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Anotace

Prace je zaméfena na moznosti rozvoje cestovniho ruchu svyuzitim fondi EU
v programovacim obdobi 2000-2006 a v souc¢asném programovacim obdobi 2007-2013.
Popisuje, jak probih& proces piesunu financénich prostiedkt ze strukturdlnich fondt az
k jejich konecnému uZivateli. Analyzuje aktivitu a UspeSnost Stredoceského kraje
v podavani projekti do Spolecného regionalniho operaéniho programu ve srovnani
sogatnimi kraji. Odhaluje, jaké problémy provazi stiedoceské Zadatele na cesté k realizaci
jejich projekta a ukazuje mozné zpusoby jejich predchazeni ¢i feSeni. Zavérecna cast je
vénovana stru¢nému popisu konkrétniho Uspésného projektu.

Annotation

The thesis is aimed at possibilities of development of tourism by means of EU funds in the
programming period 2000-2006 and in the current programming period 2007-2013. It
describes how the resources from the EU Structural Funds are transmitted to their final
recipients. It analyses the activity and successfulness of the Central Bohemia Region in
submitting projects to the Joint Regional Operational Programme in comparison with other
regions. It reveals the problems the Central Bohemian applicants face on their way to
implementation of their projects and shows possible methods of avoiding or solving them.

The final part is devoted to abrief description of one particular successful project.



Podékovani

Srde¢né dékuji Ing. Martinu Musilovi z Vysoké Skoly ekonomické v Praze, Fakulty
managementu v Jindiichové Hradci, za vedeni pii zpracovani prace. Déle dékuji
Mgr. Martinu Kupsovi, fediteli Uradu Regiondlni rady regionu soudrznosti Stiedni Cechy,
Ing. Jitimu Koiinkovi, vedoucimu odboru Rizeni ROP, Utadu Regionélni rady regionu
soudrznosti Stiedni Cechy, a Stépéance Bare3ové, tajemnici Sdruzeni obci Sedl¢anska, za

jejich cenné komentare a postiehy.



Contents

INTRODUCTION . ...ttt ittt sttt te e s te e sbeeste e s reesbeesbeesbeesbeesbeesbeesbeesbeesbeesteesbeesbeesteesseeseenes 1
I O] 1 ] I L€ SRS 3
1 REGIONAL POLICY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION ....ccccoiiiieiiiiiesie e siee e sree s sreesressreesneens 4
1.1 EcoNoMmiC AND SOCIAL COHESION POLICY 2000-2006.........ccceerurriirieneeiesiesieseenee e see e 4
111  Objectivesof the EU Economic and Social Cohesion Policy 2000-2006.............cccceervene.. 4
1.1.2  Instruments of the EU Economic and Social Cohesion POliCy .........cccccoevreeneienencnienieen 5
1.1.3  Programming PrOCEOUMES...........courererereeertesteseeestesteseesessessesbesessessesaeseesesseseesbeneesesseseessnns 7
O N | @ | o o 1S TS 12
115  Priority 4 SUPPOrt Of TOUMSIML....c.ciiiiiieieesie et 13
1.2  REGIONAL POLICY 2007-2013......cciieeieiiriesieeee et see st sre e e b b sae et sbesae e b sbesaeeee b snas 16
121 Objectives 2007-2003......cccccererrririeierieteresieesiesesestesesseseseesesessesessesessesesessesessesessesessssenees 16
1.2.2  Financial perspectives 2007-2013.........cccoeiirerrienenirieeee e sae e seenes 16
1.2.3  Newstructure of programming documents for using the EU funds..........ccccocoveinennnnnne. 17

1.3  SUMMARY: REGIONAL PoLICIES 2004-2006 AND 2007-2013 IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC
COMPARED ....ttittiiteesueesteesseesseesse e saeeeaeesse e sa st sas e eas e ea st e e st eae e e aE e 2 e b e e e R e e e R e eabe e Reea b e ea b e e bt e abeebeenreereenes 19
131  ObjectivesS and iNSEFUMENLS.........cccotiirerieerie ettt s se e sae e see e sae e seenes 19
1.3.2  Sructure of programming dOCUMENES........c.oiereriirirerieeee e 19
1.3.3  Operational ProgrammimeS..........cooeieriereeesiesieneeesie st seeesse e seesessesaessesessesseseeseenessesseseenes 19

2 EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF RESULTSOF THE JROP CALLSFOR

SUBMITTING PROJECTSIN CENTRAL BOHEMIA ...t 23
21  CENTRAL BOHEMIA VS. NUTSI] CENTRAL BOHEMIA ......oiiiiiiieiesienieeee s 23
211  Central Bohemia - CharaCteriStiCS........ccooiriiirieiiine e 24
2.2  DESCRIPTION OF THE FIRST CALL FOR PROJECT PROPOSALS.......coutiruererenteeseeeseesesessenessesessesens 27
221  Financed activitieSin SUDMEASUIE 4.2.2 ........cccoeiiiiiieiee et 27
222 QUItADIE APPIICANTS ... e e e e 27
223  Recommended structure Of fiNanCing ..........cccooeeiireieine s 27
224  Minimumadmissible sum of total acceptable COSES........ooviiiirrieniiirree e 27
225 Placeof realization Of the ProjJECt ........ccooeviiiieiiii e 27
226  Duration Of the PrOJEC .......coiieiiiii e e 27
227  Criteriafor providing irreversible direct subsidy for individual projects............ccoceuu..... 28
2.3 EVALUATION PROCEDURES ....ccuceitittistesueestestesuesseestessesseessssessesaessssssessesasassessessesnssssessesssensessenes 28
24  RESULTSOF CALLSIN NUTS I CENTRAL BOHEMIA (4.2.2 ONLY) ..eooiririenieeeeriesie e 28
24.1  Comparison of results of particular callsin NUTSII Central Bohemia............cccceeuenee. 29
2.4.2  Comparison of results of NUTSII Central Bohemia with other cohesion regions............ 31



3 JROPFROM THE APPLICANTS VIEW ..ottt e 39

31 RESEARCH: “JROP FROM THE APPLICANTS VIEW” ...ciiiictteeiiie e e e seetreee e e e e e s s eareees s e e s s ssaraneeeeee s 39
311 PUrpOSE aNd ObJECLIVES........ccviiiiiiecee ettt s s re e be s be e re e e reere 39
312  Informants (reSearch groUp) ..o e 39
313 TeChNIQUE AN TO0IS........ccueeiiiiecieee e re s re e e nae e e 40
TN I D = = N o 0o === ] o PR 42
315 Dataanalysisand interpretation....... ... 43
3.16 Conclusions and rECOMMENOALIONS. ......c.civrereeierreeesiereeesaseressereeessaeresssseressareeessarereesans 57

4 A MODEL PROJECT: “SEDLCANY DISTRICT BY BICYCLE” oo, 61

o T AN = = T 107 N 61

4.2 X ECUTOR e nnan 62

G N T 1= TR 62

R © U 1 (6 1Y 1 =( TR 62

45  PROBLEMSEMERGING WITHIN THE PROJECT ...vveteriereeeessireeessasesessaeesssassesessasesesssssessassesessaens 65

4.6 TIME SCHEDULE.......ciscttttiiiee et e ettt ittt e e esseestaeeeeeesssseasbeeeeesaesssassabaseeeessssaassbassesessssasbbaneesessssasses 66

4.7 BUDGET AND PROJECT FINANCING ...t 66

4.8 “SEDLCANY DISTRICT BY BICYCLE” AT THE PRESENT TIME ... .uuutiiiieeiiieeirreeiieessssesssvsesesessssesnns 67

4.9  FOLLOWER(S) OF THE “ SEDLCANY DISTRICT BY BICYCLE" PROJECT ...vecoveveireereeiesresreeeesneenens 67

CONCLUSION . ..ttt ettt ettt ettt e s et e s saa et e s sea et e sabeeessasseeessasaeeesaabeeessassesessasseeessaseeeesasrenessarenens 69
BIBLIOGRAPHY oottt ettt ettt s et e s s et e e s seae et e s et et e s sasbeeessasaeeesasetessasseeessasaeeesasrenessarresensarees 72

APPENDICES ..ottt ettt et 75



Introduction

The European Union means the open door to Europe — that is how the institution presents
itself and how the publicity seems to perceive it as well. The Czech Republic entered this
door in May 2004 and thus gained the access to all the benefits and drawbacks the EU
offers. One of the benefits pose the Structural Funds which provide a wide variety of
opportunities to develop any economic branch and thus adjust the economic disparities
between our republic and the developed countries of Western Europe.

The role of tourism in our national economics has become extremely important in
recent times. To support tourism with the assistance of EU funds therefore seems to be
the right step to bring the Czech Republic nearer to its western co-members and to fulfil
the main objectives of the Regional Policy of the European Union at the same time. Thisis,
in our country, possible via the Joint Regional Operational Programme (JROP)* which is
actually a mediator between the money from the Structural Funds, and its final recipient —
a subject which makes a project (e. g. to support the tourism) and applies for the EU
money to finance it.

That iswhy | decided to discover how the European Union, or the Structural Funds,
help develop tourism in our republic, namely in Central Bohemiawhere | live. This region
fights for its position among the most visited areas of our country, as it profits and suffers,
at the same time, from its neighbourhood to Prague. Similarly to other regions, however, it
lacks a quality tourism infrastructure, which made me focus on the activity the Central
Bohemia had been taking in the Joint Regional Operational Programme, in Submeasure
4.2.2 Support of regional and local tourism infrastructure. In order to be able to evaluate
the active part of Central Bohemia in the JROP, it was compared with the other regions in

various aspects.

The final part of the thesis is aimed at the JROP from another point of view — from
the perspective of the applicants. They played the active role of Central Bohemia in
the JROP, trying to get the EU means to finance their projects which contribute to
increasing the attraction of Central Bohemia towards its possible visitors. Was it difficult?
What problems did the applicants face? Was there anyone to help them solve these?

The responds to these questions emerged from a questionnaire made with the aim to find

! The JROP was working till the end of 2006 so it no longer exists, but it was actudly transformed into
individual operational programmesin the current programming period.



out the Central Bohemian applicants attitudes and opinions of the JROP. Findings of
the questionnaire represent the key part of the thesis.
| believe the findings included in this thesis will be of a good use not only to me but

also to other people, interested in studying the contribution of the EU, or the JROP, to
the development of tourism in the Czech Republic, particularly in Central Bohemia



Methodology

Both primary and secondary data are to be processed in the thesis. The findings are to be
put into tables and graphs?, accompanied by their descriptions.

In the first, theoretical, part of the thesis, the information come from various
sources, particularly the internet and publications by the Ministry for Regional
Development, representing the most up-to-date sources. The others, listed in
“Bibliography”, had been studied without being referred to in the text as they only served
to me as an introduction to the topic. The method of description isto be used here.

The secondary data used in the second part: “Analysis and comparison of the
results in Submeasure 4.2.2 in Central Bohemia’ stem from the internet as they were not
available in another form in the period when the thesis was being written (excluding the
information about Central Bohemia). Some subsidiary information is based on interviews
with experts.

As the title of Part 2 suggests, the methods used include an analysis (splitting the
examined problem into particular parts which are to become objects of another
examination) — the activity of Central Bohemia in the JROP is to be examined according to
various criteria; a comparison based on space difference (Central Bohemia compared with
the other regions), and an analysis of causes (finding out the reasons for the Central
Bohemia’ s results).

The third part, caled “JROP from the applicants view”, on the other hand, is
dealing with primary data, obtained in an analysis in the form of a questionnaire research.
The methodology is in detail described at the beginning of the relevant section of the
thesis. However, the methods used when evaluating the results of the research involve
a description and comparison of the informants responses, and an induction (drawing
ageneral conclusion based upon findings of particulars). The structure of the questionnaire
form isto be discussed with the experts. (Synek, 2002, pp 18-23)

In the fourth part, introducing in brief one particular successful project, information
utilized are gained partly from the websites created within the project, and foremost from
the interviews with the submitter of the project. Obviously, this part is based on
adescription of the project.

The style used for references in the text is the Harvard style, the bibliography is
according to a proposal given by Ing. Pavel Strach, Ph.D. (Strach, 2007, pp 14-19).

2 Thetables and graphs were processed in the Czech version of MS Excel which iswhy the Czech
punctuation in the dataincluded in them isused (e. g. 2,5 actually means 2.5, etc.)



1 Regional Policy of the European Union

1.1 Economic and Social Cohesion Policy 2000-2006

Economic and Social Cohesion Policy of the EU focuses on overcoming economic and
social disparities among particular regions and countries, and it is therefore one of the most
significant common policies of the EU. (MMR CR, 2004c, p. 12)

“For the period between 2000 and 2006, EUR 213 billion had been earmarked for all
structural instruments for the 15 Member States. In addition, about EUR 22 billion in pre-
accession aid, and another EUR 22 billion in structural interventions for the new Member
States in the period 2004-2006, were to be spent within the Union’s adjusted financial
perspectives. The total of about EUR 257 billion represents approximately 37 % of the EU
budget for the period up to 2006. Most of the funding was spent through multi-annual
development programmes, managed jointly by Commission services, the Member States
and regional authorities. The European subsidies do not replace but rather supplement
national aid.” (EC, 2006)

Regional policy of the European Union expresses the solidarity of economically
stronger countries and regions with those economically weaker. The assumed result is
therefore development of economically backward countries and regions, which will
thereafter offer their markets to the economically advanced Member States and thus
become providers of help. This cooperation should obviously be advantageous for both
receivers and donators of help. (MMR CR, 2004c, p. 12)

1.1.1 Objectives of the EU Economic and Social Cohesion Policy
2000-2006

94 % of structural funding for the period 2000-2006 was concentrated on three objectives:

U Objective 1 Helping regions whose development islagging behind to catch up
The claim on support had NUTS I1° regions with GDP below the border of 75 % of the
EU average. 22 % of EU citizens were entitled to support within
Objective 1 in the previous programming period. 69.8 % of the total sums from the
Structural Funds had been bestowed to this objective, which was financed from all
Structural Funds.

