -- Negative

F = 2 . 10

-3

It seems that those municipalities which need help of RDAs to make projects and find
problems with availability of the EU programmes (bureaucracy, administration, tight
eligible criteria, low scope of aid, need of co-financing ...), might put a part of the blame
on RDAs, which are administrators and often also payment and management unit of the
EU assistance. Another, more simple explanation is that these municipalities are typical
complainers.
!

Population -- Large
Information -- Legislation

⇔ Obstacles -- Legislation

F = 2 . 10

-3

Large cities which frequently use legislation as a source of information on the EU
programmes and funds find legislation the principle obstacle in the development of the

88

Here, the sign ⇔ does not imply equivalence in the pure sense, since we cannot speak of an implication S ⇒
A. It expresses a significant mutual relation between the two variables, with a strong implication A ⇒ S and a
significant feedback S ⇒ A.
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city or the region. It is clear that the better they are acknowledged with the legislation and
the more they rely on it, the more deficiencies they encounter.

!

Region -- South-East
Partnership-RDA -- None

⇔ Financing -- Loan

F = 1 . 10

-4

This hypothesis points at one relation which repeats in many other hypotheses, not only in
NUTS 2 South-East, namely a relation between negligible contacts with RDAs and loans
as a source of financing. No matter how interesting this relation might be, it would be a
sheer speculation to draw a credible interpretation on it.

!

Border area -- Yes
Region -- South-West

⇔

Problem Region -- Economically weak

F = 1.6 . 10

-6

Another repeated equivalent sentence appears between South-West Region and
economically weak regions. Four out of ten economically weak districts are located in
NUTS 2 South-West, and in border areas in particular. Hence the relation.

Other relations which repeat in combination with different variables (with values
common to a large majority of cases, therefore not very decisive) are the following more or
less obvious relations:
!

Population -- Maxi (⇔) EU Funds – ISPA

Due to the minimal limit of 5 million EUR applied at ISPA projects, only large cities or –
lately - associations of smaller towns are able to submit (and cofinance) projects under
ISPA.
!

Population -- Maxi (⇔) Experience -- Regular beneficiary

Cities over 50 000 inhabitants are the most frequent beneficiaries of the EU funds. They
have sufficient financial as well as human resources to prepare the most demanding large
projects in a very good quality and even several other projects at the same time. What’s
probably even more important is their ability to cofinance several projects every year.
!

Partnership-Others -- Private sector (⇔) Financing -- Private sector

134

Selection group 3:

Succedent = Experience, Succedent = EU Funds

Selections in this group focus on factors determining the experience of municipalities
with programmes financed by the EU. Therefore, the leading criterion here is the variable
Experience in succedent. Other criteria (Fisher, Prob, Prob E) ensure the credibility of
hypotheses. The primary criterion can be further specified to find hypotheses with particular
literals of variable Experience in succedent.
For example, if we want to determine characteristics of municipalities which imply a
lack of experience with the EU funds, we set “Experience -- None” or “EU Funds -- No” as a
sorting rule. We find that literals emerging repeatedly in antecedent point at location in the
interior of the territory, no contacts with RDAs, a lack of partnerships with other communities
and insufficient knowledge of the EU programmes. Two model hypotheses summarising these
findings – with very good values of the Fisher statistics - are:
!

!

Border area -- No
Partnership-RDA -- None
Partnership-Communities -- None
Border area -- No
Knowledge -- Insufficient

-6

⇒

Experience -- None

F = 9 . 10

⇒

EU Funds -- None

F = 3.2 . 10

-5

Large experience with the EU funds, on the other hand, is associated with large cities
over 50 000 inhabitants, good relations with RDAs, cooperation with other municipalities
location in a problem region, sufficient knowledge of the EU programmes, communication on
these opportunities with foreign partners, satisfaction with conditions available to promote
regional development and satisfaction with staff responsible for programming and project
preparation. The relations can be summarised as follows:
Antecedent
(⇒)
Population -- Maxi/Large
Partnership-RDA -- Positive/Average
Partnership-Communities -- Yes
Problem region -- Yes/Structurally afflicted
Staff -- OK/Expert
Knowledge -- Sufficient
Conditions -- Good

Succedent
Experience -- Several funds/
Regular beneficiary/
Numerous experience
EU Funds -- Yes

The best hypotheses expressing this set of relations are:
!

Population -- Maxi
Conditions -- Good

⇒

Experience -- Numerous experience
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F = 3 . 10

-6

!

!

Staff -- OK
Knowledge -- Sufficient

⇒

EU Funds -- Yes

F = 1.2 . 10

Border area -- Yes
Partnership-RDA -- Positive

⇒

EU Funds -- Yes

F = 2 . 10

-5

-5

Among the factors in antecedent, large population is the strongest one giving the best
hypotheses. It is even stronger than the location in a problem region, as can be seen from the
following hypothesis:
!

Population -- Maxi
Partnership-RDA -- Average
Problem region -- No

Selection group 4:

⇒

Experience – Regular beneficiary

F = 1.75. 10

-4

Succedent = PHARE/ISPA/SAPARD/CBC-Phare

The objective of selections in this group was to find out whether there are some
common characteristics of municipalities participating in particular EU programmes.
Unsurprisingly, the best hypothesis at all shows an evident fact: municipalities in border
regions have largely participated in CBC-Phare:
!

Border area -- Yes

⇒

CBC-Phare -- Yes

F = 2.8 . 10

-9

Other characteristics of municipalities with experience with CBC-Phare are partnership and
exchange of information with foreign partners, fruitful cooperaton with RDAs and a decent
knowledge of the EU funds. It would be tedious to enumerate all hypotheses with
combinations of these factors in antecedent, therefore only “nice” hypotheses with a low
value of the Fisher statistics are given:
!

!

Border area -- Yes
Knowledge -- Sufficient
Information-Foreign partner -- Yes

⇒

CBC-Phare -- Yes

F = 2 . 10

Border area -- Yes
Partnership-RDA -- Positive
Partnership-Others -- Foreign partner

⇒

CBC-Phare -- Yes

F = 5.5 . 10
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-7

-6

As regards territorial concentration, most CBC-Phare projects were carried out in NUTS 2
North-West, and in Ústí nad Labem Region in particular:
!

Region -- North-West
Partnership-RDA -- Positive

⇒

CBC-Phare -- Yes

F = 4. 10

-4

Although in general, most experience with the EU funds is made by large cities, the size of
population is not important in the case of CBC-Phare (compare the following two
hypotheses):
!

!

Population -- Small
Border area -- Yes
Information-Foreign partner -- Yes

⇒

CBC-Phare -- Yes

F = 2 . 10

-4

Population -- Large
Border area -- Yes
Problem-Immovables -- No

⇒

CBC-Phare -- Yes

F = 2 . 10

-4

There are not many significant hypotheses about the other EU programmes, apart from
CBC-Phare. Among the few, it is to mention a repeating relation pointing at experience of
large cities (20 000 – 50 000 inhabitants) with PHARE in general. One hypothesis expressing
this relation is:
!

Population -- Large
Problem region -- Yes

⇒

EU Funds -- Phare

F = 9 . 10

-4

Hypotheses on ISPA include frequently either “Population – Large” and “InformationCommercial training –Yes”

or “Border area – No” in antecedent. Since the first two appear always

together, we assume that there is a strong correlation between them, the factor of population
being decisive for participation in ISPA (see Selection 2) and use of commercial training a
dependent variable. Hence, projects for ISPA are submitted either by large cities able to
assure necessary cofinancing themselves, or by towns or their associations, irrespective of
their size, located mostly in the interior of the Czech Republic. The fact that ISPA evokes a
lot of interest in the interior of the territory may result from a certain unsaturation of these
municipalities. Since opportunities they have had so far to benefit from the EU assistance
were very limited (before 2000, the EU assistance was accessible to municipalities mainly
through CBC-Phare), they turn their expectations towards the new funds ISPA and SAPARD.
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Selection group 5:

Succedent = Knowledge

This set of selections aims to discover factors determining the awareness of
municipalities as regards opportunities offered by the EU programmes. Hypotheses produced
by these selections are not very strong (F => 0.001), therefore, we are not going to analyse
them individually. We will only depict literals which repeat quite often. These are:
Obstacles -- Legislation
Staff -- OK
Population -- Large

(⇒)

Knowledge -- Sufficient

(⇒)

Knowledge -- Incomplete

Information-Foreign partner -- Yes
Partnership-Others -- Private sector
Partnership-Region -- Positive
Population -- Small
Information-Ministries -- No
Information-Internet -- No
Partnership-Region -- Negative
Partnership-Communities -- No

It seems that a wide range of partnerships, including less common ones such as
communication with private sector or foreign partners, increases the municipality’s
knowledge of regional development programmes. Similarly, the range of information sources
is important, in particular information from ministries and Internet is indispensable for a
decent knowledge of existing programmes and funds. Also, large cities are better acquainted
than small municipalities. What’s interesting is a sufficient knowledge of municipalities
which indicated legislation as a major obstacle in regional development. This relation was the
most significant one, yet very difficult to interpret. It appears that municipalities concerned
with legislation belong to the active ones – to the partner- and information-seekers.
Selection group 6:

Antecedent = Partnership / Succedent = Partnership

This time, we are going to explore the role of partnership. If set in antecedent, the
following hypotheses are worth a closer look:
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!

Partnership-RDA -- None

⇒

Problem region -- No

F = 1 . 10

–4

This hypothesis says that most municipalities which have not had any contact with RDAs
are located in “normal” regions. This is caused by the fact that RDAs serve as an
instrument of the state regional policy, which is oriented primarily at problem regions.
Since municipalities in “normal regions” are not eligible for a large part of the state
support programmes, they have lesser incentive to come in touch with RDAs.

!

!

!

Partnership-Communities -- No
Partnership-RDA -- None

Experience -- None

F = 1 . 10

–4

Partnership-Communities -- Yes
Partnership-RDA -- Positive
⇒
Partnership-Region -- Positive/Developing

EU Funds -- Yes

F = 6 . 10

–4

Partnership-Others – Foreign partner
Partnership-RDA -- Positive
Partnership-Region -- Positive

EU Funds -- Phare

F = 2 . 10

–3

⇒

⇒

These hypotheses – as well as many others - confirm the already discovered importance of
cooperation with other municipalities, RDAs and Regions to a lesser extent for success
with the EU assistance. In case of PHARE, cooperation with foreign partners is often a
condition (remember the dominance of CBC-Phare among all PHARE programmes
available to municipalities).
!