% So-called cohesion regions, further explanation see later.



U Objective 2 Supporting economic and social conversion in industrial, rural, urban
or fisheries dependent areas facing structural difficulties
This aim was financed from the ERDF and the ESF, 11.5 % of the total sums from the
Structural Funds had been allocated for it.

U Objective 3 Modernising systems of training and promoting employment
12.3 % of the total amount of the Structural Funds had been devoted to this ESF-
financed goal. (MMR CR, 2004c, p. 12; EC, 2006)

1.1.2 Instruments of the EU Economic and Social Cohesion Policy
The goals of the Economic and Social Cohesion Policy were being fulfilled through the

Structural Funds, the Cohesion Fund and the Community I nitiatives.

1.1.2.1 Structural Funds
The Structural Funds are one of the most important instruments of the regional and

structural policy of the EU. They aim at lowering the disparities in the development of
various regions and lowering backwardness of the most disadvantaged regions,
emphasizing the economic and social cohesion of the EU. (CCR CR, 2006)

“Each of the four existing Structura Funds has its own specific thematic area
The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) finances infrastructure, job-creating
investment, local development projects and aid for small firms. The European Social Fund
(ESF) promotes the return of the unemployed and disadvantaged groups to the workforce,
mainly by financing training measures and systems of recruitment assistance. The
Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) helps adapt and modernise the fishing
industry. The Guidance Section of the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee
Fund (EAGGF-Guidance) finances rural development measures and provides aid for
farmers, mainly in regions lagging behind in their development. Other financial
instruments exist in addition to these Structural Funds, including notably the Cohesion
Fund.” (EC, 2006)

As far as support of tourism is concerned, the crucial role plays the ERDF, eventually
the ESF.

The European Regional Development Fund — ERDF
As for the amount of means, this fund is the largest. It was founded in 1975. Projects
within Objective 1 and 2 were financed from the ERDF, they included mainly investments



in infrastructure, creating new job opportunities and support of small and medium-sized
enterprises. (MMR CR, 2004c, p. 14)

The European Social Fund — ESF

This fund was established in 1960 and according to the EU strategy supports activities and
policies in the area of employment and human resources development. The means from the
ESF could be used to co-finance all the Objectives. (MMR CR, 2004c, p. 14)

Structural Funds and the Czech Republic

Subventions from the Structural Funds only complement Czech national programmes for
financing regional development. This means, therefore, that no programme is fully covered
from the EU budget but that it is always necessary to secure co-financing from the public
or own resources of the recipient country or to replace these sources by loans. In the CR,
the state budget, state funds and public resources of the regions and municipalities play an
important part in such co-financing.

The contribution of the Funds was to be a maximum of 75 % of the total eligible
costs and, as a general rule, at least 50 % of eligible public expenditure in Objective 1. In
case the regions were located in a Member State covered by the Cohesion Fund, which is
the case of the Czech Republic, the Community contribution might have risen (in
exceptional and duly justified cases) to a maximum of 80 % of the total eligible costs.
(MMR CR, 2004d)

1.1.2.2 Cohesion Fund
“A special fund, the Cohesion Fund, is designed to assist the least prosperous countries of

the Union: the 10 new Member States as well as Ireland (until the end of 2003), Greece,
Portugal and Spain. At the beginning, the criterion is that the country’s gross national
product (GNP) is no greater than 90 % of the EU’s average for the Union. The Cohesion
Fund intervenes throughout the national territory to co-finance major projects involving the
environment and trans-European transportation networks rather than programmes and thus
makes it possible to avoid having the cost of these works disrupt budgetary efforts in the
countries to satisfy the demands of economic and monetary union. Furthermore, it assists
these countries to conform to European norms in these areas.

€ 18 hillion had been earmarked for the period of 2000 to 2006, a third of it was
reserved for the new Member States between 2004 and 2006.” (EC, 2006)



1.1.2.3 Community Initiatives
They represent a special instrument of the structural policy for solving specific problems

concerning the whole territory of the EU. They complement other programmes or simplify
their implementation. The Community Initiatives absorb 5.35 % of the Structura Funds
budget. The number of initiatives had been reduced to four: INTERREG I1l, LEADER+,
EQUAL and URBAN. Nevertheless, the Czech Republic could only benefit from the
initiatives INTERREG and EQUAL.

INTERREG 11 (A, B, C)

It focuses on cross-border (A), transnational (B) and interregional (C) co-operation with
the aim to support balanced regional planning and development of the whole EU territory.
Half of total sums allocated for al the initiatives are addressed to INTERREG I11.

EQUAL
It supports the transnational cooperation and fighting against all types of discrimination
and disparities on the labour market. (MMR CR, 2004c, p. 16)

Approximately € 2,622 million had been earmarked for structural operations in the Czech
Republic for the years 2004-2006 (see Appendix A).

1.1.3 Programming procedures
Programming in the EU functions on the principle of working out perennial development

programmes. Structural Funds do not contribute to financing particular actions but to
supporting development programmes that have their own budget.

1.1.3.1 System of programming documents

National Development Plan of the Czech Republic 2004-2006 (NDP)

It represents the basic strategic document of the Czech Republic to gain support from
the Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund. It contains description of the recent situation in
the Czech Republic aswell as a problem analysis and a definition of principal goals for the
years 2004-2006. This strategy is further developed by operational programmes that
generally reassume the already proceeding national development programmes. The NDP
also establishes system for operating and monitoring the implementation of the Structural
Funds and it determinates the financial frame of the support inclusive of sums allocation

among particular aiming areas (operational programmes).



The NDP of the Czech Republic 2004-2006 was approved by the Government of
the Czech Republic in December 2002. It was submitted to the European Commission®
already at the beginning of March 2003. The Czech Republic thus became the second
candidate country to start negotiations for Community Support Framework (see below).

Its global objective was defined as: “Sustainable growth based on a competitive

advantage’.
Specific obj ectives of the National Development Plan of the Czech Republic are:

a) generation of conditions for economic growth by strengthening internal factors,

b) increaseinthe qualification level, competitiveness and labour force mobility and, at the
same time, compensation of economic growth impacts on disadvantaged population
groups,

c) approximation to EU standards in the field of environment,

d) equable development of regions.

Community Support Framework (CSF)

This document was framed and subsequently approved (December 2003) by the European
Commission pursuant to strategic priorities of the NDP CR. It follows the global and
specific priorities of the NDP 2004-2006 within the Objective 1 which are further launched
through five operational programmes (see below). The CSF further includes an
approximate financial plan for every priority and year, financial allocation supposed for
contribution of each of the Funds, eventually EIB® and other financial sources.

The CSF is another very important document, as it constitutes the basic strategy for
socio-economic development of the cohesion regions Central Bohemia, North-West,
South-West, North-East, South-East, Central Moravia and Moravia-Silesia for the period
2004-2006.

Operational Programmes (OP)
These also follow the global and specific objectives of the CSF. The operational

programmes are in fact mediators of the means from the Structural Funds and the final
users. The programmes create conditions for projects prepared by applicants. The projects
are only then successful, when the applicants manage to satisfy all these conditions.

* An EU institution whose task is, anong others, to negotiate for membership of candidate countries.
® European Investment Bank



The Czech Republic has prepared five operational programmes for the period

2004-2006 within the Community Support Framework:

OP Industry and Enterprise,

OP Infrastructure,

OP Rural Development and Multifunction Agriculture,

OP Human Resour ces Development,

Joint Regional Operational Programme.
(MMR CR, 20043a)

The first four operational programmes are sector-targeted whereas the last one aims
at development priorities of seven cohesion regions of the Czech Republic — NUTS II
(explanation see below). (MMR CR, 2004c, pp 24-26)

The fifth programme, the Joint Regional Operational Programme, is directly
involved in support of tourism and that is why it is going to be described in detail in the

following part.
Joint Regional Operational Programme (JROP)

The JROP was negotiated and adopted by the Governmental Resolution No. 79
(2003, 22 January). The programme was submitted to the European Commission
on 16 April, 2003.

The JROP is based on a joint development strategy with the regional differences
being reflected by different financial weights to priorities and measures in the individual
regions. As stated above, the JROP aims at development of the seven cohesion regions of
the Czech Republic which are eligible under Objective 1. (Fondy EU, 16. 08. 2006)

1.1.3.2 Cohesion regions NUTS II
Because of statistical and analytical needs as well as providing data in relation to the

European Union, an artificial classification of NUTS (La Nomenclature des Unitées
Territoriales Statistiques) was established in Act No. 248/2000. The territorial unit
NUTS 11 joins one to three regions (see Appendix B). (CSU, 2006)

1.1.3.3 Participants of the Joint Regional Operational Programme
Managing Authority

Following the Governmental Resolution No. 102 of 23 January, 2002, the Ministry for
Regional Development was appointed as the JROP Managing Authority. The managing



body is, therefore, one of the Ministry departments, the Department Managing Body of the
JROP and the SPD Prague®, which bears the total responsibility for successful
implementation of the programme. This department creates the rules for the JROP.

Intermediate Bodies
They are the bodies that review the implementation of the JROP.

Regional Councils of the Cohesion Regions NUTSII and their Secretariats

They were established in all seven cohesion regions NUTS Il. In order to provide their
function, they appointed a Secretariat at each Regional Authority. Their main task is to
review and select the project applications and finally to prepare the contracts.

Centre for Regional Devel opment

This Intermediate Body has founded its regional subsidiaries in particular NUTS Il and it
helps the recipients of the funds (mostly the regions and municipalities) with realization of
their projects and in fact checks the process of project implementation.

Czechinvest

This is an expert agency for enterprise which substitutes the Secretariats of the Regional
Councils in Measure 1.1 (Enterprise support in selected regions). It has no role in projects
connected with development of tourism.

Ministry for Regional Development, Department of Development Programmes in Tourism
It focuses on judging the transnational projects within Measure 2.3 (Regeneration
of selected cities) and part of Priority 4 (Development of Tourism) aimed at tourism.

Project Submitters

They represent the opposite side to the Intermediate Bodies and try to draw subsidies.
The submitters can be divided into following groups:

a) Small entrepreneurs,

b) small and medium-sized enterprises,

C) municipalities,

d) municipality unions,

€) regions,

f) region- or municipality-established organizations,

g) dState-established organizations, and

® Single Programming Document, a programme entitling Prague to drawing sums from the Structural Funds.
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h) non-governmental non-profit corporations (civil associations, public beneficial

organizations, endowments and endowment funds, church juristic bodies).

Project Executors

The Project Executors make the projects and prepare them for participation in the
programme. They can be either the project submitters themselves, i. e. future ultimate
recipients, or hired specialized companies. (MMR CR, 2004b, pp 11-12)

1.1.3.4 Final Beneficiary vs. Final Recipient
There are two ways of subsidiary alotment and thus two different terms — Final

Beneficiary and Final Recipient.
The first way of allotment is direct: the applicant conducts an individual project

and a request, commits them to the appropriate place and after the selection, a contract is
drawn with him. In this case, Final Beneficiary is identical with Final Recipient.

In the second case these are different. The Final Beneficiary is only the region
which conducts its project, grant scheme, and challenges the applicants to put forward
generally smaller projects, so called actions. If these applicants succeed, they become Final
Recipients.

The two terms, Final Beneficiary and Final Recipient, are to be distinguished.
The Final Recipient can immediately use the acquired funds on behalf of his project
(action). The Final Beneficiary, on the other hand, does not use the money — he only
creates the terms for those who can use it, i. e the Fina Recipients.
(MMR CR, 2004b, pp 12-13)

1.1.3.5 Acceptance terms
The applicants are obliged to follow certain rules and satisfy certain conditions when

conducting their requests.

Acceptable costs are costs that are realized in proper time, in a proper place, in
a proper way and only for proper things. Out of the sum of the acceptable costs,
a percentage of the subsidy and a percentage of compulsory complicity of the subsidy
recipient will be calculated.

1.1.3.6 Time frame
The JROP is planned for the period 2004-2006. It started by the announcement of the first

call for project submitting in May 2004, followed by the announcement of the second call
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in September 2004. More detailed description of the calls will be presented later in the
thesis. (MMR CR, 2004b, p. 14)

1.1.3.7 Evaluation and selection of the projects
If the applicant managed to compile the project in accordance with the rated rules and

delivered it to the appropriate place (see Intermediate Bodies) till the deadline, the project
is registered and subsequently evaluated by virtue of formal correctness, acceptability and
point classification. The criteria are available to each applicant in advance so that he has
the possibility to follow them when preparing the project.

As soon as the projects are classified according to points, they are ranged within
particular measures or submeasures and consequently chosen based on the number of
acquired points. The responsibility for evaluation and selection of the projects pertain the
Intermediate Bodies. (MMR CR, 2004b, pp 14-15)

1.1.3.8 Project financing and subsidy allotment
The financing of the JROP will be provided from the Structura Funds, while also own

resources are expected to be involved. The Czech Republic public sources will be provided
first of all from the state budget (Ministry for Regional Development) and from the
budgets of regions and municipalities. The support of the JROP from the EU Structural
Funds will be provided from two funds — the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) and the European Social Fund (ESF).

There is a general condition saying that the applicant must be in an instant ability
readiness of submitting the project to financial participation in the interval 7 — 25 % out of
total acceptable project costs.

As for the subsidy allotment, there is no payment on account available’. The
method of allotment is therefore dependent on expensiveness and time demandingness of
the project. (MMR CR, 2004b, pp 15-18)

1.1.4 JROP Priorities
The priorities and measures of the JROP were originally specified in the Governmental

Resolution No. 401 of 17 April, 2002.
The JROP framework isbased on 4 priorities focusing on:

1 Support of small and medium enterprisesin selected regions
2 Improvement of regional infrastructure

" With the exception of projects within Measure 3.2 and in non-governmental non-profit organizations.
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3 Development of infrastructure for human resour ces devel opment
4 Support of tourism

The proposed JROP priorities respect the main objective of the Community
assistance to the Objective 1 regions — to contribute significantly to a reduction of
economic and social disparities of regions in comparison with the EU average and among
the regions within the Czech Republic. The Joint Regional Operational Programme has
been designed as a programme for targeted interventions to solve the most urgent common
problems of the cohesion regions in the Czech Republic, taking into account the shortened
programme period and the funds available.

The most important priority is, considering tourism, obviously the fourth one,
support of tourism, and it is therefore the cornerstone of the diplomathesis.

1.1.5 Priority 4 Support of tourism
The structure of this priority is compiled in the following way:

Measure 4.1 Development of tourism services
Submeasure 4.1.1 Support of supraregional tourism services
Submeasure 4.1.2 Support of regional and local tourism services
Measure 4.2 Development of tourism infrastructure
Submeasure 4.2.1 Support of supraregional tourism infrastructure
Submeasure 4.2.2 Support of regional and local tourism infrastructure

1.1.5.1 Measure 4.1 Development of tourism services

Submeasure 4.1.1 Support of supraregional tourism services

Within this submeasure, purchase of tourism services executed by public or non-profit
corporations is supported. The activities of the project must have nationwide impact or
they must concern significant historical and natural landmarks.

Types of supported projects:

Creation of national standards for the quality of tourism services,
uniform classification of tourism activities,

participation in exhibitions and fairs,

organizing tourism exhibitions and fairs,

marketing studies,

w W W W W W

creation of advertising materials.
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Final users:
§ State-established organizations,
non-governmental non-profit corporations,

regions,

w W w

municipality unions.

Submeasure 4.1.2 Support of regional and local tourism services
Purchase of tourism services on regional and local level is supported.

Types of supported projects:

Guidance for small and medium-sized enterprises,
creation of partnership in the area of regional tourism,
marketing studies,

regional advertising materials,

advertising and information campaigns,

performance of seminars and symposiums on regional level,

w W wWw W W W wWw

creation of tourism products in regions.

Final users:

8 Regions,

municipalities, municipality unions,

region- or municipality-established organizations,

small and medium-sized enterprises,

w W W W

non-governmental non-profit organizations.

1.1.5.2 Measure 4.2 Development of tourism infrastructure

Submeasure 4.2.1 Support of supraregional tourism infrastructure

Investment projects aimed at development of tourism infrastructure on transnational level
are supported. The support is conditioned by certification of tourism institution approved
by the MRD?,

Types of supported projects:

§ Construction and renovation of spainfrastructure,

§ construction and renovation of congress centres,

§ creation of nationwide information and reservation system,

8 Ministry for Regional Development of the Czech Republic
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tourist trails, cycling trails, information centres, park places, informational signposting
in protected landscape areas and national parks,

reconstruction and renovation of landmarks of nationwide significance,

construction and renovation of sports-recreational centres of national and international
significance,

construction and renovation of infrastructure for international film, theatre and music
festivals.

Final users:

w W w W W w

State-established organizations,
non-governmental non-profit corporations,
municipalities, municipality unions,

regions,

region- or municipality-established organizations,
entrepreneurial corporations.

Submeasure 4.2.2 Support of regional and local tourism infrastructure

Projects of tourism infrastructure development in municipalities and regions are supported.

Types of supported projects:

§
§
§

§
§
§

Reconstruction of cultural, technical and industrial landmarks of regional significance,
development of local information systems,

development and renovation of tourist trails, cycling trails, horse-trails and nature
trails,

equipment and facilities of tourist centres,

equipment and facilities of sports and recreational centres,

construction and renovation of accommodation and catering capacities.

Final users:

§
§
§
§
§
§

Municipalities, municipality unions,

regions,

non-governmental non-profit corporations,
region- or municipality-established organizations,
small entrepreneurs,

small and medium-sized enterprises.

(MMR CR, 2004b, pp 23-25)
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1.2 Regional policy 2007-2013
The new EU Regional Policy continues in being the solidarity policy.

The EU devotes more than a third of its budget to lowering the differences in
development of particular regions and disparities in welfare of the inhabitants. By means of
EU funds, the European Union contributes to the development of laggard regions, to
restructuring the industrial areas in trouble, to economic diversification of rural areas with

decreasing agriculture, or to revitalization of neglected urban aress.

1.2.1 Objectives 2007-2013
In the programming period 2007-2013, the Regional Policy follows three objectives:

U Objective Convergence
Under this objective, regions with GDP lower than 75 per cent of the EU average are
supported. Objective Convergence concentrates on support of amount and creation of
vacancies in the least developed Member States and areas. Similarly to the previous
Objective 1, Convergence is also financed from the ERDF, ESF, and CF. As for the
Czech Republic, all cohesion regions except for NUTS Il Prague fall within this
objective.

U Objective Regional Competitiveness and Employment
Regions not covered by Objective Convergence are supported, i. e. regions with GDP
over 75 per cent of the EU average. The main field of intervention represent the
regional programmes for regions and regional authorities’ bodies supporting economic
changes in industrial, urban and rural areas. It is financed from the ERDF and ESF.
Cohesion region Prague falls within Regional Competitiveness and Employment.

U Objective European Territorial Cooperation
This objective is financed from the ERDF and it stems from the Interreg Initiative,
supporting further integration of the EU by cooperation on the cross-border,
international and interregional levels. Thus this objective cares for harmonic and
balanced development in the EU territory. All NUTS IlI regions in the Czech
Republic fall within this objective. (Fondy EU, 2007b)

1.2.2 Financial perspectives 2007-2013
This document represents the budget plan of the EU for the period 2007-2013, approved on

16 December 2005. The EU was to manage the amount of almost € 862.4 billion during the
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current programming period, which is 1.045 per cent of the EU GDP. More than a third of
this sum (€ 308.1 hillion) is intended for the EU’s regional policy. € 688 billion
(i. e. approx. CZK 98 hillion annually) from the budget was going to be earmarked for the
Czech Republic.

However, Great Britain increased the original budget proposal by EUR 13 billion
which means that the Czech Republic will get CZK 778 billion. That is in average about
CZK 111 billion per year which is more than four times more compared to the amount of
CZK 25.4 billion in the previous programming period. (Fondy EU, 12. 02. 2007)

Allocations of the resources from the EU funds to the three objectives of the
Regional Policy 2007-2013 are as follows:

Table1 Allocations of the resour ces from the EU fundsto thr ee obj ectives

Objective Funds for EU-27 Funds for the Czech Republic
European Territorial Cooperation Efsﬁsgzﬁliboi:i)on (@pprox. CZK 2.52 % E;E fg%g%lﬁ:gg{] (approx. 1.46 %

Source: modified according to atable available at Fondy EU, 2007b.

Note: Currency conversion at the exchange rate EUR 1 = CZK 28.20.

1.2.3 New structure of programming documents for using the EU
funds

1.2.3.1 Community Strategic Guidelines for Cohesion, Growth and Jobs

This is the framework strategic document for cohesion policy which concentrates on
amore strategic approach. It is proposed by the European Commission and adopted by the
Council. It represents the link between cohesion policy and Lisbon & Gothenburg
strategies. (link available at Fondy EU, 14. 02. 2007b)

1.2.3.2 National Development Plan
There have been no significant changes concerning the National Development Plan made

by the Member States. It specifies the priorities and the strategies to their realization as
well as the new structure of operational programmes.
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1.2.3.3 National Strategic Reference Frameworks (NSRF)
This is an entirely new document which represents the crucial programming document of

the Czech Republic for using the EU funds in the period between 2007 and 2013.

The basis for the proposal of National Strategic Reference Frameworks was
the National Development Plan of the Czech Republic which took cognizance by the
Governmental Resolution No. 175/2006.

The analytical part of this document aims at identification of key strengths of our
country for strengthening its competitiveness, as well as problematic points and
weaknesses which can stand in the way of the sustainable growth of both economy and
society.

This document determines the system of operational programmes of the EU
Economic and Social Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 through which the priorities are going to
be launched.

1.2.3.4 Operational Programmes
Pursuant to the defined objectives and priorities of the National Development Plan of the

Czech Republic 2007-2013, our country has unlike the previous programming period
prepared 24 operational programmes.

Within the first objective, Convergence, there are eight operational programmes
plus seven regional operational programmes for cohesion regions NUTS II. Thus, there
will be no Joint Regional Operational Programme in the coming programming period any
more. Its function, though, will partly take the Integrated Operational Programme which

complements the 7 regional operational programmes (see Table 2).

Table2 Regional operational programmes 2007-2013

Operational programme of the cohesion region Region (NUTS II1)

Central Bohemia Central Bohemian

Southwest Plzen region and South-Bohemian region
Northwest Usti nad Labem- and Karlovy Vary regions
Northeast Liberec-, Hradec Kralové- and Pardubice regions
Southeast Region Highland and South-Moravian region
Central Moravia Olomouc- and Zlin regions

Moravia-Silesia Moravian-Silesian

Source; Fondy EU, 14. 02. 2007a (NSRF, January 2007 version)
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There are two operational programmes for Objective 2 and seven for Objective 3. It
isonly possible to use one programme per one fund and Member State or NUTS II. (Fondy
EU, 2007b)

1.2.3.5 Central Common Information System
It is one of the necessary presumptions for drawing sums from the structural funds.

The Centra Common Information System is being created by the Ministry for Regional
Development in order to manage, monitor and evaluate programmes and projects in all its
phases. The System is going to be the primary instrument for communication between the

Ministry of Finance and the European Commission. (Fondy EU, 14. 02. 2007a)

1.3 Summary: Regional Policies 2004-2006 and 2007-2013 in the
Czech Republic compared

1.3.1 Objectives and instruments

The number of the main objectives — three — remains the same, however, their wording
have changed. For further information, see Appendix C Comparison of Objectives and
instruments of Cohesion Poalicy in the programming periods 2000-2006 and 2007-2013.

1.3.2 Structure of programming documents
The following table shows the differences in programming documents within the two

programming periods:

Table 3 Differencesin the structure of programming documents

2004-06 2007-13

Community Strategic Guidelines for

National Development Plan CR 2004-06 Cohesion, Growth and Jobs

Community Support Framework National Development Plan CR 2007-13
5 Operational Programmes National Strategic Reference Frameworks
Community Initiatives 24 Operational Programmes

Source; organized according to the data mentioned above

1.3.3 Operational Programmes
Aswritten above, the amount of operational programmes increased rapidly. The details are

shown in the table again.
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Table 4 Differencesin operational programmes

2004-06

2007-13

Objective 1

Objective Convergence

OP Industry and Enterprise

OP Transport (ERDF + CF)

OP Infrastructure

OP Environment (ERDF + CF)

Infrastructure

OP Rural Development and Multifunction Agriculture

OP Enterprise and Innovation (ERDF)

OP Human Resources Development

OP Research and Development for
Innovation (ERDF)

Enterprise

Integrated OP (ERDF)

OP Technical Assitance (ERDF)

JROP OP HR and Employment (ESF)

Human Resources
INTERREG Il OP Education for Competitiveness (ESF)
EQUAL 7 regional OP (ERDF)

Regional
intervention

Objective 2 (Prague)

Objective Regional Competitiveness and Employment

(Prague)

Single Programming Document

OP Competitiveness (ERDF)

EQUAL

OP Adaptibility (ESF)

Objective 3 (Prague)

Objective European Territorial Cooperation

Single Programming Document

5 OP Cross-border Cooperation

EQUAL

OP Interregional Cooperation

OP Supranational Cooperation

Source; organized according to the data mentioned above

1.3.3.1 JROP vs. ROPs

As | concentrate foremost on the JROP in my diploma thesis, | discussed its splitting into

particular regional programmes with Ing. Jiti Kotinek, the then executive of the Secretariat
of the Regional Council of NUTS Il Central Bohemia.

| was primarily concerned about the reason why actually the JROP was cancelled

and instead, each region was to create its own regional operational programme.

The idea of creating individual regional operational programmes for each region

stood already at the beginning of preparations of drawing sums from the Structural Funds.

Nevertheless, the Government decided, in the end, to create the Joint Regional Operational

Programme which meant, in fact, establishing equal conditions for all NUTS |1 regions.

(Stiredocesky kraj, 2005, p. 8)
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Anyway, the situation has changed recently, so what changes will having seven
Regional operational programmes instead of one joint programme bring? To find out, |
addressed the Regional Authority, namely Ing. Jiti Kotfinek from the Secretariat of
Regional Council.