Partnership-Region -- Negative

⇔ Obstacle -- Public Administration Reform

–3

F = 6 . 10
Prob E = 0.85

This hypothesis might seem obvious, given the fact that Regions are the main fruit of
public administration reform. However, the hypothesis carries an important message about
a vital impact of relations with Regions for regional development. If bad relations are
present, they are perceived as a major obstacle in regional development, stronger than any
other potential hindrance. (Note the high value of probability of equivalence).
If we look at hypotheses with Partnership in succedent, we find out that practically all
significant hypotheses concern a lack of cooperation with RDAs. This may be caused by the
following factors, all appearing repeatedly in antecedent: small population, location in the
interior of the territory, location in non-problem regions, use of loans for financing of regional
development activities or location in a particular Region. In sum:
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Population – Small
Border area – No
Problem region – No
Financing – Loan
Region – Hradec Králové

(⇒)

Partnership RDA -- None

Among these, one relation deserves a special emphasis. The literal “Region – Hradec
Králové”

emerges in an absolute majority of hypotheses with multiple antecedent, and is

confirmed also in a single hypothesis with a decent Fisher statistics and high probability of
equivalence:
!

Region – Hradec Králové

⇔

Partnership RDA -- None

–4

F = 7.6 . 10
Prob E = 0.82

It shows that municipalities in Hradec Králové Region have very few contacts with RDAs. It
applies especially to small municipalities and those near the national border. This finding may
be accounted for by the short existence of RDAs in the Region (RDA of Hradec Králové
Region and RDA Glacensis - established after 2000).

Selection group 7:

Succedent = Problem

Although it is not directly our research problem, we were interested in hypotheses
containing the most burning problems of local and regional development. The selections
generate hypotheses and relations we have already encountered as well as quite new
contributions. In general, hypotheses in this selection group are not very strong.
Some problems seem to be regionalised, i.e. located predominantly in certain regions.
For example, municipalities in NUTS 2 North-West don’t see water treatment a big problem,
unlike municipalities in NUTS 2 South-West (especially in Southern Bohemia Region). The
same pays for road infrastructure, only with lesser significance. Municipalities in NUTS 2
South-East don’t find difficulties in access to the EU funds. Also, municipalities in this
cohesion region often complain about low interest from the part of tourists. See the following
hypotheses and relations:
!

Region -- North-West

⇒

Problem-Water treatment – No

F = 1 . 10

–2

!

Region -- South-West

⇒

Problem-Water treatment – Yes

F = 3 . 10

–4
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Partnership-Communities – No

!

Region -- North-West

(⇒)

Problem-Road infrastructure – No

!

Region -- South-West

(⇒)

Problem-Road infrastructure – Yes

!

Region -- South-East

⇒

Problem-EU funds availability – No

!

Region – South-East

(⇒)

Problem-Tourism – Yes

F = 3 . 10

–2

As for non-regionally oriented hypotheses with Problem in succedent, two are hidden
already in the hypotheses above. First, as the second hypothesis above shows there might be a
relation between a lack of cooperation among municipalities and the problem of water
treatment. This relation repeats in several other hypotheses, also in the reverse form:
!

Partnership-Communities – No

(⇒)

Problem-Water treatment – Yes

!

Partnership-Communities – Yes

(⇒)

Problem-Water treatment – No

In practice, indeed, municipalities often cooperate in order to resolve this problem with
minimal resources and maximum efficiency. Numerous sewage systems and water treatment
plants have been built in joint effort which serve several municipalities at the same time.
Second, there is a significant correlation between the problem of water treatment and
road infrastructure – these two very often appear together, both problems were either present
or absent in responses given municipalities. This may be caused by the fact that municipalities
often put these two issues together, under the notion of “municipal infrastructure”.
Other hypotheses and relations worth mentioning are:
!

Partnership-RDA – None

⇒

Problem-EU funds availability – No

F = 1.6 . 10

–2

We have already encountered this hypothesis before. The explanation is forehand:
municipalities with no hitherto experience with RDAs are those which do not strive for
assistance from the EU funds. To put it simply, since they have not come in touch with the
EU funds, they have nothing to complain.
!

Problem-Industrial zone – Yes

(⇒)

Problem-Tourism – Yes

Municipalities which try to promote their economic standing by constructing an industrial
zone often belong to those which are not very attractive for tourist, which have little
income from tourism.
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!

Population – Small

(⇒)

Problem-Tourism – Yes

We have noticed previously and it is quite logical that small municipalities are less
represented among popular tourist destinations.

Selection group 8:

Succedent = Information

Now we are going to look at hypotheses on information sources municipalities use to
acquire knowledge on programmes and funds financed by the EU. Before we start, it is
appropriate to recall the classification: “public training” is training provided by institutions
linked closely to the state – it can be practically identified with training provided by RDAs.
Commercial training is mostly associated with Chambers of Commerce and Agrarian
Chambers. The most significant hypotheses and relations are:
!

Information-Public training -- No

!

Information-Commercial training -- Yes

⇒

Information-Commercial training -- No F = 3.3 . 10
⇒

–4

Information-Public training – Yes No
F = 3.3 . 10

–4

These two symmetrical hypotheses announce the predominance of public training. Staff of
municipal authorities takes part in commercial training only if there was a previous
experience with public training.
!

Population -- Maxi

⇒

Information-Public training -- Yes

F = 6.7 . 10

–3

All big cities use “public” training, especially courses provided by RDAs, as a source of
information about the EU assistance. The reason may be the attention paid to learning by
the city management, its greater specialisation or the fact that big cities can more easily
afford to pay for these courses in case they are charged. It may be also due to the fact that
most RDAs are located in big cities, therefore participation at their courses is more
comfortable for the staff of these cities.
!

Region -- Ústí nad Labem ⇒

Information-Commercial training -- No

F = 1.2 . 10

–2

There seem to be an insufficient or unattractive supply of courses provided on commercial
basis in the Region.
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!

Region -- Hradec Králové

(⇒)

Information-Public training -- No

This relation confirms our assumption made in Selection 6, namely that about a lack of
communication between municipalities and RDAs in Hradec Králové Region. On the
basis of hypotheses comprising this relation, we find, here again, that most disadvantaged
are municipalities in border districts of the Region. For example:

!

Region -- Hradec Králové
Border area -- Yes

⇒

Information-Public training -- No

Partnership-RDA -- Negative

⇒

Information-Commercial training -- Yes

F = 3.6 . 10

–3

Here again, we see that municipalities with bad experience with RDAs prefer courses
provided by other organisations, mainly chambers of commerce (see Selection group 2).

!

Information-Legislation -- No
Problem-Immovables -- Yes

⇒

Information-Commercial training -- Yes F = 2 . 10

–4

This hypothesis embraces a very speculative message, however, we find appropriate to
mention it, given its frequent occurrence in many hypotheses with triple-antecedent. It
says that those municipalities which face problems with real estates (unsolved restitution
claims, controversies with the Land Fund of the Czech Republic), but don’t work much
with the legislation of the Czech Republic, rely to a great extent on training provided by
professional firms on a commercial basis. If this training can substitute legal
consultations, this fact is rather logical.
!

Staff -- Expert
⇒
Partnership-Others -- Private sector

Information-Foreign partner -- Yes

F = 3 . 10

–5

This hypothesis underlines the importance of an active approach. Only active
municipalities extend their partner-seeking effort to include private sector. Such
municipalities also use a wide range of information sources including foreign partners.
The other condition – employment of a specialised worker for programming and project
preparation – reflects the fact that communication with abroad represents a non-standard
task requiring additional personal capacities (specialised worker/department). Given the
frequency of both conditions in other hypotheses, we assume they are equally decisive for
the succedent.
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!

Border area -- No

(⇒)

Information-Foreign partner -- No

In general, inland municipalities don’t learn about opportunities of the EU assistance from
foreign partners unlike municipalities in border areas which cooperate with their crossborder counterparts, mostly in the framework of Euroregions, in order to benefit from the
EU programmes of cross-border cooperation.
!

Region -- South-East

(⇒)

Information-Foreign partner -- No

And finally, municipalities in NUTS 2 South-East seem to have very few contacts with
foreign partners in the field of the EU assistance, probably due to the fact that there is no
active Euroregion in this area.
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3.6.

Limitations of the research
The research was carried out to the best of our knowledge and belief, given the time

available and limited scientific skills of the researcher. However, we must admit that, no
matter the endeavour, there is still a lot of space left for improvements. Already in the course
of the research, we have realised several sore points which undermined the quality of the
research. Some of them were corrected but some would have required revolutionary insights
which were not applicable at the given stage of the research.
First of all, deficiencies are found in the structure and formulation of the
questionnaire. The problem was that the investigation focused on issues which were more
familiar to the respondents than the researcher. As a result, some of the questions were not
fully adequate and would have required reformulation (for example training provided by the
RDA was classified in the questionnaire as “public training”, while in practice, it is based
rather on a commercial principle). A suggestion for improvement – for similar surveys in the
future where the researcher is always limited to theoretical knowledge - is to make a
preliminary questionnaire survey with a small sample of respondents. Subsequently, the
questionnaire can be tuned up through personal consultations with the pilot respondents.
Secondly, the rate of return we reached (almost 60% for municipalities) is quite
satisfactory, however, the sample of respondents is not very representative, it is biased in
favour of municipalities with previous experience with the EU funds. Therefore, different
surveying techniques could have been used in order to increase the rate of return of
questionnaires and the explanatory value of the analysis of response. It showed during the
research that electronic communication is still not widely recognised by local municipalities
as traditional means of communication (phone-calls, letters by post). Most effective would
have been communication comprising a personal element (phone-calls, personal
consultations), not only from the point of view of the rate of return, but also from the point of
view of relevancy of answers and better targeting of questions.
Another weakness of the research is the subjective character of responses. Many
questions necessarily required subjective opinions of respondents (especially questions in Part
A – Role and Part B - Powers). Therefore, answers of one particular employee of the
questioned authority might not fully reflect the position of his/her authority – if such a
position exists at all - and the less it might reflect the real problems, needs or standing of his
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municipality, Region or RDA.89 In this way, the research approaches sociological research
which, instead of an objective description of the reality, aims at perception of this reality by
public opinion.
These are the major critical points of our investigation. We don’t present them as our
failures, but as points where effort for improvement should be concentrated in any follow-up
research projects. Research is a never-ending process of learning.