Dissolving the JROP and creating the ROPs in individual regions is in fact a matter
of decentralization. Till the end of 2006, the Secretariats of Regional Councils together
with the Centre for Regional Development, had been the Intermediate Bodies, while the
Managing Authority had been the Ministry for Regional Development. However, since
2007 on, the Secretariats are to assume both functions. This means the Secretariats are to
be the guarantees of particular Regional operational programmes.

According to Mr. Kotinek, such arrangement should bring better conditions not
only for the Secretariats of Regional Councils but especially for the project submitters as it
should simplify the procedures connected with creating and submitting projects. Before,
with the central JROP, the process of transferring information from the JROP headquarters
to the project submitters was more complicated and thus slower. Decentralization should
therefore mean improvement. (Kotinek, interview, 27. 10. 2006)

1.3.3.2 ROP NUTS Il Central Bohemia
The Regional Operational Programme NUTS |1 Central Bohemia will be financed from the

European Regional Development Fund. The tota allocation for the programme amounts
€ 559.1 mil. (12 % out of the total allocation for all ROPs).

The global objective of the ROP NUTS Il Central Bohemiartill 2013 isto increase
the GDP per capita to the level of at least 75 % of the EU 25 average and to ensure a high
quality of life of citizens of the region via improving the environment and traffic situation
in the wider suburban zone of Prague, as well as to improve the quality of life in the
marginal areas of the region via development of small and medium towns representing the
natural poles of economic growth of the region.

The specific objectives concern e. g. increasing the mobility of the citizens,
increasing the visit rate and local revenues from tourism, improving the social

infrastructure, and improving the environment in the urban areas.

The priority axes and fields of intervention:

Priority axis1 — Transport
1.1 Regional transport infrastructure
1.2 Sustainable forms of public transport
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Priority axis2 — Tourism

2.1 Entrepreneurial infrastructure and tourism services

2.2 Public infrastructure and tourism services

2.3 Promotion and control of tourism destinations of Central Bohemia

Priority axis 3 — Integrated development of thearea
3.1 Development of regional centres

3.2 Development of towns

3.3 Development of countryside

Priority axis4 — Technical assistance
4.1 Controlling, checking, monitoring and evaluation of the programme
4.2 Awareness and publicity of the programme

4.3 Increasing the absorption capacity

(Fondy EU, 01. 02. 2007)
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2 Evaluation and comparison of results of the JROP calls
for submitting projects in Central Bohemia

This part offers an overview of results of particular calls for submitting individual projects
concerning development of tourism in the cohesion region Central Bohemia. Therefore,
only proposals within Submeasure 4.2.2 — Support of regional and local tourism
infrastructure are taken into account. Nevertheless, the concrete data are preceded by
a brief description of the very first call which was proclaimed in May 2004. The following
calls had basically the same wording as the first one. A description of the project
evaluation process is also included. However, first of all, the Central Bohemia Region is to
be specified and introduced.

2.1 Central Bohemia vs. NUTS Il Central Bohemia

The thesis is focused on summarizing the impacts of the JROP on the development of
tourism in Central Bohemia. Nevertheless, the term “Central Bohemia’ can be used in at
least three different meanings. It is therefore necessary to make the terms clear.

Central Bohemia, in the geographical sense, is a region lying in the middle of the
Czech Republic, in aform of aring surrounding the capital city of Prague.

However, as a territorial unit, it can be understood either as “NUTS 1l Central
Bohemia’, or “NUTS IIl Central Bohemia’. “NUTS" represents an artificial territorial
unit, introduced due to the EU’ s standards (see 1.1.3.2 Cohesion Regions NUTS 11). Asthe
regions in the Czech Republic are, in comparison with the others within the EU, smaller,
NUTS Il — the so-called cohesion regions — join one to three regions together, to make
them comparable with other regions in the EU member countries, eligible for the assistance
from the Structural Funds.

Centra Bohemia, together with Moravia-Silesia, are the only regions whose
territorial definition “NUTS 1" corresponds with that of “NUTS I11”. Both regions are
large enough to be defined as NUTS Il and at the same time, they have never been divided
into smaller units before, which is why they are defined as both NUTS I11 and NUTS 11
regions.

In this diploma thesis, specifying the type of “NUTS’ in connection with Central
Bohemia is therefore not necessary, using the term “Central Bohemia’ is thus to be
understood as either NUTS Il Central Bohemia, or NUTS Il Central Bohemia (or Central
Bohemia/the Central Bohemia Region as a geographical specification — it does not matter
as all these three terms are equal).
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Nevertheless, it is crucial to distinguish the two NUTS meanings when comparing
Central Bohemia with other regions — both NUTS Il and NUTS I11. As mentioned above,
NUTS Il Central Bohemia (and NUTS Il Moravia-Silesia, too) is an exception, for those
five remaining NUTS Il regions (North-West, South-West, North-East, South-East and
Central Moravia) can be subdivided into two or three NUTS 111 regions. And above all,
Central Bohemia shows contrasting results when being compared with NUTS 1l regions,
and then with NUTS 111 regions.

The two meanings are hence distinguished properly by adding the title “NUTS I1”
or “NUTS 11" to “Central Bohemia” where needed in the diplomathesis. Notwithstanding,
where just the term “ Central Bohemia” is used, the meaning is not necessary to be defined
and the terms can thus be confused.

As Central Bohemia is the key destination regarding this thesis, it is suitable to be
introduced briefly.

2.1.1 Central Bohemia - characteristics
The following table offers an overview of the most important satistical data about Central

Bohemia. The picture below depicts the statistical division of the Central Bohemia Region.

Table5 Statistical data about Central Bohemia

Area 11,014 kn?

Inhabitants 1,135,795 (asof 1. 1. 2004)
Share of the CR's GDP | 9%

Unemployment 7% (asof 1. 2. 2005)
Districts 12

Municipalities 1,146 (of this 71 towns)
Governor Petr Bend|

Source; Stiedogesky kraj, 2004
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Figure 1l Statistical division of Central Bohemia
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21.1.1 Facts

The region of Central Bohemia covers 14 % of the total area of the Czech Republic.
Its inhabitants represent 10.86 % of the population. Regarding its area and number of
communities, the Central Bohemia Region is the largest in the country, lying in the central
part of the Czech basin. It surrounds the capital Prague which is a self-governing territorial
unit. The most important transport and communication arteries pass through the territory of
this region, linking the other regions with the capital. The region contains both important
industrial towns and extensive, sparsely populated agricultural areas. The entire region has
achiefly rural character.

2.1.1.2 Natural characteristics

Two types of landscape make up the territory of the region. The north-eastern half is
dominated by flat lowlands around the river Elbe, used as agricultural land and partly
covered with forests. The south-western part is hilly and wooded. Nature lovers appreciate
the fact that Central Bohemia contains several protected areas, the most important and
largest of them being is the Ktivoklat region (Ktivoklasko), a UNESCO biospheric
reservation. The Ktivoklat region adjoins the geological phenomenon known as the Czech
karst, the largest karst region in Bohemia with its famous Konéprusy caves. A major part
of the territory of Kokoiinsko, a protected natural environment, lies within the Central
Bohemia Region, with its typical canyon-like valleys and sandstone rocks. Central
Bohemia is also the gateway to the Czech Paradise (Cesky Ré&)). Several important rivers
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flow through the region: the Berounka, Vitava, Jizera, Elbe and Sézava. The rivers and

dams constructed on them are popular locations for water sports and recreation.

2.1.1.3 Cultural and historical monuments
A large number of rare monuments document the rich history of the Central Bohemia

Region. Among ancient castles such as Kiivokla, Konopi&é, Kokorin and Cesky
Sternberk, Karl&ejn stands out as a true architectural masterpiece whose gold chamber and
frescoes by Master Theodoric ensure its position among the most important monuments in
Europe. Noble seats with their magnificent gardens have survived from the Renaissance
and Baroque periods: the Renaissance palace in Nelahozeves or the Baroque castles in
Dobiis§ and Mnichovo Hradi&é. Also famous is the Lany estate, the summer presidential
residence. Practically all the towns in Central Bohemia can boast a historical centre, among
them Kolin, M¢&lnik, Mlada Boleslav, Slany, Kladno, Beroun, Rakovnik, Pribram and
BeneSov. Kutna Horais atrue gem: it was an affluent town during the Middle Ages thanks
to the revenue from the local silver mines.

2.1.1.4 Economic situation
The Central Bohemia Region is a fully developed industrial territory with a great tradition

enjoyed by the automobile plant in Mlada Boleslav, the breweries in Velké Popovice and
KruSovice and the glassworks in Podébrady and Sazava. A number of international
companies have their headquarters in the region. The Central Bohemia Region is currently
undergoing the restructuring and development of its economy and foreign companies have
opened numerous light industry plants here in recent years.

2.1.1.5 Regional development
The regional development strategy adopted by the Central Bohemia Region isto create the

organically developing centre of Bohemia with mutually beneficial links with the capital
Prague. It also seeks to develop urbanised, outlying and rural areas whilst respecting the
heterogeneity of the natural and ecological conditions governing individual parts of the
region. The chief aim is to ensure the balanced growth of the entire region based on
principles of integration and continually tenable development, for which the prosperity of
the infrastructure is an essential prerequisite. The completion of the ring road around
Prague is being planned which will affect the Central Bohemia Region.

The Central Bohemia Region is predominantly a rural area with its own
infrastructure. Several projects are under way for the renovation of the countryside in the
region. There are also plans for the multi-purpose application of the Mlada former military
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sector, in disuse until now. Certain rural areas are focusing on the growth of tourism, for
example, the tourist park and development of the recreational district of Sedlec-Prcice.
(Stiredocesky kraj, 2004)

2.2 Description of the first call for project proposals

2.2.1 Financed activities in Submeasure 4.2.2
Integrated projects of regional or supraregional significance aimed at development of

tourism infrastructure in municipalities and regions were supported - e. g. reconstruction
and renovation of monuments of regional significance including the necessary access
infrastructure (cultural, technical and industrial monuments), as well as reconstruction and
renovation of buildings serving tourism (open-air museums, museums, etc.), development
of local or regional information systems for tourism, development and renovation of tourist
trails, cycling trails, horse-trails, etc. The total acceptable costs could not have got over
€ 3 billion.

2.2.2 Suitable applicants
Municipalities, municipality unions, regions, non-governmental non-profit corporations,

state-established organizations and organizations established by regions or municipalities.

2.2.3 Recommended structure of financing
The support wasto be provided as an irreversible help (subsidy).

2.2.4 Minimum admissible sum of total acceptable costs
Minimum admissible sum of total acceptable costs within Submeasure 4.2.2 means that

every single project was to cos at least CZK 2 million.

2.2.5 Place of realization of the project
All cohesion regions except for Prague were considered suitable aress.

2.2.6 Duration of the project
Projects within the JROP can be realized continuoudly till August 31, 2008. Maximum

recommended duration of realization of the project is 24 months.
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2.2.7 Criteriafor providing irreversible direct subsidy for individual
projects
Selection of the projects was based on the principle of competition among the submitted

projects that had reached the best evaluation. The amount of supported projects was then
[imited by the sum of allotment for the given measure.

Criteriac  Fulfilment of formal requirements, fulfilment of acceptability and
selection criteria. (Stiedocesky kraj, 2006c)

Theterms equal in all cohesion regions of the Czech Republic.

2.3 Evaluation procedures

After the deadline, the Regional Council of NUTS Il Central Bohemia evaluates the
submitted projects and approves a list of projects intended for support from the EU
Structural Funds within the JROP.

If the project fulfils the formal and acceptability criteria, it proceeds to the second
phase of evaluation, in which quality of submitted projects is judged. Each project is given
points according to appropriate tables. Point-evaluation is then compared with maximum
number of points in the submeasure and expressed in percentage. According to point-
evaluation, a list of projects recommended to be approved (by the Ministry for Regional
Development) is crested.

2.4 Results of calls in NUTS Il Central Bohemia (4.2.2 only)

The following table gives an overview of all approved projects in the five calls for
submitting project proposals in Submeasure 4.2.2 — Support of regional and local tourism
infrastructure within NUTS Il Central Bohemia. Actually, the fourth call did not concern
Submeasure 4.2.2. As we can see, 14 projects have been successful, with their total
acceptable costs reaching up to CZK 146.5 million. More than CZK 107 million has been
reguired from the EU.
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Table6 Approved projectsin Calls1—-5in NUTSII Central Bohemia (Submeasure 4.2.2)

e . Acceptable costs| Required from | Points
Project’s title Applicant (CZK) EU (CZK) %)
1. CALL
Renovation of cultural monument - the park of the The town of Viagim 7 450 518,00 5587 889,00 69,06
VlaSim castle
Develqpment and reV|taI|zat|c3n"of tourist trail "Through The municipality of Nova Ves 5 680 478,00 4260 358,00 60,75
the region of the battle at Kolin
Creation of information centre in Mnichovice The town of Mnichovice 3916 623,00 2 937 467,25 58,11
2. CALL
Sedlcany district by bicycle Association of municipalities of the 6962341,000 522175575 71,93
SedI¢any district
Mining train Bfezové Hory The town of Pribram 4 779 294,90 3584 471,10 70,18}
3. CALL
foﬂiow'”g the knights of Blanik both by bicycle and on |- o - icipality of Kondrac 895166000 671374500 71,13
Reconstruction and foundation of museum and gallery inl..c., o1, ¢ bism foundation 21776 238,000 14698 960,65 66,32
Bauer Villa by the architect Josef Go¢ar
Renovation of historical Kolin sugar-beet-groove The club for Kolin sugar-beet- 15 735 576,00 10 621 513,80 65,81
groove renewal
Tourist centre of the cyclotrack Prague - Dresden The municipality of Chvatéruby 8 777 365,00 6 583 024,00 65,81
4. CALL
5. CALL
Renovation of VlaSim castle and park (2. phase) The town of VlaSim 16 998 880,00 12 749 160,00 83,74
RECOHSUL'JCIIOH of visitors™ areas of Slade¢ek homeland Central Bohemia 5281 614,00 3961 210,50 81,14
museum in Kladno
Zrug castle reborn (1. phase) The town of Zru¢ nad Sazavou 21 226 846,00 15920 134,00 78,54
Reconstruction of east wing of Liblice castle The centre of common activities of 18972000,000 1422900000 74,96
the Academy of Sciences
Total X 146 509 433,90 107 068 689,05 X

Source; Stredocesky kraj, 2006a

2.4.1 Comparison of results of particular calls in NUTS Il Central

Bohemia

In this part, the results are compared according to three criteria. The first one is the amount

of successful projects within the calls, on contrary then the number of rejected projects is

going to be taken into account. As a result, a percentage of successfulness of projects in

particular calls will emerge. The aim of this partial survey is to find whether there are

substantial differences among the calls proclaimed in Central Bohemia, and eventually to

find reasons for the disparities.
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Graph 1 Approved and disapproved projectsin calls1 -5

18

16

14

12

10

O Approved projects
W Disapproved projects

L il o -
2
277”_; 777777 )
0
1st call 2nd call 3rd call 5th call

Source; organized according to data mentioned above

The graph indicates that while the amount of approved projects grew very slowly (actually,
it was relatively decreasing), the number of disapproved and rejected projects was
increasing steadily. Such tendency is quite interesting regarding the fact that it should be
vice versa. The reasons are quite logical: the amount of money available gets lower with
each next call as it is cut by the amount of money given to successful projects. With the
third challenge, the funds available for 2005 had been exploited.