89

Due to a coincidence, we found out that the subjectivity of the responses need not be overestimated. In the
case of one municipality, we received two independent sets of responses: one from the secretary of the
Municipal Authority and the other from the regional manager employed by the association of towns and
municipalities where our municipality is a member. The two personal opinions were apparently very similar,
they delivered the same message on problems encountered by the municipality.
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Chapter 4
Conclusions and Recommendations

Now its time to return at the very beginning – to the objectives of the thesis. We allow
to conclude that the main objective, as defined at the outset of the research, has been fulfilled.
On the basis of a good comprehension of the circumstances given by the EU assistance and
emerging Czech regional policy, we have examined the role of regional and local actors in
regional development, their attitudes to and experience with the EU pre-accession aid. Let’s
remind briefly the principal outcomes of the successive stages of the research project.
The first chapter showed how the EU assistance to the Czech Republic has been
increasing since 1990 in scope and variety of forms, how it gradually evolved from promotion
of necessary reforms of the political and economic system to regional and structural support
aiming to prepare the candidate country for the EU membership. We have seen that there is a
clear logic link between the pre-structural funds and the Structural Funds. Thus, the
pre-accession aid today is perceived so as to smoothen maximally the passage to the EU
system of the Structural aid.
In the second chapter, we have seen that the augmentation of the EU aid, as well as its
changing priorities were accompanied by necessary adjustments to the Czech system of
regional support. The Czech Republic had to built its regional policy on a single conceptual
basis, it was necessary to reorganise the territory of the Czech Republic in order to
decentralise the system public administration, create specific structures for the
implementation of the EU assistance etc. We have seen that in all aspects of regional policy–
be it its legislative or institutional framework, territorial reform of public administration,
creation of programming documents or financing of regional development - the Czech
government has been steered by the instructions, not to say requirements, of the European
Commission.
The third chapter brought an interesting look at regional and local initiatives in support
of regional development and their co-existence with the EU assistance. A questionnaire
survey was presented which revealed challenging facts about the implementation of
pre-accession aid at the regional level. The survey focused on three groups of actors:
self-administered Regions, regional development agencies (RDAs) and municipalities. The
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questionnaire was sent to 13 Regions (the Capital City of Prague was not considered),
18 regional development agencies and 263 municipalities with a population over 5000
inhabitants. The rate of return of questionnaires is satisfactory: 100% for Regions, 82% for
RDAs and 58% for municipalities. Answers were analysed with the use of the method of
relative frequency and the GUHA method (only for municipalities). Here are the most
significant findings for all three groups of regional actors:

Summary of key findings – REGIONS:
√ The self-administered Regions (kraje), which became operational on 1 January 2001, have
not assumed all powers they need to ensure their role in regional development. Their
initiatives are limited especially by a lack of financial powers, which are retained by the
central level. Due to a minimal budget, promotion of regional development through
financing of development projects is not possible, and therefore, Regions concentrate on
conceptual work (strategic documents) and building of partnerships.
√ There is a wide dissatisfaction among Regions, as regards the process of delegation of
powers from the centre to the Regions. The process is seen as lengthy and unbalanced
(inconsistency between real and financial powers). In many fields under their
responsibility, Regions are often kept in a position of an observer with an advisory role.
√ In order to ensure regional development, Regions cooperate primarily with towns,
municipalities and their associations, regional development agencies and foreign partners.
There is a certain sense of competition between Regions and RDAs. Cooperation with the
centre is flawed by the centralisation tendencies of the centre and deficiencies in providing
information by the ministries. Cooperation with the lower-tier of state administration,
District Offices, is seen as positive.
√ As regards staff, Regional Development Departments of Regional Authorities often
encounter insufficient personal capacity, especially as their responsibilities gradually
increase. Since Regions are assumed to take over some tasks related to regional
development projects hitherto ensured by the District Offices (such as methodical and
professional assistance for municipalities), the need of strengthening the personal
capacities of regional administration will become urgent after 31 December 2002 when
the District Offices will be abolished.
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√ At the moment, Regions have no resources to finance their own regional development
projects. The situation is expected to improve in 2003.
√ For most Regions, the experience with the EU assistance is limited to theoretical
knowledge and preparations for absorption of financing in the future. So far, only three
Regions have participated in a project applying for financing by the EU. Crucial is the
personal approach and activity of responsible employees of the Regional Authority.
√ The most frequently used sources of information on the EU programmes are Internet,
materials provided by the ministries and training provided by the RDAs. Regions would
appreciate an information system (dispatching centre) providing them regularly with
accurate and complete information.

Summary of key findings – REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCIES:
√ There is no single model of a regional development agency. RDAs in the Czech Republic
differ greatly as regards the year of establishment (1993-2000), legal form (Inc., Ltd., nonprofit legal forms), size (1-18 employees), founding organisation and current owners,
sources of financing etc.
√ Most RDAs were established in the 1990s as a result of bottom-up initiatives. Before the
establishment of self-administered Regions, RDAs helped to bridge the vacuum in
regional development resulting from the absence of regional self-administration. Today,
RDAs are becoming more and more an instrument of a coordinated action at regional
level lead by the Regions.
√ The most palpable obstacles in the work of the RDAs are seen in a lack of a systematic
approach of the state towards RDAs, competitive relations with the Regions and financial
security of the existence. The irregularity and uncertainty of incomes prevents RDAs from
focusing completely on priorities of regional development and optimalisation of their
work.
√ RDAs both live from and contribute to creation of partnerships. The success of RDAs is
dependent on fruitful cooperation with other subjects. At the same time, RDAs through
their activities contribute significantly to the creation of horizontal as well as vertical links
and networks. The principal partners as well as clients of RDAs are their founding
organisations or owners.
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√ As for the experience with the EU assistance, feelings of appreciation and gratitude are
flawed by several inconveniences, such as excessive bureaucracy and paper-work, delays
and long periods for evaluation of projects and centralisation of decision-making on
regional matters.

Summary of key findings - MUNICIPALITIES:
√ The sample of municipalities which responded to the questionnaire is slightly biased.
Overrepresented are municipalities with some experience with the EU assistance (border
areas, large cities, problem regions).
√ Among the problems and obstacles municipalities encounter, most burning are the issues
of finance and road infrastructure.
√ Most municipalities find powers they need to ensure regional development satisfactory.
However, there is a strong discontent with confusion as regards powers of individual
levels of public administration.
√ Municipalities cooperate mostly with other municipalities, state administration and
regional development agencies. Although the original assumption of the public
administration reform was that the role of district authorities will be assumed by
authorities of the newly created self-administered regions, it seems that it will be replaced
by regional development agencies (on a commercial basis, however). The Regions have
not assumed fully their role in regional development yet.
√ As far as staff is concerned, a lack of finance and a certain underestimation of the
significance of programming and strategic approach result in the fact that most
municipalities don’t have a worker specialised in programming and project preparation. A
possible alternative for small municipalities is to share a “regional manager” paid from
joint resources.
√ The income side of municipal budgets is becoming tighter, making it very difficult for
municipalities to undertake interesting projects in support of regional development. The
excessive redistribution of resources among municipalities has a discouraging effect on
non-ordinary municipal initiatives in support of development.
√ Although most municipalities consider the EU funds to be a potential source of financing
regional development activities, doubts exist as regards its wider utilisation. Many
150

municipalities are discouraged by inconveniences encountered in respect to the prestructural funds. Still, there is a common expectation of improvement once the Structural
Funds are introduced.
√ The Ministry for Regional Development, RDAs and Internet are the main sources of
information about the EU programmes. Municipalities would appreciate a single, reliable
source of information which would surmount the existing confusion.
Several other facts followed from the processing of response by the GUHA software:
√ Until recently, municipalities had access to the EU assistance primarily through CBCPhare. Therefore, experience with CBC-Phare prevails.
√ There are several factors determining experience of municipalities with the EU funds.
Most experienced are:
-

large cities (in general; if diversified, it applies especially to programme ISPA, while
for CBC-Phare, on the other hand, the size of a municipality does not matter);

-

municipalities located in the border area (border districts eligible for CBC-Phare);

-

municipalities cooperating largely with RDAs and other municipalities; on the other
hand, negative relations with the Region seem to be an obstacle;

-

municipalities with a good knowledge of opportunities offered by the EU assistance
(knowledge and experience are linked together in a virtuous circle: the better the
knowledge, the greater the number of potential projects, and on the other hand, the
greater the number of projects undertaken, the better the knowledge).

√ Knowledge of the EU programmes increases with the width of the spectre of partnerships
and with the size of the population.
√ Preference for commercial training as against training provided by the RDAs appears in
the case of municipalities with little or no experience with projects supported by the EU.
√ It appears that Hradec Králové Region is the least covered by services of RDAs. RDAs
located in the Region are not very active, which may result from their short existence.

Recommendations:
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On the basis of the conclusions, several recommendations can be made which could if realised – upgrade the effort to foster regional development, smoothen the integration of the
Czech Republic in the system of the Structural Fund and help to exploit the opportunities
offered by the EU support to the maximum.
⇒ The first recommendation is common to all regional actors and concerns their general
approach to regional development. It is advisable to base the regional development
activities more on strategic planning and minimise the influence of political interests.
Although more and more attention is paid to conscious conceptual work (due to the
influence of standard procedures used in the EU), it has not acquired yet the recognition it
deserves. Ad hoc actions lead by political interests often prevail. Regional actors,
especially those with public administration authority, should concentrate on long-term
priorities beneficial to the region/locality disregarding their political orientation.
⇒ Another general recommendation regards partnership. For various reasons, mainly as a
result of the communist legacy, the Czech society is lagging behind in development of
public-private partnership. It is desirable to engage private sector in the endeavour to
promote regional development, both through particular incentives (legislative, financial)
and increased day-to-day partnership-seeking effort of the public sector.
⇒ Also, more emphasis should put on building of partnerships among municipalities. An
enhanced cooperation would be beneficial to all from the point of efficiency (for example,
the issue of water treatment can be resolved more easily and with lower costs by a joint
action of several municipalities than by individual municipalities). Moreover, the value of
partnership even augments in the perspective of the EU assistance. Associations of
municipalities or microregions have greater chances to succeed and gain assistance for
their regional development projects than separate municipalities.
⇒ Let‘s turn the attention to the relation between the Regions and RDAs. It follows from
the survey that it is preferable for the Regions to enter the RDAs in terms of ownership.
The experience of first Regions which set out this way in 2001 and 2002 proved that an
ownership linkage between Regions and RDAs ensures a better division of labour
between the two. It can eliminate duplicities in their effort and, which is equally
significant, resolve the harmful competition between them. Also, a clear and firm linkage
between the Regions and RDAs can counterbalance ambiguities in the delegation of
powers from the state to the Regions and in the government’s approach towards RDAs.
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And finally, an ownership linkage between the two seem to be the best answer to
uncertainties resulting from the on-coming abolishment of districts. Only a harmonious
cooperation between RDAs and Regions can close up the vacuum expected after the
disappearance of districts.
⇒ One more comment addressed specifically to the Regions: it appears appropriate for the
Regions to limit their costly, no matter how agreeable (re)presentation activities abroad.
Not undermining the importance of cross-border partnerships, resources spared from
limitation of these activities could be used on “internal” activities to a higher benefit of the
Region.
⇒ A large set of recommendations is related to the financing of regional development
activities of regional actors. First of all, the redistribution of resources between
municipalities should be brought to a reasonable extent. Currently, municipalities have a
minimal chance to profit from additional wealth created by skillful management of
municipal affairs. It is preferable to reintegrate the motivation principle in the Act on
Budgetary Determination of Taxes. It is necessary to introduce a clear link between tax
yields created on the territory of a municipality and incomes of the municipality.
Solidarity must be preserved, however, municipalities should be encouraged to promote
entrepreneurship on their territory.
As for financing of the Regions, a predominant requirement for the centre is to put
forward the delegation of financial powers to regions so that decentralisation does not rest
only on a paper.
As far as regional development agencies are concerned, here it would be reasonable to
abandon the link of their incomes to the budgetary year in favour of a more balanced
income during the year. Also, it would be appropriate if operational costs of RDAs could
be covered from public budgets so that RDAs are not forced to prefer commercial
activities to activities with a greater benefit for regional development.
⇒ The state should aim to create a stable and unambiguous environment for regional
actors. Above all, it should define clearly the role of RDAs in legislation and clarify its
approach towards them. The delegation of powers from the state to the Regions should
follow a firm timetable. The rules for financing of municipalities should be stabilised in a
middle-term perspective.
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⇒ The requirement of a clear and stable environment applies also to the implementation of
the EU assistance. Since the implementation structures were created without a
preliminary plan or a consistent concept, confusion appears among potential beneficiaries
with harmful impacts on the absorption capacity and efficiency of implementation on
regional level. For a better appreciation of the EU assistance, it is also advisable to keep
the conditions, rules and procedures for allocation of the support stable and transparent, to
limit the administrative bureaucracy of implementation, to prolong the periods for
submission of projects and limit delays at the central level so that more time space is
given to the beneficiaries themselves. Longer periods for submission of applications
would increase the quality of projects and create fairer conditions for smaller
municipalities with limited personal capacities.
⇒ In order to increase the absorption capacity, the state should also make an effort to provide
regional actors systematically with information on programmes opened. A single
official information channel should be established, easily accessible to all interested
parties, which would deliver complete, credible, timely and accurate information. The
state should also make a better use of the existing network of RDAs. For example, RDAs
should be supported financially by the state in order to provide training and guidance for
municipalities free of charge and also in peripheral areas and small municipalities.
⇒ For success with the EU funds, general advice for potential beneficiaries is to back their
development projects with solid strategic documents, enhance partnerships and sources of
information on support programmes and to strengthen their personal capacities in order to
make project planning an ordinary task and increase their flexibility in project submission.

Conclusion of the conclusion
We believe the research has reached its objectives and fulfils the expectations and
requirements placed on it. It provides an introspective look into the problems of the
implementation of the EU assistance in the Czech Republic, especially as seen from the
perspective of the local and regional actors.
The greatest input is seen in the originality of the research and its close proximity to
our present reality. To our knowledge, no other survey of this kind and scope has been
undertaken in the Czech Republic. The originality and up-to-date nature of the research makes
it a valuable source of information for institutions involved in coordination and
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implementation of the EU assistance. On one hand, the outcomes can serve as a feedback for
institutions at the central level, involved in formation of the whole implementation system.
(Several institutions contacted in the course of the research showed a strong interest in key
findings of the research.) On the other hand, it can bring useful hints for regional actors who
are often final beneficiaries of the assistance (all municipalities, regions and RDAs which
answered the questionnaire will obtain a summary of key findings including comprehensive
information on all programmes of assistance they can participate in). These two effects
combined, the outcome of the research can lead to improvements in communication between
the central level and regional actors and thus contribute to a smooth functioning of the
implementation of the EU assistance in the Czech Republic.
We are convinced the research has also an unquestionable scientific input. It is to
admit there is not much theoretical contribution to find in the thesis. The scientific value of
the research lies in the field of methodology and in its pioneer character. Not only was a
completely new field of research examined, but also a new method was introduced. The thesis
contributed to propagation of the GUHA method and expansion of its application in
socio-economic domains of science.
We hope other research projects will follow in the future which will elaborate main
findings of our research. Also, we hope the thesis will inspire other scientist to test the GUHA
method in their respective field of research. And finally, we hope the research finds its way to
contribute to the optimal set-up of the Czech system of regional support for absorption of the
ever increasing EU assistance.
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RESUMÉ
Předkládaná disertační práce je věnována vysoce aktuálnímu tématu české reality:
přípravě České republiky na začlenění do systému regionálních podpor Evropské unie
(Strukturálních fondů). V rámci těchto příprav čerpá Česká republika již dnes pomoc EU
v rámci tzv. předstrukturálních fondů. Práce se soustředila na zodpovězení otázky, jak je tato
pomoc využívána na regionální úrovni.
První kapitola se zabývá různými aspekty pomoci, kterou Evropská unie až dosud
poskytla České republice. Seznamuje čtenáře s tím, jak se vyvíjely cíle, rozsah, nástroje a
formy pomoci, procedury a mechanismy její implementace, a rovněž podává přehled fondů
EU, z jakých mohou regionální aktéři čerpat.
Druhá kapitola je věnována druhé straně téže mince: popisuje úsilí České republiky
vynaložené na využití této nabízené pomoci. Rozebírá postupně systém regionální politiky v
České republice, její legislativní a institucionální rámec, územní uspořádání veřejné správy v
ČR, tvorbu programových dokumentů, otázky financování regionální pomoci a systém
regionální statistiky. Ve všech těchto aspektech regionální pomoci v ČR, jak byla utvářena
zejména od poloviny 90.let, je patrný vliv “instrukcí” Evropské unie.
Třetí kapitola představuje jádro celé práce. Seznamuje čtenáře s výsledky vlastního
výzkumu - dotazníkového šetření s cílem odhalit roli jednotlivých regionálních aktérů
v regionálním rozvoji, jejich dosavadní zkušenosti s fondy EU a jejich připravenost na
využívání finanční pomoci ze Strukturálních fondů. Výzkum se zaměřil na tři skupiny
regionálních aktérů v České republice, kteří mají největší podíl na regionálním rozvoji a
nejsilnější vazbu na pomoc EU: obce nad 5000 obyvatel, kraje a regionální rozvojové
agentury (RRA). Elektronickou cestou byly 263 obcím, 13 krajům (vyjma Prahy) a 18 RRA
rozeslány strukturované dotazníky s otázkami v oblasti úlohy v regionálním rozvoji,
kompetencí, partnerství, lidských zdrojů, financování projektů regionálního rozvoje,
zkušeností s fondy EU a zdrojů informací o programech EU. Návratnost, které bylo dosaženo,
lze dle měřítek sociologických výzkumů považovat za uspokojivou: 58% u obcí, 100% u
krajů a 82% u RRA.
Pro analýzu odpovědí získaných v dotazníkovém šetření byly použity dvě základní
metody. První představuje metoda relativní četnosti odpovědí (či procentuálního rozdělení
odpovědí) tradičně používaná v sociologických výzkumech, zejména výzkumech veřejného
mínění. Druhým analytickým nástrojem byla metoda GUHA (General Unary Hypotheses
Automaton), speciální metoda zpracování dat vyvinutá týmem vědeckých pracovníků na půdě
Československé akademie věd. Její předností je schopnost pomocí speciálního softwaru
vyhodnocovat nominální data, tj. údaje kvalitativního charakteru. Metoda GUHA generuje
hypotézy o souvislostech či závislostech podporovaných daty.
Čtvrtá kapitola shrnuje klíčová zjištění, která z výzkumu vyplynula. Na základě těchto
zjištění jsou zde učiněna doporučení směřovaná k odstranění nejčastějších problémů a
překážek pociťovaných jednotlivými regionálními aktéry při implementaci pomoci EU.
Navrhujeme zlepšení, která – pokud realizována – mohou zvýšit efektivitu finanční pomoci
EU České republice, maximalizovat prospěch z této pomoci plynoucí a podpořit absorpční
kapacitu na místní a lokální úrovni.

156

REFERENCES
Monographies:
!

El-Agraa A.M., Regional Integration. Experience, theory and measurement, MacMillan Press,
London, 1999

!

Hájek P., Havránek T., Mechanizing Hypothesis Formation, Springer-Verlag, 1978

!

Hall R., Smith A., Tsoukalis L., Competitiveness and Cohesion in EU Policies, Oxford University
Press, Oxford, 2001

!

Honziková, Z.: GUHA +/- User's guide, manual for GUHA +/- software package, 1999

!

Isard W. et al., Methods of Interregional Analysis, Ashgate Publishing Company, Aldershot, 1998

!

Leonardi R., Convergence, Cohesion and Integration in the European Union, MacMillan Press,
London, 1995

!