The following table provides a percentual expression of a ratio between the approved and
disapproved plus substitute projects.

Table7 Successfulnessof projectsin calls1 -5

Call No. Successfulness (%)
1 66,7%
2 23,1%
3 20,0%
5 11,1%

Source; organized according to data mentioned above
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2.4.2 Comparison of results of NUTS Il Central Bohemia with other
cohesion regions

This part deals with the analysis of the data of 31 December 2006, including both
individual projects and grant schemes. The first section offers an overview of the amount
of projects submitted in particular regions (NUTS 111) and cohesion regions (NUTS11).

2.4.2.1 Number of submitted projects according to regions and NUTS |l
(as of 31 December 2006)

Table8 Number of submitted projectsin NUTS 11 and NUTS 11 regions (31 December 2006)

Region / NUTS lI Submeasure 4.2.2
Central Bohemia 117

Central Bohemia 117
South-West 158

South Bohemia 119

Pilsen Region 39
North-West 145

Usti nad Labem Region 99

Carlsbad Region 46
North-East 84

Liberec Region 18

Hradec Krélové Region 44

Pardubice Region 22
South-East 185

South Moravia 87

Highlands 98
Central Moravia 152

Olomouc Region 98

Zlin Region 54
Moravia-Silesia 162

Moravia-Silesia 162
Total 1003

Source: Fondy EU, 18. 01. 2007

The table as well as the graph below show the amount of projects submitted in NUTS 111
and NUTS I1. As for the NUTS 11 regions, the highest number of projects was submitted
in Moravia-Silesia, followed by the South Bohemia Region and Central Bohemia. On the
contrary, in Liberec and Pardubice Regions, the number of submitted projects was the
lowest. In total, 1003 projects were submitted in all regionstill 31 December 2006.
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Graph 2 Number of submitted projectsin particular NUTSIII regions
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The following graph shows the shares of particular NUTS |1 on the total amount of
submitted projects. From this point of view, South-East is the leading NUTS |1 region,
with 19 per cent of the submitted projects. 16 per cent of all projects were submitted in
NUTS Il Moravia-Silesia and equally in NUTS Il South-West. The lowest share on the
total sum of submitted projects — 8 per cent only — had NUTS || North-East.

It is obvious from the graph below and up that using the two measures of
comparison — according to NUTS Il or NUTS Ill — brings different conclusions as far as
Central Bohemia is concerned. Itsthird position among NUTS I11 presumably results from
its primacy regarding the area of the region because apart from that, Central Bohemia as
NUTS Il submitted not more than 12 per cent which is the second lowest percentage.
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Graph 3 Sharesof NUTSII regions on total number of submitted projects

Shares of particular NUTS Il on total number of
submitted projects

16% 12% O Central Bohemia
H South-West

O North-West

O North-East

O South-East

O Central Moravia
B Moravia-Silesia

15%

19% 8%

Source: Fondy EU, 18. 01. 2007

2.4.2.2 Required EU subsidies according to NUTS Il and NUTS Ill regions
(as of 31 December 2006)

This section deals with the required financial support from the EU funds. Again, it only
refers to Submeasure 4.2.2 Support of regional and local infrastructure, restricted to the
end of 2006.

As the table below indicates, the total amount of sums required from the European
Regional Development Fund reached CZK 6.7 billion. As for NUTS I regions, the highest
requirements had Moravia-Silesia (CZK 1.3 hillion), followed by Central Moravia
(CZK 1.2 billion) and South-West (CZK 1.1 billion), which is quite logical, as these two
submitted the highest number of projects. Surprisingly, NUTS Il South-East, which
submitted the most projects, required only CZK 0.9 billion. Anyway, the least demanded
NUTS I Central Bohemia (CZK 0.6 billion).

Considering NUTS Il regions, Moravia-Silesia (CZK 1,257 million), South
Bohemia (CZK 765.1 million) and Usti nad Labem Region (CZK 696.4 million) claimed
the most. This rank roughly corresponds with the number of projects submitted in these
regions. The lowest financial requirements, not surprisingly, showed Hradec Krélové
Region (CZK 194.2 million), Liberec Region (CZK 218.6 million) and Carlsbad Region
(CZK 230.5 million).
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Table9 Required EU subsidies (mil. CZK)

Region / NUTS I Submeasure 4.2.2
Central Bohemia 619,7
Central Bohemia 619,7
South-West 1084,4
South Bohemia 765,1
Pilsen Region 319,3
North-West 926,9
Usti nad Labem Region 696,4
Carlsbad Region 230,5
North-East 706,7
Liberec Region 218,6
Hradec Kralové Region 194,2
Pardubice Region 293,9
South-East 903,3
South Moravia 441,3
Highlands 462,0
Central Moravia 1183,6
Olomouc Region 694,4
Zlin Region 489,2
Moravia-Silesia 1257,0
Moravia-Silesia 1257,0
Total 6 681,6

Source: Fondy EU, 18. 01. 2007

Graph 4 Required EU subsidiesin NUTSIII (mil. CZK)
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The following graph clearly depicts the percentual shares of particular NUTS Il regions on
the total amount of money required from the ERDF. We can see that almost a fifth claims
Moravia-Silesia, another fifth (18 per cent) then Central Moravia, while Central Bohemia
draws less than a tenth of the total sum of EU subsidies. It is even less than NUTS I
South-Ead, traditionally the least active cohesion region, demanded.

Graph 5 Percentual sharesof NUTSII regions on total amount of EU subsidies
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2.4.2.3 Sequence of regions (NUTS Il and NUTS lll) according to submitted
projects and according to amount of required EU subsidies

This section offers a general overview showing the sequence of particular NUTS I11 and
subsequently NUTS Il regions both according to the amount of submitted projects and
according to the amount of sums required from the EU funds (ERDF). Thus, we can see if
the number of submitted projects corresponds with the amount of required EU money.

NUTSIII regions

It is interesting that only at the first two positions (Moravia-Silesia and South Bohemia),
the rank in both views agrees. Considering NUTS Il Centra Bohemia, although it
submitted arelatively high number of projects, looking in the chart below, we will find out
it did not require so much money. Actually, Central Bohemia was at the fifth position
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among the other NUTS Il regions. Traditionally, the regions Liberec, Hradec Kraove,
Pardubice and Carlsbad occupied the bottom of the table in both aspects.

Table10 Sequenceof NUTSIII regions according to number of submitted projects and EU money
required

Rank According to ampunt of] According to z-:lrr-munt of
projects submitted EU subsidies
1. Moravia-Silesia Moravia-Silesia
2. South Bohemia South Bohemia
3. Central Bohemia Usti nad Labem Region
4. Usti nad Labem Region [Olomouc Region
5. Highlands Central Bohemia
6. Olomouc Region Zlin Region
7. South Moravia Highlands
8. Zlin Region South Moravia
9. Carlsbad Region Pilsen Region
10. Hradec Krélové Region |[Pardubice Region
11. Pilsen Region Carlsbad Region
12. Pardubice Region Liberec Region
13. Liberec Region Hradec Krélové Region

Source: Fondy EU, 18. 01. 2007

NUTSII regions

The following table complements the previous one, this time giving a summary of results
in terms of NUTS Il regions. Again, both categories — the amount of submitted projects
and the amount of EU subsidies, are taken into account.

We can see again that only once had the region the same position in both aspects,
and that was NUTS Il South-West: each time at the third position. Moravia-Silesia
required the most but also submitted the second highest number of projects. On contrary,
South-East submitted the most projects but considering its financial requirements toward
the European Funds, it occupied the fifth place.

Central Bohemia, this time as NUTS |1, occupied the sixth place from the view of
submitted projects, and at the same time, it demanded the least of the other six NUTS |1

regions.
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Table11 Sequenceof NUTSII regions according to number of submitted projects and EU money
required

According to amount of| According to amount of

RS projects submitted EU subsidies
1. South-East Moravia-Silesia
2. Moravia-Silesia Central Moravia
3. South-West South-West
4. Central Moravia North-West
5. North-West South-East
6. Central Bohemia North-East
7. North-East Central Bohemia

Source: Fondy EU, 18. 01. 2007

2.4.2.4 Comparison of shares of particular NUTS lll regions in terms of
economic efficiency and activity in the JROP (in 4.2.2 only)

In this partial analysis, three indicators are compared in each region: the regional share on
the GDP of the Czech Republic, its share on the total number of submitted projects in
Submeasure 4.2.2 and finally, the share on required EU subsidies to these submitted
projects.

Looking in the chart below, one can see that in some of the regions, there are quite
significant disproportions regarding the three criteria. There are both positive and negative
differences, a positive difference meaning that the region has a greater share on the total
amount of submitted regions than on the GDP. Such positive difference can we find in 6 of
the 13 regions, particularly in South Bohemia (4.52 %), Highlands (4.49 %), the Olomouc
Region (3.34 %), and Moravia-Silesia (2.23 %). The most striking negative difference
showed South Moravia (-5.19 %) and the Pardubice Region (-3.34%). Relatively negative
results gave also the Liberec (-2.82 %) and the Pilsen (-2.77 %) Regions. The shares of
other regions were quite balanced. As for Central Bohemia, its share on the total number of
submitted projects was by 0.48 % lower than on the GDP.

Considering the difference between shares on required EU subsidies to submitted
projects, it was most remarkably positive in Moravia-Silesia (4.89 %), in South Bohemia
(411 %), and in the Olomouc Region (3.96 %). On contrary, significant negative
differences showed South Moravia (-7.26 %), the Hradec Kralové Region (-3.36 %), and
also Central Bohemia (-2.88 %). The ratios of the other regions were balanced again.
Anyway, 7 of the 13 NUTS 11 regions showed positive results thistime.

To sum up, generally the most favourable results showed South Bohemia, the
Olomouc Region and Moravia-Silesia, whereas South Moravia the worst. Also, the regions
of Hradec Krélové, Pilsen, Pardubice, and Liberec had rather dissatisfactory results.
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Regarding Central Bohemia, the results are not good as well, as it has a slightly negative

ratio between the share on submitted projects and on GDP, however, its ratio between the

required subsidies and the GDP is the third worst of all the other regions.

Table12 Sharesof NUTSIII regions on GDP and required EU subsidies to submitted projects

Share on
. Share on Share on
Share on required EU . .
Share on . . submitted required EU
NUTS Il submitted subsidies to ) .
GDP roiects submitted projects / subsidies /
proj . Share on GDP | Share on GDP
projects
Central Bohemia 12,15% 11,67% 9,27% -0,48% -2,88%
South Bohemia 7,34% 11,86% 11,45% 4,52% 4,11%
Pilsen Region 6,66% 3,89% 4,78% 2,77% -1,88%
Usti nad Labem Region 8,65% 9,87% 10,42% 1,22% 1,77%
Carlsbad Region 3,16% 4,59% 3,45% 1,43% 0,29%
Liberec Region 4,61% 1,79% 3,27% -2,82% -1,34%
Hradec Kralové Region 6,27% 4,39% 2,91% -1,88% -3,36%
Pardubice Region 5,53% 2,19% 4,40% -3,34% -1,13%
South Moravia 13,86% 8,67% 6,60% -5,19% -7,26%
Highlands 5,28% 9,77% 6,91% 4,49% 1,63%
Olomouc Region 6,43% 9,77% 10,39% 3,34% 3,96%
Zlin Region 6,15% 5,38% 7,32% -0,77% 1,17%
Moravia-Silesia 13,92% 16,15% 18,81% 2,23% 4,89%

Source: Fondy EU, 18. 01. 2007
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3 JROP from the applicants” view

When collecting information about the JROP, | obviously stemmed from sources provided
by the institutions connected with this programme. They represent a theoretical frame of
the JROP, they set rules and terms and judge to which extent the applicants manage to
fulfil them. However, they should also help the applicants succeed with their project. One
particular institution, mentioned in previous sections, whose purpose is to be ready to help
the applicants solve any of their problems, is the Secretariat of the Regional Council
(SRC). It triesto prevent the applicants from the mistakes they could make when preparing
their projects. That is why they hold meetings with the applicants where they present the
most frequent failures to avoid repeating them again within another proclaimed calls.

The counterpart to these ingtitutions represents the applicants who participate in
the JROP by preparing a project to one of its submeasures. As it is quite a demanding
process connected with specific problems, | decided to make a small research in order to
get to know the applicants” attitude towards the JROP.

3.1 Research: “JROP from the applicants’ view”

3.1.1 Purpose and objectives
The purpose of the research was to find out about the experience of the applicants with the

Joint Regional Operational Programme. It followed three fundamental objectives:
1. definition of the most frequent problems the applicants face when preparing
projects,
2. finding out the applicants” opinions of the conditions of the JROP in general, and

3. evaluation of the cooperation with the Secretariat of the Regional Council.

3.1.2 Informants (research group)
The basic group equals the research group, and is represented by the applicants from

NUTS Il Central Bohemia who had submitted an individual project in Submeasure 4.2.2 —
Support of regional and local tourism infrastructure till December 2006, which means in
the four calls for submitting project proposals in 4.2.2. This group included 48 applicants
altogether®.

° The amount of projects submitted in the four calls was 72, however, some applicants submitted more
projects, and thus participated in the JROP repeatedly.

39



3.1.3 Technique and tools
Regarding the number of applicants and their geographical location throughout the Central

Bohemia, after a careful consideration | decided to acquire the data using the technique of
aquestionnaire without a mediator.

This is a technique with the informant filling the questionnaire form himself,
without the presence of a mediator who would explain the purpose and instructions for
filling in. (Novotna, 2004, p. 20).

Moreover, in order to support the return of the questionnaires, the informants were
addressed by telephone as well.

3.1.3.1 Structure of the questionnaire form
The questionnaire form was made as easy as possible for the applicants to fill in which

means their only task was to choose appropriate options from those offered. These options
were defined after studying various materials published at the server “Structural Funds’
and at the websites of the Central Bohemia Region. At the beginning of the questionnaire
form, there were brief instructions for filling in.

The form was divided into three parts, following the objectives of the research.

First part: The most frequent problemsduring the project preparation

The first part of the questionnaire deals with the most frequent problems the applicants had
when conducting their projects. The goal of the first section was partly to specify the
problems and partly to find out to which extent the SRC succeeded in preventing the
applicants from repeating the same mistakes.

In connection with compiling the options in the questionnaire referring to the
problems connected with project preparation, | made an appointment to Ing. Jifi Korinek,
the then executive of the Secretariat of the Regional Council of NUTS |1 Central Bohemia,
to discuss the problems and mistakes the applicants often make when preparing their
projects. Furthermore, the options given were included into the questionnaire based on the
summary of the most frequent problems published on the websites of the Central Bohemia
Region, and in the literature (Stredoc¢esky kraj, 2005).

The first part in fact contains only one question, or task: “Tick all the problems
from the list below that you dealt with during the preparation of your project”. This list
was thematically divided into categories so that the questionnaire form is well-arranged
and looks friendly. Moreover, such adivision would make the analysis of the data easier.
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The question was actually closed, however, each category contained an option

“other problems —which” with a space left for the informants comments.

Second part: Evaluation of project terms
The second part of the questionnaire was aimed at project terms. The informants were
asked to judge the demandingness of the terms their project had to fulfil so as to be
approved by the Secretariat of the Regional Council.

In addition, the informants were to state which part of the project preparation they
considered the most demanding (this was the only open question in the questionnaire

form).

Third part: Evaluation of cooperation with the Secretariat of the Regional Council
The last part of the questionnaire concerned evaluation of the cooperation between the
Secretariat of the Regional Council and the applicants. This part contained three questions.
The first one was to reveal how often the applicants actually asked the SRC for
help. Afterwards, the informants task was to judge how conducive the Secretariat was
when solving their problems. The applicants were in fact to decide how often the SRC
managed to help them. By answering the final question, the informants generally evaluated
the necessity and helpfulness of cooperation with the Secretariat of the Regional Council.

The questionnaire is enclosed in both language versions (Appendices D and E).

3.1.3.2 Time and place of realization
The questionnaire research was being prepared in December 2007 and realized in February

2007. As stated above, it was undertaken in the whole of Central Bohemia

3.1.3.3 Distribution of the questionnaire and the return rate of the forms
As it would not be possible for me to handle the questionnaire form to each applicant, it

was distributed per e-mail.

The most important advantages of an e-mail questionnaire include the possibility to
address a large group of informants at very low financial costs, and the ease and quickness
of filling the form. On the other hand, a substantial disadvantage represents the amount of
spam mails the informants, like any other people, get, and so there is a high risk they
would not even open the e-mail with the questionnaire. In addition, the electronic research
actually abolishes the anonymity of the informants. (Novotng, 2004, p. 38)
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In order to reduce the effects of the disadvantages of the electronic research, the
guestionnaire form was accompanied by a cover letter containing basic information about
myself, my diploma thesis, the purpose of my research and instructions for filling in. The
letter also informed the informants the data would be processed anonymously, and that the
outcomes of the research would be provided to the Secretariat of the Regional Council of
NUTS Il Central Bohemia, so that the informants could realize that filling the form might
help solve and prevent the problems of future applicants.

Problems accompanying the distribution and data collecting

One particular problem that emerged in connection with the survey, referred to appealing
to the applicants. Although | managed to get alist of contacts to the applicants in 4.2.2, it
needed to be updated which sometimes was a problem. As most of the applicants (almost
70 %) represented the towns and municipalities (or associations of municipalities), the
biggest problem posed particularly the local elections that brought changes to the personal
congtitution of the municipal offices. Some project managers or people responsible for the
project preparation were therefore difficult to contact.

In addition, there was another problem connected with addressing the informants —
the applicant is often not the executor and the executor’s name is mostly unavailable as
there are only names of applicants available in the statistics. Again, searching for the
executors was quite a demanding process connected with several phone calls.

Last but not least, another problem was also the reluctance of the addressed people.
Even some of those contacted both per e-mail and per telephone were not able to fulfil the
guestionnaire and send it back.

To conclude, it is obvious that the journey of the questionnaire to the proper
informant was quite complicated. Apparently, this is one of the reasons why not more than
50 per cent (24 out of 48) of the questionnaires returned.

3.1.4 Data processing
No questionnaire form was excluded from the research for they all had been filled

properly. In some forms, only parts Il and Il were filled, nevertheless they contain
information as well, saying some applicants might have not had any problems from the list
at all.

The programme MS Excel was used for processing the data.
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3.1.5 Data analysis and interpretation
The data obtained from the questionnaire research are shown in form of tables and graphs.

Tables, together with graphs, are significant ways of identifying the relationships
for they are complementary to each other: tables show all facts more precisely; the graphs
more simply, but the more visually. (Synek, 2002, p. 34)

3.1.5.1 First part of the questionnaire
The first part of the questionnaire was focused on finding the most frequent

problems the applicants had when preparing their projects.

1. Level of informedness about the JROP

In the first category, the informants were to evaluate their level of informedness about the
Joint Regional Operational Programme — the amount and availability of the information
materials accessible, as well as their clarity. The informants judged also, to which degree

they had managed to examine the information materials.

Table 13 Level of informedness about the JROP

Level of informedness about the JROP Frequency
ABS %
Lack of information materials 2 8,3
Inaccessability of information materials 1 4,21
Obscurities in information materials 9 37,5
Insufficient examining of the materials 3 12,5
Other problems 5 20,8

Source; research data

The results show that almost 40 per cent of the informants found some obscurities in the
information materials about the JROP. 13 % admitted they had not had examined the
information materials thoroughly enough. 2 informants thought there was a lack of
information materials, while only one claimed the materials were inaccessible. A fifth of
the informants chose the option “other problems — which”, and they complained of
frequent changes in programme documents and their updates and the resulting uncertainty
which version was the most up-to-date. Another problem posed the changing terms
(regarding the first rounds of the JROP), or a heterogeneous interpretation of information
from the materials (differences of interpretations of the Ministry and district clerks, among
districts, too). One applicant considered the information provided about the JROP

incomplete.
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Graph 6 Level of informedness about the JROP (%)
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2. Time demandingness of project preparation

The second battery of questions — problems, concerns the amount of time needed for
preparation of the project. The task of the informants was to judge whether they had
estimated the time demandingness of their projects and whether they had managed to sart
the preparation in time.

Table 14 Time demandingness of project preparation

. . . . Frequency
Time demandingness of project preparation ABS %
Underestimation of time demandingness 4 16,7]
Preparation of the project had not begun in time 4 16,7
Other problems 3 12,5

Source; research data



Graph 7 Time demandingness of project preparation (%)
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As we can see, the informants did not have much trouble with estimating the amount of
time needed for project preparation. Such a finding probably results from the experience in
other grant programmes. Moreover, not a few informants submitted their projects to the
JROP repestedly which is why we can presume they had not been aware of the time
demandingness of their project right from the start, they learned to be able to estimate it
thereafter.

Only 17 per cent of informants stated that they had underestimated the amount of
time needed, the same share of informants also admitted they had not started to prepare the
project in time. Three informants claimed they faced other problems, such as “a time-
demanding process of obtaining materials which are, moreover, available within the
bureaucratic system, and sometimes they seem to be irrelevant to the project”, or “atime
demandingness of processing the voluntary supplements that can support the
successfulness of a project”. Generally, the problem obviously was that “everything takes

more time than expected”, as one of the informants wrote.

3. Problems with relevant human resources management

The aim of the third section was to discover whether the informants found difficulties
connected with human resources involved in preparation of the project. Firstly, they were
to consider the reliability and competence of people entrusted with preparing the project.
Secondly, they were to say if they had earmarked a sufficient number of people for
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the project. Thirdly, the informants should claim whether they had chosen a suitable

project executor.

Table 15 Problemswith relevant human r esour ces management

Problems with relevant human resources management A
ABS %
Unreliability/incompetence of people entrusted with project 2 83
preparation )
Providing insufficient amount of people needed for project 4 167
preparation )
Wrong choice of executing partner 2 8,3
Other problems 2 8,3

Source; research data

Graph 8 Problemswith relevant human r esour ces management (%)
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Problems regarding the human resources turned to be rather rare. Four informants (17 %)
declared they had earmarked an insufficient number of people for the project. Two
informants were dissatisfied with the executor of their projects, another two people found
the people entrusted with project preparation unreliable or incompetent. 2 informants stated
they had had other problems, e. g. with “heterogeneous procedures of clerks, their
consultations were only general, and the process of project evaluation of projects was very
subjective’.

Generally, the findings show the applicants had mostly chosen the staff
responsibly. At the same time, the staff had apparently proved to be skilled and reliable.
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This might result from the fact that the applicants often give over the preparation to

experienced professional organizations dealing with project processing.

4. Cooperation by project preparation

Cooperation plays an important role in project preparation. It might be very useful to draw
experience from people who are skilled in project executing, and to take advantage of
possible advice given by relevant ingtitutions. Such institution, in case of the JROP, is the
Secretariat of the Regional Council, and those experienced people are foremost the
organizations specialized in project preparation. The fourth category was thus aimed at
cooperation between the informants and relevant people or organizations.

Table 16 Cooperation by project preparation

. . . Frequency
Cooperation by project preparation ABS %
No drawing from the experience of other people 2 8,3
No consultation with the SRC 1 4,21
No final consultation with the SRC 1 4,2
Other problems 1 4,21

Source; research data

Graph 9 Cooperation by project preparation (%)
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It is obvious that the informants either cooperated enough, or were so skilled themselves
that they did not need to contact another people. However, only two informants declared
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they had not drawn experience from other people, meaning that they probably feel it was
a mistake. One informant had not had consulted anything with the Secretariat of the
Regional Council, and this one, logically, also had not consulted even the final version of
his project. By the way, this project was disapproved. The informant who ticked “other
problems’ stated that the Secretariat had been unwilling to cooperate.

5. Content essentials of the project

One of the most significant terms the applicants have to meet is the content essentials of
the project. At the same time, this category brings the informants quite a lot of problems.
The most frequent problems generally represent processing the budget, unexplained
property relations, an exact formulation of the project plan, or ensuring the transparency of

the project.

Table 17 Content essentials of the project

. . Frequency
Content essentials of the project ABS %
Problems with budget processing 9 37,5
Problems with ensuring the project transparency 1 4,2
Problems with an exact formulation of the project plan 2 8,3
Unexplained property relations 4 16,7]
Other problems 4 16,7]

Source; research data

Graph 10 Content essentials of the project (%)
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As we can see at first sight, aimost 40 per cent of informants agreed they had found
difficulty compiling the budget of the project. Unexplained property relations caused
problems for four informants, while another 4 informants claimed they had had other
problems like “the points criteria are subjectively modified within evaluation”, or
“the evaluation criteria were different from the requirements on documents such as
Feasibility study or CBA”, and “problems with proving tenability, or availability of
sources for financing the operation within several years’. One informant did not specify his

problems.

6. Problems with compilation of supplements to the application

A broad category of problems with compilation of supplements to the application was also
the one most times ticked. As apparent from the table below, the applicants have to work

out awide range of supplements which are often a matter of difficulties.