Nijkamp P. (ed.), Handbook of Regional and Urban Economics, Elsevier Science, Amsterdam
1996

!

Potůček M. et al., The Vision of the Development of the Czech Republic until 2015 (Vize rozvoje
České republiky do roku 2015), Centre for Economic and Social Strategies, Charles University,
Prague, 2001

!

Rektořík J. et al., Development Strategy of Towns, Municipalities, Regions and their
Organisations (Strategie rozvoje měst, obcí, regionů a jejich organizací), Masaryk University,
Brno 1999

!

Urban L., European Internal Market and Preparation of the Czech Republic for the Integration
(Evropský vnitřní trh a příprava České Republiky na začlenění), Národohospodářský ústav Josefa
Hlávky, 2001

!

Vintrová R. et al., Social and Economic Impacts of the Integration of the Czech Republic in the
European Union (Socialní a ekonomické dopady integrace České republiky do Evropské unie),
University of Economics, Prague, 2001

!

Witzová I., Impacts of the Czech Republic’s Accession to the EU (Důsledky vstupu České
republiky do Evropské unie), Institute of International Relations, Prague, 2000

Articles and studies:
!

Bachtler J., Downes R., Regional Policy in the Transition Countries: A Comparative Assessment,
European Planning Studies, Vol.7, No.6, 1999

!

Boldrin M., Canova F., Inequality and Convergence in Europe‘s Regions: Reconsidering
European Regional Policies, Economic Policy - A European Forum, 2001

•

Philippine Cour, Laurence Nayman, Fonds structurels et disparités régionales en Europe, La
lettre du CEPII (Centre d’études prospectives et d’informations internationales), N° 177 – 3/1999

!

Gács J., Benáček V., EU Structural Support: Its Macroeconomic and Distributional Effects and
Social Environment, International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis, Austria, August 2001

•

Yann Gaillard, Agenda 2000 – Quelle politique régionale pour une Europe élargie, Regard
Européen, 4/1998

157

•

Yann Gaillard, Aide aux régions : Les fruits de la solidarité européenne, 7 jours Europe, N° 339 –
25/01/1999

•

Armelle Guinebertiere, Reforme de l’aide européenne aux régions : les vraies questions, La lettre
de Strasbourg, N° 191/1998

!

Hájek, P., Sochorová, A., Zvárová, J., GUHA for personal computers, Computational Statistics,
19/1995

!

Kaufmannová M., How to apply for EU funds, Small Project of ICEU Prague, April 2001

•

Philippe Martin, Convergence et politiques régionales en Europe, Problèmes économiques, N°
2547 – 17/12/1997

!

Martin P., Can Regional Policies Affect Geography and Growth in Europe?, World Economy,
No.3, 1997

!

Martin P., Public Policies, Regional Inequalities and Growth, Journal of Public Economics,
No.73, 1999

!

Martin P., Are European Regional Policies Delivering?, EIB Papers, Vol.4, No.2, 1999

!

Martin P., The Role of Public Policy in the Process of Regional Convergence, EIB Papers 2000

!

Mička P., Tomečková O., Analysis of the Situation of Regional Development Agencies in the
Czech Republic (Analýza postavení regionálních rozvojových agentur v České republice), Charles
University, Prague, 2000

!

Mickiewicz T., Convergence versus Rapid Deindustrialisation. Restructuring of Employment in
Central Europe, Paper presented at the Workshop on Regional Development and Policy, Zentrum
für Europäische Integrationsforschung, Bonn, 10-11 December 1999

!

Petrakos G., Patterns of Regional Inequality in Transition Economies, Paper presented at the
Workshop on Regional Development and Policy, Zentrum für Europäische Integrationsforschung,
Bonn, 10-11 December 1999

!

Richterová M., „You won’t get!” („Nedostaneš!“), EU Funds, Ekonom 48/2001

!

Strengthening the Czech Republic´s preparation for integration into the EU with regard to the
Environment (research report), Charles University Environment Centre, December 2000

!

Žák P., Hálová J., Mutagenes Discovery Using PC GUHA Software System. In: Lecture Notes in
Computer Science, LNCS 1721 Springer Verlag Berlin, Heidelberg, New York, Tokio 1999

Articles on the second stage of the public administration reform in the Czech Republic in Parlamentní
zpravodaj, 1/2002:
!

Březina J., The Regional Authorities have taken off too well (Krajské úřady se rozjely až příliš
dobře) – an interview with the governor of Olomouc Region edited by P. Šaradin

!

Linek L., Public Administration Reform – Who determines its direction? (Reforma veřejné zprávy
– kdo určuje její směr?), Parlamentní zpravodaj, 1/2002

!

Mleziva Š., Kuča K., Small Districts – An important efficiency instrument of public administration
(Malé okresy – významný nástroj efektivity veřejné správy), Parlamentní zpravodaj, 1/2002

!

Postránecký J., Reform is retarded, yet, it will be accomplished by the elections (Reforma se
zbrzdila, do voleb se však stihne) – an interview with the Deputy Minister of Home Affairs edited
by L.Linek

!

Šulák T., Small districts and more self-administration from the point of view of microregions
(Malé okresy a více samosprávy z pohledu mikroregionů)

Official documents:
158

European Union
!

Treaty on the Establishment of the European Community, 1957

!

Agenda 2000, European Commission, 1997

!

Regular Report from the Commission on Czech Republic‘s progress towards accession 1999,
2000, 2001

!

Second report on economic and social cohesion, European Commission, 2001

!

Sixth Periodic Report on the social and economic situation and development of the regions of the
European Union, European Commission, 1999

!

Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 on general provisions on Structural Funds

!

Council Regulation (EC) No 1267/1999 establishing an Instrument for Structural Policies for Preaccession

!

Presidency conclusions - Berlin European Council, 24 and 25 March 1999

!

Treaty on the Establishment of the European Community, 1957

Legal acts and strategic documents of the Czech Republic
!

Regional Development Support Act (No 248/2000), June 2000

!

Act on the Capital City of Prague (No 131/2000), April 2000

!

Act on Municipalities (No 128/2000), April 2000

!

Act on Regions (No 129/2000), April 2000

!

Principles of the Regional Policy of the Czech Republic (Government Resolution No 235/1998),
April 1998

!

Constitutional Act on the Formation of the Higher Territorial Administrative Units (No 347/1997),
November 1997

!

Resolution on Principles of Governmental Regional Economic Policy (No 759/1992)

!

Resolution on finalisation of programming documents and definition of managing and payment
authorities for implementation of the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund of the European
Union (No 102/2002), January 2002

!

Regional Development Strategy of the Czech Republic, approved by the Government in July 2000
(Government Resolution No. 682/2000)

!

National Development Plan (draft), to be finished by 30 June 2002

!

Agriculture and Rural Development Plan of the Czech Republic 2000-2006, April 2000

!

National Programme for the Preparation of the Czech Republic for the Membership of the
European Union 2001

Ministry for Regional Development
!

Assistance by the Ministry of Regional Development: Regions 1998-2001 (Podpora Ministerstva
pro regionální rozvoj 1998-2001), 2002

!

Assistance by the Ministry of Regional Development: Districts 1998-2001 (Podpora Ministerstva
pro regionální rozvoj 1998-2001), 2002

!

Regional Support of Small and Middle-Size Enterpreneurship in 2001-2004 (Regionální podpora
malého a středního podnikání v letech 2001-2004), 2001
159

!

Information Handbook for Municipalities on Support Programmes launched by Individual
Ministries in 2001 (Informační příručka pro obce o programech podpory vyhlašovaných
jednotlivými ministerstvy v roce 2001), 2001

!

Preparation of the Czech Republic for the Implementation of EU Cohesion Policy from the year
2000 (English edition), 1999

!

Preparation of the Czech Republic for the Use of the Structural Funds (Příprava České republiky
na využívání Strukturálních fondů), 1998

Centre for Regional Development
!

The Role of Regional Development Agencies in the Implementation of the Structural Funds in the
Conditions of the Czech Republic (Role regionálních rozvojových agentur při využívání
Strukturálních fondů Evropské unie), 1997

!

Conditions of Competency of Regional Development Agencies in the Czech Republic for
Cooperation in the Area of Regional Development Support(Podmínky způsobilosti regionálních
rozvojových agentur v České republice pro spolupráci v oblasti podpory regionálního rozvoje),
November 1999

Czech Statistical Office
!

Regional Accounts 2000 (Regionální účty 2000), 2001

!

Regional Portraits 1999 (Regionální portréty 1999), 2000

!

Districts of the Czech Republic (Okresy České republiky v roce 2000), 2001

!

Labour Market in the Czech Republic – New Territorial Organisation (Trh práce v České
republice - nové územní uspořádání), 2000

!

Small Lexicon of Municipalities of the Czech Republic 2000 (Malý lexikon obcí České republiky
2000), 2001

Other
!

Report on the actual state of the public administration reform in the Czech Republic (Background
material for presentation read by J. Postránecký, Deputy Minister of Home Affairs, at a conference
on preparation of public administration staff in Olomouc, 6-7 September 2001)

Journals and newspapers:
!
!

Hospodářské noviny, Prague
Mladá fronta DNES, Prague

!

České noviny (on-line), Prague

!

Ekonom, Prague

!

Euro, Prague

!

Veřejná správa, Prague

Fundamental Internet sites:
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!

www.vlada.cz (Government of the Czech Republic)

!

www.psp.cz (Parliament of the Czech Republic)

!

www.mmr.cz (Ministry for Regional Development of the Czech Republic)

!

www.crr.cz (Centre for Regional Development)

!

www.mvcr.cz (Ministry of Home Affairs of the Czech Republic) – information on public
administration reform

!

www.mfcr.cz (Ministry of Finance of the Czech Republic) – Centre for Foreign Assistance

!

www.evropska-unie.cz (Delegation of the European Commission to the Czech Republic)

!

www.euroskop.cz (Information server on the EU affairs administered by the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs)

!

http://europa.eu.int (European Union)

!

http://www.inforegio.eec.eu.int

!

www.ceskenoviny.cz (Czech daily on-line)
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DOTAZNÍK - obce
Poznámka: Elektronická forma dotazníku umožňuje respondentovi, aby sám určil délku své
odpovědi. Proto se, prosím, neřiďte prostorem ponechaným pro odpověď a na každou otázku
odpovězte v rozsahu, jaký sám/sama uznáte za vhodný. Pokud máte co sdělit, neváhejte využít
elasticity moderního dotazníku a sdělujte.
Okruh A: Rozvoj obce/okresu v rámci regionu:
Co považujete za nejzávažnější a nejnaléhavější problém v rozvoji Vaší obce?