Table 18 Problemswith compilation of supplementsto the application

Problems with compilation of supplements to the Frequency
application ABS %

Compliance with the development strategy 1 4,2
Detailed budget of a project 4 16,7]
ISPROFIN forms 6 25,0
Documents for economic evaluation of a project 3 12,5
Feasibility study 5 20,8
CBA 6 25,0
Document of the partnership 4 16,7]
Document of proving the proprietary relations 2 8,3
Document of judgement of the project’s impact on the 9 83
environment ’

Confirmation of a certification of a service/subject of tourism 2 8,3
Territorial resolution 4 16,7
Building permit 4 16,7]
Document of ensuring the financial covering of a project 3 12,5
Project documentation 1 4,2
Other supplements 1 4,2

Source; research data

Again, relatively quite a frequent problem (for a fourth of the informants) represents the
CBA (Cost-Benefit Analysis). A fourth of informants had also found difficulty in the
ISPROFIN™ forms. On the imaginary scale of difficultness of the supplements, the third
ranked the feasibility study which caused trouble to 21 per cent of the informants.
4 informants admitted that they had had problems with compilation of a detailed budget

19| SPROFIN form isaan informational system introduced by the Ministry of Finance in order to monitor
selected data of the preparation and realization of actions/projects within the framework of programme
financing from the state budget. All actiong/projects co-financed from the state budget areregistered in the
| SPROFIN.
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of their projects, another four claimed they found difficulties obtaining the document of the
partnership, or the territorial resolution (or a statement of consolidation of the territorial
and building proceeding made by the building office). Also, four informants had problems
obtaining the building permit (or ajoint territorial resolution and building permit).

Graph 11 Problemswith compilation of supplementsto the application (%)
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7. ELZA form

The ELZA form, which is an electronic application, also caused trouble to quite a large
amount of informants. As | managed to find out when processing the questionnaire, the
most frequent problems posed putting the data into the form, printing and saving it on a
moveable medium, and also understanding the form.
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Table19 ELZA form

ELZA form EEHICH )
absolutely | percentually
Problems with inserting the data into the form 3 12,5
Problems with understanding the form 8 33,3
Problems with printing and saving on a moveable medium 6 25,0

which part?
The system has not worked well from the beginning (but it is getting better)
The ELZA form was not possible to be printed; some pages were not displayed although they
were then printed - particularly the list of supplements
The number of the application
The final version was saved but after burning was not possible to be opened, or it was saved
in a different folder

Source; research data

Graph 12 ELZA form
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The research confirmed the ELZA really causes problems to applicants: a third of them
clamed they did not understand it fully, a fourth of the informants found difficulties
printing and saving the ELZA form. Four of these informants specified their problems, as
the table shows. Three informants dealt with problems connected with putting the data into
the form.

Such conclusion reveals that the computer literacy in the Czech offices is generally
rather low.
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8. Submitting the application

The final category in the first part of the questionnaire form represented submitting the
application. Problems with a timely submission of the application and problems with

an electronic application were included, as well as the option “other problems —which”.

Table20 Submitting the application

e L Frequency
Submitting the application ABS %
Problems with a timely application submission 6 25,0
Problems with an electronic application 0 0,0
Other problems 0 0,0

Source; research data

As the table shows, a fourth of the informants admitted they had had problems with
atimely submission of the application. None of the informants found difficulties connected
with submitting the electronic application, and no one had any other problems in this

category.

3.1.5.2 Second part of the questionnaire
The second part of the questionnaire form corresponds with the aim to discover how the

applicants evaluate the terms of the JROP, and what part of the preparation process they
considered to be the most demanding.

1. Evaluation of the JROP terms

Table 21 Evaluation of the JROP ter ms

How do you evaluate the terms for the grant approval? EICGHE G
ABS %
Very demanding 4 16,7
Demanding 15 62,5
Medium demanding 5 20,8
Little demanding 0 0,0
Undemanding 0 0,0)

Source; research data

The informants apparently agreed the terms for the grant approval are —to a certain extent
— demanding for no one had ticked either the option “little demanding”, nor
“undemanding”. More than 60 per cent of the informants consider the terms “demanding”,
while five informants (21 %) evaluated the terms as “medium demanding”. Four

informants (17 %) found the terms “very demanding’”.
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Graph 13 Evaluation of terms demandingness
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2. The most demanding part of the project preparation

The informants were given the only open question in the questionnaire form: “ Which part
of the project preparation do you find the most demanding?”

Their full responds are recorded in a table — see Appendix F. The informants
mostly stated more than one particular part, while some of them were either the same or at
least similar. That is why | rewrote these answers and organized them thematically in
another table so as to provide a more compact summary of the most problematic parts of
the preparation procedure. For this reason, no graph is available as the data were modified,
and the percentual frequency would thus make no sense.

Four informants claimed the project preparation is demanding in general, and they
could not decide which part was most problematic. Four informants also stated that
obtaining the documents for economic evaluation of the project posed the biggest problem
for them. And finally, another four responds said compiling the feasibility study was most
difficult. Another problem, mentioned three times, represented regaining the building
permit (this problem was connected especially with cycling trails projects). Rather asimple
reply was that most difficult is “making a good plan and a good project”, which three
informants agreed on. Three informants did not answer the question. The rest of the
responds appeared only once and they referred for example to the project documentation,
clarifying the proprietary relations, the ISPROFIN and ELZA forms, cash-flow, regaining

various statements, €etc.
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Table22 The most demanding part of the project preparation

Which part of the project preparation do you find the most
demanding?
Cannot say, generally, the project preparation is demanding
Documents for economic evaluation of the project
Feasibility study compilation
Regain of the building permit (especially by cycling trails projects)
A good plan and a good project
Negotiations with Ceské drahy, a. s.
Waymarking and statements of the land owners (a cycling trails project)
Project preparation in the ELZA form (too complicated)
Regain of various statements
Project documentation
ISPROFIN, cash-flow
Project management after the project approval
Predictions of a demand for services and services valuation
Clarification of the proprietary relations
Financial part and coordination of the strategies
Not filled
Source: research data
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3.1.5.3 Third part of the questionnaire
The final part of the questionnaire form followed the aim to find out whether the

informants cooperated with the Secretariat of the Regional Council and how they evaluate
this cooperation. They were asked three questions and were to choose one of the options

given.

1. Frequency of asking the SRC for help

As the graph below shows, the highest amount of informants — 46 per cent (11 informants)
— claimed they had asked for the SRC's assistance only sometimes, a third of the
informants had contacted the SRC often and three informants (13 %) even very often. One
informant had taken advantage of the SRC'’ s assistance only rarely and one informant had
never contacted the Secretariat of the Regional Council. Logically, he did not answer the
following two questions.

Anyway, the applicants in Central Bohemia generally cooperated with the
Secretariat, however, how useful the cooperation was, was the matter of the last two

guestions in the questionnaire form.



Graph 14 Frequency of asking the SRC for help
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2. Frequency of the SRC’s useful assistance

Fourteen of the 24 informants who took an active part in the questionnaire (that is 59 %
of the informants) responded to the question “ How often did the SRC manage to help you
solve a problem?” that very often. Five informants stated the Secretariat had helped them
mostly, three informants, on the other hand, stated the Secretariat managed to help them
only seldom. One informant claimed the SRC had helped in half of the cases of contacting
it.

Graph 15 Frequency of the SRC’s useful assistance
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Generally, about 80 per cent of the informants agreed the Secretariat managed to help them
solve their problems either every time or mostly which indicates the applicants found the
cooperation with the SRC useful. Nevertheless, by means of the last question, the
informants were to judge how useful the cooperation with the Secretariat was, regarding
the potential successfulness of their projects.

3. Evaluation of cooperation with the SRC

The informants were to answer the final question: “ How do you evaluate cooperation with
the SRC by preparation of your project?” by choosing the relevant option. Their responds
show that 42 per cent (10 informants) consider the cooperation very contributory, 21 per
cent (5 informants) even necessary — saying they would not have succeeded without the
SRC’ s assistance. “Quite contributory” (or “good”) was the answer of 4 informants (17 %),
while three informants found the assistance almost no good. One informant evaluated the
cooperation with the SRC as useless, thus expressing the opinion that they had managed to
succeed without the Secretariat.

Not surprisingly, with regards to responds to the previous question, the informants
assessed the cooperation as contributory in general. In fact, 17 per cent of the informantsin
principle expressed a negative opinion of the cooperation with the Secretariat.

Graph 16 Evaluation of cooper ation with the SRC
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3.1.6 Conclusions and recommendations

3.1.6.1 Conclusions of the first part: The most frequent problems with the
project preparation

The findings of the first part of the questionnaire form are summarized in the following
two pictures. The graph shows how often the informants ticked a problem in the relevant
category, while the table below defines the most frequent individual problems.

The most frequent category of problems

The number of ticks in the relevant category naturally corresponds also with the amount of
options offered in that category. So, logically, most times ticked category was the
“Supplements to the application” which represented 35 % of the marked options. 15 % of
ticks got the category “Level of informedness about the JROP”, another 15 per cent then
the “ Content essentials’. Twelve per cent of ticks represented the “ELZA form”. Eight per
cent of the responds concerned the category of “Time demandingness’, 7 per cent then
managing the human resources. The least problematic categories seem to be submitting the
application and cooperating with the Secretariat.

Graph 17 The most frequent category of problemswith the project preparation
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Themost frequent individual problems

However, in order to define the most frequent problems, it is necessary to look &t the
individual problems. The results showed the informants were not much too unanimous.
That iswhy | decided to declare as the most frequent problems those which exceeded the
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l[imit of 20 per cent, meaning they were ticked by at least five informants. These are

depicted in the following table.

Table 23 The most frequent problems (mor e than 20 % of ticks)

Problem Frequency Category
ABS %
Unclarities in information materials 9 37,5 1
Problems with budget processing 9 37,5 5
Problems with understanding the ELZA form 8 33,3 7
ISPROFIN forms 6 25,0 6
CBA 6 25,0 6
Problems with printing and saving the ELZA form 6 25,0 7
Problems with a timely application submission 6 25,0 8
Feasibility study 5 20,8 6

Source; research data

It is obvious that the most frequent problems were connected with the obscurities in
information materials, as 37.5 % informants agreed. At the same time, 9 informants
(37.5 %) consider processing the CBA problematic. A third of the informants found
difficulty understanding the ELZA form. A fourth of the informants claimed that their
problems referred to the ISPROFIN forms, another fourth of informants then found
problematic the Cost-Benefit Analysis as well. Not only understanding the ELZA form had
the informants found difficult, but also printing and saving the ELZA form on a moveable
medium did not avoid problems. A fourth of the informants admitted they had been in
a time pressure, facing problems with a timely submission of the application. Five
informants (20.8 %) were troubled by processing the feasibility study.

The full list of problems in a sequence of the amount of ticks they had received is
available in the Appendix G.

3.1.6.2 Recommendations to the first part: The most frequent problems with the
project preparation

There might be many reasons making the regain or processing the supplements to the
project so difficult, and thus also various recommendations to avoid problems connected
with them. When obtaining the supplements, the applicants are often dependent on
authorities, which often results in a time delay of the project if the applicant does not
estimate the time needed. Nevertheless, also documents for economic evaluation — the
feasibility study, a detailed budget of the project, or CBA — cause problems. The
ISPROFIN forms were also a matter of difficulties.
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That iswhy the applicants should
F make time allowances so as to prevent problems with obtaining the supplements
needed,
F address the experts to have the documents for economic evaluation of the project done,
and
F follow the guides how to fill in the ISPROFIN forms, keep the data integrity.

Although there were enough available information materials about the JROP, they also
represented a source of problems as the informants claimed there were sometimes unclear.
However, some informants also claimed there were often changes in the materials and they
found it difficult to follow them continuously.
The applicants should obviously manage to:

F have time enough to study the information materials as thoroughly as possible,
F monitor the changes in the programme and take them into account, and
F make sure they understand the terms of the programme well (e. g. by contacting the

Secretariat of the Regional Council).

Content essentials of the project brought especially troubles with processing the budget,
or with proving the property relationships. Some informants also complained they had
difficulty formulating the project plan. | would thus recommend them to
F pass processing the budget and the project plan to professionals, or at least to discuss
these with them.
As for the property relationships, and all the documents needed, generally, it is again
necessary to
F manage to get the documents in time so as to prevent the possible time delay in the

project.

Some informants admitted they did not understand the ELZA form fully and as
problematic also emerged printing and saving the form, eventually inserting the data into
the form.
Again, the applicants should:
F contact the Secretariat, or anybody experienced in the ELZA form in order to
understand the form, and especially

F increase their computer literacy.
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As for the human resources, sometimes troubles were caused by ensuring an insufficient

number of people involved in the project preparation, eventually the informant found these

people or the project executor unreliable or incompetent. Generally, though, the informants

managed the situation, which iswhy | would only recommend to:

F set appropriate number of people entrusted with project compilation and monitor their
work regularly, and

F choose carefully reliable and responsible people, or a project executor.

The research discovered the informants generally took advantage of the assistance offered

by the Secretariat, and not frequently they let themselves be advised. As the cooperation

turned out to be really useful to the applicants,

F discussing problems with the Secretariat, or other ingtitutions experienced in the JROP
(e. g. regional development agencies)

is highly recommended.