Jakým způsobem chcete přispět/přispíváte k jeho vyřešení?

Myslíte, že máte dostatečně kvalitní podmínky pro to, abyste mohli uspokojivě zajistit
rozvoj obce v rámci regionu?

Co považujete za hlavní překážky při naplňování svého poslání coby aktéra
regionálního rozvoje?

Okruh B: Kompetence
Máte pro vykonávání své úlohy v regionálním rozvoji dostatečné kompetence?

Setkáváte se s neochotou státní správy při předávání určitých kompetencí?
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Okruh C: Partnerství
Kdo jsou Vaši hlavní partneři v oblasti regionálního rozvoje (další obce, státní správa,
regionální samospráva, soukromý sektor, regionální rozvojové agentury, neziskové
organizace, zahraniční partneři atd.)?

Jaké jsou Vaše vztahy s regionální samosprávou (krajské orgány), zejména co se týče
spolupráce v otázkách místního rozvoje?

Máte již nějaké zkušenosti s regionálními rozvojovými agenturami? Jaké?

Okruh D: Lidský kapitál
Máte dostatek zkušeného personálu pro analýzu projektů a programování?

Zaměstnává Váš úřad pracovníka touto problematikou speciálně pověřeného?

Jste schopni vypracovávat a předkládat projekty sami?

Pokud ne, jste ochotni za vypracování projektu a veškeré dokumentace s tím spojené
zaplatit specializované firmě? Víte, na koho se v tomto případě obrátit?

164

Okruh E: Financování
Odkud čerpáte finanční zdroje pro financování projektů regionálního rozvoje?

Spatřujete ve fondech EU určených pro regionální rozvoj potenciální zdroj financování
investičních a jiných záměrů obce?

Pokud se již Vaše obec účastnila nějakého projektu v rámci předvstupních fondů EU,
z jakého zdroje pocházely prostředky nutné pro spolufinancování?

Okruh F: Projekty financované v rámci programů EU
Jaké jsou vaše dosavadní zkušenosti s programy a projekty podporovanými z fondů
EU? (Pokud jste se již nějakého takového projektu účastnili, uveďte prosím název, zaměření,
rok realizace, v rámci jakého programu EU a způsob spolufinancování)

Máte dostatečný přehled o všech programech EU, v nichž by Vaše instituce mohla
participovat? (PHARE, SAPARD, ISPA, LIFE 3, SAVE II …)?
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Okruh G: Získávání informací
Kde získáváte informace týkající se programů a projektů podporovaných z fondů EU?
Výběr, prosím, proveďte prostřednictvím podtržení či zvýraznění a u každé vybrané položky
specifikujte její váhu mezi informačními zdroji a upřesněte (typ materiálu, školení, internetové
stránky ...).
% legislativa ČR
%

materiály MMR či dalších resortů státní správy

%

školení pořádaná státními institucemi (ministerstva…) či jinými organizacemi s podporou
z veřejných zdrojů (Národní vzdělávací fond, Vzdělávací centrum pro veřejnou správu,
Regionální rozvojové agentury …)

%

školení pořádaná komerčními institucemi – Hospodářská komora, Agrární komora,
vzdělávací agentury ...

%

informace od zahraničních partnerů (např. partnerských měst, v rámci euroregionů …)

%

Internet

%

další

Mnohokrát Vám děkuji za Váš čas a trpělivost.

Pokud máte zájem o zaslání výsledků výzkumu (pochopitelně antrax-free, tj.
v elektronické podobě), pokud Vás zajímá porovnání odpovědí Vaší obce s výsledkem
kvalitativní analýzy všech obdržených odpovědí, uveďte, prosím, svou elektronickou
adresu:

................................................
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DOTAZNÍK - kraje
Poznámka: Elektronická forma dotazníku umožňuje respondentovi, aby sám určil délku své
odpovědi. Proto se, prosím, neřiďte prostorem ponechaným pro odpověď a na každou otázku
odpovězte v rozsahu, jaký sám/sama uznáte za vhodný. Pokud máte co sdělit, neváhejte využít
elasticity moderního dotazníku a sdělujte.
Okruh A: Úloha v rozvoji regionu:
Jakým způsobem se utváří úloha regionální samosprávy (resp. krajského úřadu) coby
hlavního aktéra regionálního rozvoje?

Myslíte, že máte dostatečně kvalitní podmínky pro to, abyste tuto úlohu mohli
vykonávat?

Co považujete za hlavní překážky při naplňování svého poslání?

Okruh B: Kompetence
Máte pro vykonávání své úlohy v regionálním rozvoji dostatečné kompetence?

Setkáváte se s neochotou státní správy při předávání určitých kompetencí?
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Okruh C: Partnerství
Kdo jsou Vaši hlavní partneři v oblasti regionálního rozvoje (obce, státní správa, další
kraje, soukromý sektor, regionální rozvojové agentury, neziskové organizace,
zahraniční partneři atd.)?

Jaké jsou Vaše vztahy s centrální úrovní státní správy, co se týče otázek komunikace,
financování, kompetencí, zapojení do utváření regionální politiky (vytváření
programových dokumentů, účast na doplnění regionálních aspektů sektorových politik
…), technické pomoci, distribuce informací?

Jaké jsou Vaše vztahy s nižší úrovní státní správy, tj. okresy?

Jaké jsou Vaše vztahy s regionálními rozvojovými agenturami z hlediska komunikace,
spolupráce, vlastnické provázanosti či financování?

Okruh D: Lidský kapitál
Máte dostatek zkušeného personálu pro zpracování projektů a programování?

Kolik pracovníků čítá Váš odbor regionálního rozvoje? Jsou tito pracovníci pro svou
práci nějak speciálně školeni?

Jste schopni vypracovávat projekty a programové dokumenty sami?

Pokud ne, jste ochotni za tuto službu zaplatit specializované firmě? Víte, na koho se
v tomto případě obrátit?
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Okruh E: Financování
Odkud čerpáte finanční zdroje pro financování projektů regionálního rozvoje?

Pokud se již Váš kraj účastnil nějakého projektu v rámci předvstupních fondů EU,
z jakého zdroje pocházely prostředky nutné pro spolufinancování?

Okruh F: Projekty financované v rámci programů EU
Jaké jsou vaše dosavadní zkušenosti s programy a projekty podporovanými z fondů
EU?

Máte dostatečný přehled o všech programech EU, v nichž by Vaše instituce mohla
participovat? (PHARE, SAPARD, ISPA, LIFE 3, SAVE II …)?

Okruh G: Získávání informací
Kde získáváte informace týkající se programů a projektů podporovaných z fondů EU?
Výběr, prosím, proveďte prostřednictvím podtržení či zvýraznění a u každé vybrané položky
specifikujte její váhu mezi informačními zdroji a upřesněte (typ materiálu, školení, internetové
stránky ...).
% legislativa ČR
%

materiály MMR či dalších resortů státní správy

%

školení pořádaná státními institucemi (ministerstva…) či jinými organizacemi s podporou
z veřejných zdrojů (Národní vzdělávací fond, Vzdělávací centrum pro veřejnou správu,
Regionální rozvojové agentury …)

%

školení pořádaná komerčními institucemi – Hospodářská komora, Agrární komora,
vzdělávací agentury ...

%

informace od zahraničních partnerů (např. partnerských měst, v rámci Euroregionů …)

%

Internet

%

další
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DOTAZNÍK - RRA
Poznámka: Elektronická forma dotazníku umožňuje respondentovi, aby sám určil délku své
odpovědi. Proto se, prosím, neřiďte prostorem ponechaným pro odpověď a na každou otázku
odpovězte v rozsahu, jaký sám/sama uznáte za vhodný. Pokud máte co sdělit, neváhejte využít
elasticity moderního dotazníku a sdělujte.
Okruh A: Obecné informace
Název RRA (včetně právní formy):
Rok vzniku:
Zakladatel:
Vlastnická struktura:
Počet pracovníků:
Způsob financování (Uveďte, prosím, jaký podíl ve Vašem rozpočtu zaujímají příspěvky ze
státního či krajského rozpočtu, granty, soukromé zdroje, vlastní aktivity ....):

Okruh B: Úloha
Jakým způsobem se utváří Vaše úloha coby jednoho z hlavních aktérů regionálního
rozvoje?

Myslíte, že máte dostatečně kvalitní podmínky pro to, abyste tuto úlohu mohli
vykonávat?

Co považujete za hlavní překážky při naplňování svého poslání?
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Okruh C: Partnerství
Kdo jsou Vaši hlavní partneři v oblasti regionálního rozvoje (státní správa, obce, kraje,
soukromý sektor, další regionální rozvojové agentury, neziskové organizace, zahraniční
partneři atd.)?

Jak probíhá spolupráce a komunikace se státní správou, co se týče otázek kompetencí,
finanční, technické podpory, distribuce informací?

Jak probíhá spolupráce a komunikace s krajskou samosprávou?

Okruh D: Dosavadní činnost
Uveďte, prosím, jakou váhu má ta která oblast ve Vašem spektru aktivit. U každé oblasti
upřesněte, o jakou aktivitu se jedná či jednalo (typ projektu, fondu) a období, kdy došlo k její
realizaci.
%

podíl na zpracovávání regionálních či místních rozvojových plánů

%

realizace státní regionální politiky (tj. programy financované z českých zdrojů)

%

podíl na projektech podporovaných z EU

%

poradenství

%

spolupráce se zahraničními partnery

%

další

Mnohokrát Vám děkuji za Váš čas a trpělivost.
Pokud máte zájem o zaslání výsledků výzkumu (pochopitelně antrax-free, tj.
v elektronické podobě), uveďte, prosím, svou elektronickou adresu:

................................................
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Municipalities with population > 5000 and their electronic addresses

REGION

MUNICIPALITY

E-MAIL ADDRESS

Central Bohemia

BENEŠOV
VLAŠIM

taj@abnet.cz
starosta@mesto-vlasim.cz

TÝNEC NAD SÁZAVOU

starosta@mestotynec.cz

Southern Bohemia

BEROUN

be3@muberoun.cz

HOŘOVICE

starosta@mesto-horovice.cz

KRÁLŮV DVŮR

ou_kr.dvur@iol.cz

KLADNO

maxova@mestokladno.cz

SLANÝ

rubik@meuslany.cz

STOCHOV

starosta@mu-stochov.cz

KOLÍN

meu@kolin.cz

ČESKÝ BROD

brom@cesbrod.cz

KUTNÁ HORA

kancelar@mu.kutnahora.cz

ČÁSLAV

hamral@meucaslav.cz

ZRUČ NAD SÁZAVOU

muzruc@pvtnet.cz

MĚLNÍK

l.chrudimsky@melnik.cz

KRALUPY NAD VLTAVOU

tajmeu@kralupsko.cz

NERATOVICE

morava@neratovice.cz

MLADÁ BOLESLAV

polivka@mb-net.cz

MNICHOVO HRADIŠTĚ

info@mnhradiste.cz

BENÁTKY NAD JIZEROU

bnj@benatky.cz

NYMBURK

meu_nymburk@pha.pvtnet.cz - ERROR

PODĚBRADY

meu@podebrady.cz

LYSÁ NAD LABEM

mulysa@pha.pvtnet.cz

BRANDÝS NAD LABEM-STARÁ BOLESLAV

starosta@mesto.brandysnl.cz

ŘÍČANY

me_urad@ricany.cz

ČELÁKOVICE

mu@celakovice.cz

ROZTOKY

mu@roztoky.cz

PŘÍBRAM

josef.vacek@pribram-city.cz

SEDLČANY

mu@sedlcany.cz

DOBŘÍŠ

meu@dob.czn.cz

RAKOVNÍK

mgrpicl@murako.cz

ČESKÉ BUDĚJOVICE
TÝN NAD VLTAVOU

rerabekz@c-budejovice.cz
meutyn@iol.cz

ČESKÝ KRUMLOV

mail@mu.ckrumlov.cz

KAPLICE

meu@ka.ipex.cz

JINDŘICHŮV HRADEC

meu@jh.cz

TŘEBOŇ

posta@mesto-trebon.cz

DAČICE

starosta@dacice-mesto.cz

PÍSEK

lubos.prusa@mupisek.cz

MILEVSKO

straska@milevsko-mesto.cz

PROTIVÍN

starosta@muprotivin.cz

PRACHATICE

starosta@mupt.cz

VIMPERK

mu-vimperk@vi.bohem-net.cz

STRAKONICE

starosta@mu-st.cz

BLATNÁ

mesto@mesto-blatna.cz

VODŇANY

muvod@muvodnany.cz

TÁBOR

dedic@mu.tabor.cz

SEZIMOVO ÚSTÍ

p.podolsky@sezimovo-usti.cz

SOBĚSLAV

musob@sobnet.cz

VESELÍ NAD LUŽNICÍ

mesto@veseli.cz

BECHYNĚ

chaloupkova@mestobechyne.cz
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Plzeň Region

Karlovy Vary Region

Ústí nad Labem
Region

PLZEŇ
PŘEŠTICE

svoboda@mmp.plzen-city.cz
mesto.prestice@mbox.vol.cz

DOBŘANY

dobrany@dobrany.cz

NÝŘANY

starosta@mesto-nyrany.cz

ROKYCANY

starosta@rokycany.cz

DOMAŽLICE

podatelna@mesto-domazlice.cz

HORŠOVSKÝ TÝN

urad.hortyn@arcom.cz

KLATOVY

amazancova@mukt.cz

SUŠICE

mususice@susice.cz

HORAŽĎOVICE

murad@horazdovice.cz

NÝRSKO

info@mestonyrsko.cz

TACHOV

Tachov@tachov-mesto.cz

STŘÍBRO

bursik@mustribro.cz

PLANÁ

tajemnice@muplana.cz

KARLOVY VARY
OSTROV

zdenek_roubinek_mm@kvary.cz
jbures@ostrov.cz

NEJDEK

meu@nejdek.cz

CHEB

jakl@cheb-etc.cz

MARIÁNSKÉ LÁZNĚ

zdenekkra@marianskelazne.cz

AŠ

blazek.dalibor@muas.cz

FRANTIŠKOVY LÁZNĚ

mufrlazne@telecom.cz

SOKOLOV

jakobec@mu-sokolov.cz

CHODOV

muchodov@seznam.cz

KRASLICE

sekret@meu.kraslice.cz

HORNÍ SLAVKOV

muhslavkov@mbox.vol.cz

HABARTOV

muhabartov@iol.cz

KYNŠPERK NAD OHŘÍ

mesto@kynsperk.cz

ÚSTÍ NAD LABEM
DĚČÍN

patek@mag-ul.cz
mesto@mudecin.cz

VARNSDORF

varnsdorf@interdata.cz

RUMBURK

admin@mesto-rumburk.cz

ŠLUKNOV

sluknov@interdata.cz

ČESKÁ KAMENICE

mu_ckamenice@telecom.cz

JÍLOVÉ

jilovedc@space.cz

CHOMUTOV

jerabek-mistostar@chomutov-mesto.cz

JIRKOV

skapa@jirkov.cz

KADAŇ

starosta@mesto.kadan.cz

KLÁŠTEREC NAD OHŘÍ

sekretariat@muklasterec.cz

LITOMĚŘICE

landa@mulitom.cz

ROUDNICE NAD LABEM

vledlova@roudnicenl.cz

LOVOSICE

jan.kulhanek@meulovo.cz

ŠTĚTÍ

antonin.bohm@steti.cz

ŽATEC

farkota@mesto-zatec.cz

LOUNY

volkmann@mulouny.cz

PODBOŘANY

gutzer@podborany.net

MOST

Vladimir.Bartl@mumost.cz

LITVÍNOV

slaby@mulitvinov.cz

MEZIBOŘÍ

mezibori@iol.cz

TEPLICE

teplice@teplice.cz

BÍLINA

starosta@bilina.cz

KRUPKA

frantisek.ruzicka@mukrupka.cz

DUCHCOV

MU@duchcov.cz

DUBÍ

info@mesto-dubi.cz
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Liberec Region

Hradec Králové
Region

Pardubice Region

OSEK

osek@iol.cz

LIBEREC
FRÝDLANT

veselka.jiri@magistrat.liberec.cz
mesto_frydlant@iol.cz

HRÁDEK NAD NISOU

starosta@muhradek.cz

CHRASTAVA

starosta@chrastava.cz

ČESKÁ LÍPA

mesto@mucl.cz

NOVÝ BOR

tajemnik@novy-bor.cz

MIMOŇ

mu_mimon@clnet.cz

DOKSY

urad@mesto-doksy.cz

JABLONEC NAD NISOU

cerovsky@jablonec.cz

TANVALD

meu@tanvald.cz

ŽELEZNÝ BROD

t.rezler@zelbrod.cz

TURNOV

tajemnik@mu.turnov.cz

SEMILY

tajemnik@mu.semily.cz

LOMNICE NAD POPELKOU

podatelna@mu-lomnice.cz

JILEMNICE

starosta@mesto.jilemnice.cz

HRADEC KRÁLOVÉ
NOVÝ BYDŽOV

posta@umhk.cz
cesakova@novybydzov.cz

TŘEBECHOVICE POD OREBEM

derner@mutrebechovice.cz

CHLUMEC NAD CIDLINOU

mesto.chlumec@worldonline.cz

JIČÍN

tajemnik@mujicin.cz

NOVÁ PAKA

mu@novapaka.org

HOŘICE

mesturad@horice.org

NÁCHOD

info@mestonachod.cz

JAROMĚŘ

mu_jaro@atnet.cz

NOVÉ MĚSTO NAD METUJÍ

mu-novme@novemestonm.cz

ČERVENÝ KOSTELEC

mestock@mestock.cz

BROUMOV

louda@broumov-mesto.cz

HRONOV

starosta@mestohronov.cz

ČESKÁ SKALICE

ceskaskalice@iol.cz

RYCHNOV NAD KNĚŽNOU

Jaroslav.Kos@rychnov-city.cz

DOBRUŠKA

mesto@dobruska.cz

TÝNIŠTĚ NAD ORLICÍ

mestsky_urad@tyniste.cz

KOSTELEC NAD ORLICÍ

mukostelec@wo.cz

TRUTNOV

mesto@trutnov.cz

DVŮR KRÁLOVÉ NAD LABEM

kadlcik@mudk.cz

VRCHLABÍ

taj@muvrchlabi.cz

ÚPICE

mupice@volny.cz

PARDUBICE
PŘELOUČ

jiri.smaha@mmp.cz
meu_prelouc@hrk.pvtnet.cz

HOLICE

muholice@holice.cz

CHRUDIM

tajemnik@chrudim-city.cz

HLINSKO

nemcova.libuse@hlinsko.cz

SKUTEČ

skutec@xaz.cz

SVITAVY

dobes@svitavy.cz

MORAVSKÁ TŘEBOVÁ

szemanek@mtrebova.cz

LITOMYŠL

mesto@litomysl.cz

POLIČKA

mesto.policka@telecom.cz

ČESKÁ TŘEBOVÁ

tajemnik@ceska-trebova.cz

ÚSTÍ NAD ORLICÍ

motlova@muuo.cz

VYSOKÉ MÝTO

radnicevm@vmt.czn.cz

LANŠKROUN

radnice@lanskrounsko.cz

CHOCEŇ

starosta.chocen@tiscali.cz

LETOHRAD

ml.tajemnik@mu.letohrad.cz

174

Vysočina

Southern Moravia

Zlín Region

ŽAMBERK

starosta@mu.zamberk-city.cz

JIHLAVA
TELČ

jiri.dolezal@jihlava-city.cz
starosta@telc-etc.cz

TŘEŠŤ

starosta@trest.cz

PELHŘIMOV

urad@mestopelhrimov.cz

HUMPOLEC

jan.koten@mesto-humpolec.cz

PACOV

starosta@mestopacov.cz

HAVLÍČKŮV BROD

vstejskal@muhb.cz

CHOTĚBOŘ

stejskal@chotebor.com

SVĚTLÁ NAD SÁZAVOU

mysicka@svetlans.ipnet.cz - ERROR

LEDEČ NAD SÁZAVOU

mu.tajemnik@ledec-net.cz

ŽĎÁR NAD SÁZAVOU

tajemnik@zdarns.cz

VELKÉ MEZIŘÍČÍ

mestovm@mestovm.cz

NOVÉ MĚSTO NA MORAVĚ

starosta@nmnm.cz

BYSTŘICE NAD PERNŠTEJNEM

bystrice.np@worldonline.cz

TŘEBÍČ

rostislav.novak@mu-trebic.cz

MORAVSKÉ BUDĚJOVICE

starosta@mesto.mbnet.cz

NÁMĚŠŤ NAD OSLAVOU

podatelna@mesto-namest.cz

BRNO
IVANČICE

zbytek.petr@brno.cz
info@muiv.cz

KUŘIM

posta@radnice.kurim.cz

TIŠNOV

starosta@tisnov-mesto.cz

ŠLAPANICE

sekretariat@meuslapanice.cz

ROSICE

radnice@mesto.rosice.cz

BŘECLAV

mach@breclav-city.cz

MIKULOV

mach@mikulov.cz

HUSTOPEČE

starosta@hustopece-city.cz

BLANSKO

kala@blansko.cz

BOSKOVICE

josef.dohnalek@boskovice.cz

LETOVICE

mu.novotny@letovice.net

ADAMOV

mesto@adamov.cz

HODONÍN

koliba@muhodonin.cz

KYJOV

starosta@mukyjov.cz

VESELÍ NAD MORAVOU

starosta@veseli-nad-moravou.cz

DUBŇANY

mudubnany@iol.cz

STRÁŽNICE

starosta@straznice-mesto.cz

VYŠKOV

i.klenk@meuvyskov.cz

BUČOVICE

mu_bucovice@infos.cz

SLAVKOV U BRNA

tajemnik@meuslavkov.cz

ZNOJMO

info@muznojmo.cz

MORAVSKÝ KRUMLOV

morkrum@brno.anet.cz - ERROR

ZLÍN
OTROKOVICE

zdenekurbanovsky@muzlin.cz
misak@muotrokovice.cz

NAPAJEDLA

napajedla@napajedla.cz

SLAVIČÍN

starosta@mesto-slavicin.cz

BRUMOV-BYLNICE

zdenekblanar@brumov-bylnice.cz

LUHAČOVICE

mesto.luhacovice@avonet.cz

VALAŠSKÉ KLOBOUKY

starosta@mu-vk.cz

KROMĚŘÍŽ

josef.mencl@mesto-kromeriz.cz

HOLEŠOV

mesto@holesov.cz

BYSTŘICE POD HOSTÝNEM

panek@mubph.cz

HULÍN

mesto@hulin.cz

CHROPYNĚ

kotula@muchropyne.cz

UHERSKÉ HRADIŠTĚ

josef.botek@mesto-uh.cz
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Olomouc Region

Moravia-Silesia

UHERSKÝ BROD

Hynek.Susil@ub.cz

STARÉ MĚSTO

schonbaum@staremesto.uh.cz

VSETÍN

milan.pucek@mestovsetin.cz

VALAŠSKÉ MEZIŘÍČÍ

mikusek@muvalmez.cz

ROŽNOV POD RADHOŠTĚM

starosta@roznov.cz

ZUBŘÍ

obec.zubri@ro.inext.cz

OLOMOUC
ŠTERNBERK

infocentrum@olomoucko.cz
skyva@sternberk.cz

UNIČOV

jkapralova@unicov.cz

LITOVEL

sekretariat@mestolitovel.cz

PROSTĚJOV

tajemnik@mestopv.cz

PŘEROV

starosta@mu-prerov.cz

HRANICE

rudolf.novak@meu.hranet.cz

LIPNÍK NAD BEČVOU

lipnik@meu.lipnet.cz

KOJETÍN

starosta@radnice.kojetin.cz

ŠUMPERK

posta@musumperk.cz

ZÁBŘEH

janhuba@muzabreh.cz

MOHELNICE

mesto@mu-mohelnice.cz

JESENÍK

starosta@mujes.cz

OSTRAVA
KRNOV

akartouskova@mmo.cz
jhercig@mukrnov.cz

BRUNTÁL

starosta@mubruntal.cz

RÝMAŘOV

starosta@rymarov.cz

VRBNO POD PRADĚDEM

mestovrbno@iol.cz

FRÝDEK-MÍSTEK

mikulec.petr@frydekmistek.cz

TŘINEC

Igor.Petrov@mutri.trz.cz

FRÝDLANT NAD OSTRAVICÍ

frydlant@applet.cz

VRATIMOV

meu-vratimov@volny.cz

JABLUNKOV

starosta@jablunkov.cz

ŠENOV

meu.senov@seznam.cz

BYSTŘICE

anna.konderlova@bystrice.cz

HAVÍŘOV

tajemnik@umha.cz

KARVINÁ

nogol@muka.cz

ORLOVÁ

tadeas.bijok@muor.cz

ČESKÝ TĚŠÍN

kuczerova@tesin.cz

BOHUMÍN

fialova.dagmar@mubo.cz

PETŘVALD

holecek@petrvald-mesto.cz

RYCHVALD

Rychvald@rkka.cz

NOVÝ JIČÍN

sramek@novyjicin-town.cz

KOPŘIVNICE

starosta@koprivnice.cz

FRENŠTÁT POD RADHOŠTĚM

starosta@mufrenstat.cz

STUDÉNKA

starosta@mesto-studenka.cz

PŘÍBOR

star@pribor-mesto.cz

BÍLOVEC

tajemnik_mubc@telecom.cz

ODRY

mlcoch@odry.cz

FULNEK

meufulnek@iol.cz

OPAVA

tomas.elis@opava-city.cz

HLUČÍN

meu.hlucin@telecom.cz

KRAVAŘE

mesto@kravare.cz

VÍTKOV

vitkov.starosta@silesia.cz

HRADEC NAD MORAVICÍ

sekretariat@muhradec.cz

Notes:
1. Bold letters indicate municipalities which returned the questionnaire.
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2.

Italics is used for municipalities which refused to complete the questionnaire for negligible experience with
the EU funds or too busy agenda.
3. ERROR – The address shows a permanent error and no other address has been identified.
4. The e-mail addresses are the official addresses of municipalities (mayor, secretary, secretariat).
Electronic contacts for the Regions and Regional Development Agencies

REGION

Internet site

E-MAIL (Regional Authority) E-MAIL (Regional
Development Department)

Prague

www.praha-mesto

podatelna@mag.mepnet.cz

Central Bohemia
Southern Bohemia
Plzeň
Karlovy Vary
Ústí nad Labem
Liberec
Hradec Králové

www.kr-stredocesky.cz
www.kraj-jihocesky.cz
www.kr-plzensky.cz
www.kr-karlovarsky.cz
www.kr-ustecky.cz
www.kraj-lbc.cz
www.krkralovehradecky.cz
www.pardubickykraj.cz
www.kr-vysocina.cz

info@stredocech.cz
podatelna@kraj-jihocesky.cz
posta@kr-plzensky.cz
epodatelna@kr-karlovarsky.cz
urad@kr-ustecky.cz
info@kraj-lbc.cz
posta@kr-kralovehradecky.cz

Pardubice
Vysočina
Southern Moravia
Zlín
Olomouc
Moravia-Silesia

www.kr-jihomoravsky.cz
www.kr-zlinsky.cz
www.kr-olomoucky.cz
www.krajmoravskoslezsky.cz

posta@pardubickykraj.cz
sekretariat.hejtman@krvysocina.cz
podatelna@kr-jihomoravsky.cz
posta@kr-zlinsky.cz
posta@kr-olomoucky.cz
posta@kr-moravskoslezsky.cz

STR@urm.mepnet.cz
OZV@mag.mepnet.cz
region.stcku@volny.cz
zima@kraj-jihocesky.cz
Alena.Cechova@kr-plzensky.cz
jaromir.musil@kr-karlovarsky.cz
kadlecova.z@kr-ustecky.cz
jiri.lauerman@kraj-lbc.cz
phap@kr-kralovehradecky.cz
pavel.kalivoda@pardubickykraj.cz
jourova.v@kr-vysocina.cz
orr@kr-jihomoravsky.cz
zdenek.chvatal@kr-zlinsky.cz
s.losert@kr-olomoucky.cz
miroslav.kopecny@krmoravskoslezsky.cz

RDA

Internet site

E-mail

RDA Ostrava
RDA of Ústí Region
RDA for Central Moravia
RDA Nisa
RDA Šumava
RDA Bílé Karpaty-Moravské Kopanice
RDA of Southern Moravia
RDA of Eastern Moravia
RDA Plzeň Region
RDA Euroregion Labe – ARREL
Czech-Moravian Development Agency
RDA Egrensis – RRAE
RDA RERA (Southern Bohemia)
RDA Central Bohemia
RDA of Pardubice Region
RDA Vysočina
RDA Hradec Králové
RDA Euro-Glacensis

www.rdaova.cz
www.rra.cz
www.rarsm.cz
www.arr-nisa.cz
www.rra-sumava.cz
www.cr-sr.cz
www.rrajm.cz
www.rra-vychodnimorava.cz
www.rra-pk.cz
www.arrel.cz
www.cmra.cz
www.rrae.cz
www.rera.cz
www.rra-strednicechy.cz
www.rrapk.cz
www.rda-vysocina.cz

arr@rdaova.cz
rra@rra.cz
rarsm@rarsm.cz
info@arr-nisa.cz
rra.sumava@worldonline.cz
kuca@volny.cz
rrajm@rrajm.cz
schneider@rra-vychodnimorava.cz
uhlik@rra-pk.cz
agentura@arrel.cz
cmra@esnet.cz
cheb@rrae.cz
rera@rera.cz
svitek@rra-stredicechy.cz
info@rrapk.cz
region@rda-vysocina.cz

www.karr.cz
www.euro-glacensis.cz

karr@karr.cz
arr.rychnov@euro-glacensis.cz
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