The only problem concerning submission of the application was in fact to deliver it in
time, resulting obviously from underestimating of time demandingness of the project in
general. To

F have a sufficient time allowance,

F dstart project preparation already before the call proclamation, and

F spread the appropriate activities among sufficient amount of people

thus seem to be the most reasonable advice.
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4 A model project: “Sedléany District by Bicycle”

One of the total 13 successful individual projects from Submeasure 4.2.2 within the whole
existence of the Joint Regional Operational Programme is the investment project
“Sedicany District by Bicycle” (“Sedlcanskem na kole”). It was approved in the second
round (November 2004), four months later the Minister of the Regional Development
signed the contract.

The project reached 72 % of tota possible points which made it the most successful
4.2.2 project in Central Bohemia till the last, fifth round (November 2005) when the
amount of achieved percentage of approved projects was generally much higher than in the
previous rounds.

The applicant was the “ Association of Municipalities of the Sedl¢any District”,
a member of which is also the village | live in. Together with the successfulness of
the project, it led to a decision of choosing this project as a model one in the thesis,
representing the process of preparation of a project, raising funds to finance it, and
finally turning the ideas and words step by step into real objects.

The information obtained stem from the interviews with Ms. BareSov4, the
secretary of the “Association of Municipalities of the Sedlcany District” (further on
“the Association”), and from Mr. Zapletal, the employee of “Podblanickem, o. s.”,
the executor of the project, as well as from the websites of the Association and of the

project itself.

4.1 Applicant
The “Association of Municipalities of the Sedl¢any District” is an interest
association and was established September 20, 1995, when 23 municipalities of the
right bank of the river Vltava, the eastern part of the Ptibram region, united in order
to support social and economic development of the Middle Vltava Microregion. The
association deals with activities aimed a development of economic and
entrepreneurial potential, education, healthcare and social care, development of
tourism, environmental protection, transport services and development of technical
infrastructure. It also presents the Sedl¢any District at domestic tourism fairs —
Regiontour in Brno, and Holiday World in Prague.

The association draws financial means in forms of various subsidies, among
others also from the Structural Funds of the European Union. (Sedl¢ansko, 2006)
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4.2 Executor

As the Association was inexperienced in project preparing, there was a small internal
tender in which the Association’s Board of Directors was to choose one of the four
executors. Three of them were companies and the last was a non-profit organization.
A distinct winner ensued from this tender: Mr. Zapletal, representing the non-profit
organization “Podblanickem, o. s.”, who had the best references at the same time.
The Association evaluates the cooperation with Mr. Zapletal as very good, they were
fully satisfied. (BareSova, interview, 06. 03. 2007)

4.3 Theidea

The SedIcany’s vicinity is an attractive tourist destination, partly thanks to its
position nearby Prague, and undoubtedly also thanks to the picturesque countryside
surrounding the Vltavariver with the Slapy dam, and offering a wide range of tourist
activities. Recently, similarly to other regions, the Sedl¢any one witnesses a growing
interest in cycling.

So, the impetus for the ideato build an extensive network of cycling trails gave
the increasing amount of cyclists coming to the region and their demand for more
quality services. The project actually follows a smaller project of signposting cycling
trails which was financed from the Programme for Revitalization of countryside and
which finished at the end of 2004. (BareSov4, interview, 06. 03. 2007)

4.4 QOutcomes
The outcomes, or objectives of the project can be divided as follows:

o Sgnposted cycling trails
There are 14 signposted cycling trails with the total length of 120 km. Along these
42 rest sites were placed, supplied always with a map, and mostly also with benches
with or without a roof, tables, stands for bicycles and litter bins. The sites were
chosen very well because, apart from the equipment described, they offer
a magnificent view over the landscape as well. (Sedl¢anskem na kole, 2005a)

o Seasonal information centres
The most visited localities — Kamyk nad Vltavou, Petrovice, and Vysoky Chlumec —
were provided with seasonal information centres that were to be closed off-season
(a year-round information centre is in Sedlcany). Nevertheless, the information
centre in Vysoky Chlumec, despite expectations, proved to be so frequently visited
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that it is no more open only during the season, but all year round. According to Ms.
BareSov4, it owes its popularity partly to the Open-air Museum of Village Houses of
the Mid-VItava Region, and partly to an excellent and highly-motivated employee.
All the information centres keep detailed records of the visit rates, the
structure of the visitors and their motives, etc. These statistics reveal that presently,

the amount of bikers has increased considerably.

Figure 2 Information centresin Kamyk nad Vitavou, Petrovice, Vysoky Chlumec

Source: Sedl¢anskem na kole, 2005b

Interestingly, the information centre in Vysoky Chlumec was chosen to be
one of the 13 places in Central Bohemia where a test version of an entrepreneurial
information and reservation system was implemented. This project is fully covered
by the Central Bohemia Region which obtained a state subsidy for that. (BareSova,
interview, 06. 03. 2007)

o Educational trails
Two educational trails emerged within the project, both in the land register of the
municipality Jesenice. The first one leads from Zadni Boudy to the ruins of the castle
Zvetinec (with five equipped with information tables). The second nature trail leads
from the Jesenice church up to the hill Kalvérie: it follows a newly reconstructed
calvary stations of the cross made up by 17 stone crosses, again with five stopping-
off points with information tables. (BareSova, interview, 15. 01. 2005)

o Newly reconstructed hostel

In order to increase the accommodation capacity, a hostel was reconstructed in
Sedl¢any. The building was previously out of use, so its reconstruction not only
brought a higher accommodation capacity but also improved the standard of
provided services. The hostel was classed into the service certification of the Czech
Tourists’ Club.

The hostel was opened in June 2006 and is situated 150 metres of the town
centre. It has a total capacity of 17 beds (there is even one double bedroom for
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handicapped people). The hostel is open all-year, the prize is, in comparison with
other accommodation facilities in the region, quite favourable (CZK 230,- per night).
The hostel is equipped with cycle store, a small common room, dining room and
a self-service kitchen.

The visit rate of the hostel is being monitored by means of the records of the

information centres. (Sedl¢anskem na kole, 2005c)

Figure 3 Reconstructed hostel in Sedléany

Source: Sedl¢anskem na kole, 2005¢

o Promotional activities
Supporting promotional activities help increase the impact of the whole project. In
order to introduce the outcomes of “SedIcany District by Bicycle” within the Central
Bohemia Region, there was an opening ceremony of the project on Saturday 6™
August, 2005, when the mayors and region representatives as well as other cyclists
rode from Vysoky Chlumec to Petrovice. (BareSova, interview, 15. 01. 2005)

New websites — http://www.sedlcanskemnakole.cz — were designed to provide
all necessary information not only about the new cycling trails, but also about
bicycle services and shops, the rest sites, the hostel, and information centres.
Moreover, a map of the region and tips for trips are also available. The design of the
websites corresponds with the design of other promotional materials, above all the
brochures.

New multilingual promotional brochures with the uniform logo and design
of the project were compiled and distributed within the project. They contain
a cycling map of the region where all outcomes of the project, as well as coherent
services (accommodation, catering, possibilities of swimming and other activities),
are earmarked. It also provides essential information about hiking and cycling



possibilities in the Sedl¢cany District. The brochure is naturally enriched with
beautiful pictures of breathtaking views.

Special stands of the uniform design were produced for promotional
materials mentioned above. They have been distributed throughout the region in
places such as accommodation and catering facilities, information centres,
monuments, etc. Outside the region, the materials have been distributed by means of
tourism fairs and information centres in Prague and in other places of Central
Bohemia.

Outputs of the project were also presented in local and national magazines

and through advertisements in professional materials.

[o New job opportunities
The project matched the requirement of creating new job opportunities with
a duration of at least 5 years. Most of them are part-time jobs, directly connected
with the outcomes of the project. The first job emerged in connection with the
management of the project (in the Association’s office), the second one in the
reconstructed hostel. Three positions filled the employees of the seasonal
information centres. (BareSov4, interview, 15. 01. 2005)

4.5 Problems emerging within the project

Every project bears a certain risk connected with an appearance of unpredictable
facts that might threaten a smooth course of the project. In this case, such a problem
was the tender connected with the hostel which, due to a choice of an unsuitable
company, resulted in increasing the total costs of the project by CZK 1 million and
adelay of the project of 1.5 months.

The reconstruction of the hostel brought another problem, allied to its
ownership. The hostel is actually a property of the town of Sedlcany, however, the
subsidy was given to the Association. That is why the Association had to rent the
hostel for five years, and in 2008, the appreciated hostel will be given back to the
town of Sedl¢any.

As a result, the additional (and unacceptable, concerning the JROP terms)
costs amounting CZK 1 million, had to be covered by the hostel owner, i. e. by the
town of Sedl¢any.

The questionnaire survey showed that the projects aimed at cycling trails

were often accompanied by problems with obtaining the approvals of the land-
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owners (owners of lands the cycling trails led over). The Association, however, did
not deal with such a problem as the relevant cycling trails led through the village
roads, so only approvals of these villages and the Police were needed; and these
avoided any problems.

| expected there would be a problem with vandalism on the facilities installed
along the cycling and educational trails, the situation is not that bad though, | was
told. Some litter bins and benches were slightly damaged by vandals, small damages
were also reported in connection with the hurricane that appeared in January 2007.
Notwithstanding, all the facilities are obviously insured. (BareSova, interview,
06. 03. 2007)

4.6 Time schedule

The project was proposed for 2 years, it started in May 2004 and was finished in
May 2006. It was divided into three phases which means that also the subsidies
arrived in three phases. Dividing a project into phases is necessary in order to avoid
problems connected with exceeding the costs.

4.7 Budget and project financing

The planned costs of the project reached CZK 6.8 million, however due to
unexpected problems (regarding the reconstruction of the hostel), they hit
CZK 7.8 million.

As for financing, the Association obtained a credit amounting CZK 2 million
which was, however, redeemed the same year as the Association managed to save
some money that could be used for the project. The subsidy covered costs up to
CZK 5.2 million. Surprisingly, the Association received the subsidy unexpectedly
soon, the project was finished in May 2006 and by the end of 2006, all the money
(i. e. for all the three phases) arrived to the Association’s account.

Nevertheless, the real costs of the project turned out to be lower than planned.
The JROP terms allow transferring a certain percentage of the costs from one phase
into another which the Association had taken advantage of in connection with the
costs increase of CZK 1 million. Therefore, in the end the Association managed to
get the situation under control.
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4.8 “Sedléany District by Bicycle” at the present time
As mentioned above, the project was scheduled for 2 years, finished in May 2006
and recently, the Association is performing the duty of submitting the monitoring
reports (once a year in the period of 5 years after the contract signature).
The purpose of these reports is to prove the project sustainable, in other words to
prove that all criteria set in the project are being achieved. Documents used for the
monitoring reports are especially contracts, statements of employee’s salary cheques,
signs along the cycling trails, etc.

At the same time, the Association is obliged to keep all accounting documents
within the period of 10 years.

4.9 Follower(s) of the “Sedléany District by Bicycle” project

As the project was evaluated very highly by the Regional Council, and it turned out
to be successful as a whole (i. e. there were no serious problems, neither with the
preparation and realization of the project, nor with its approval and financial support
from the “JROP side”), the Association decided to prepare another project, or
“action”, this time a non-investment one, aimed at promotion of the first project. It
was called “Sedl¢any District for Cycling” (“Sedl¢ansko pro cykloturistiku”) and
was submitted in the 2™ round of the grant schemes of the JROP (Submeasure 4.1.2
Development of tourism services on the regional level). (BareSov4a, interview,
06. 03. 2007)

The goal of the project is to increase the publicity of the “Sedl¢any District by
Bicycle” project by means of advertisements in the press (MF Dnes), magazines
(Turista, Tim, Dovolena, Metro), TV (CT1), and in the radios. Other promotional
activities include a participation in the tourism fairs (Regiontour in Brno, Holiday
World in Prague) in 2006 and 2007, creating and updating websites
www.sedlcansko.cz, and placing a banner on www.idnes.cz. The budget of the
project reached CZK 2.7 million. Nevertheless, the participation in the fairs will
bring some money back.

Again, the project is divided into three phases, the last one will finish in May
2007. The first part has been paid already, as for the second phase, the Association
has got the subsidy from the region and is now expecting the money from the EU.

According to Ms. BareSova, the Association, motivated by another successful
project, is now considering preparation of a third project, continuing in the promotional
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activities. This project would thus provide the Association with the first piece of
experience with the Regional Operational Programme Central Bohemia. (BareSova,
interview, 06. 03. 2007)
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Conclusion

Europe, as well asthe rest of the world, is developing, and so is the European Union.
This year (2007), it entered the new programming period which brought some
changes to its policies, among them also to the Economic and Social Cohesion
Policy. It transformed into the Regional Policy 2007-2013, with new objectives and
a different structure of programming documents for using the EU funds. What is, or
better to say “was’, the Joint Regional Operational Programme, and how it was
affected by these changes, that was the task to be solved in the first part of the thesis.

The second part, however, deals with the impact of the JROP on tourism in
Central Bohemia, showing the results of calls for submitting projects aimed at
developing the local and regional tourism infrastructure. To which extent was the
Central Bohemia Region active in the JROP in comparison with the other cohesion
regions, meaning how many projects the Central Bohemian applicants submitted,
what was the ratio between approved and disapproved projects, how much money
did the applicants demand, and what was the ratio between the region’s contribution
to the GDP and its activity in the JROP, were the key aspects to be observed and
analysed.

The analysis showed that when evaluating the activity of Central Bohemian
entities in the JROP, it is crucial to define if we consider Central Bohemia either
NUTS III, or NUTS 11, as in case of this region, they are both geographically and
statistically the same units. Nevertheless, regarding Central Bohemia as NUTS 111, it
reaches far better results than regarding it NUTS Il, being the region on the third
position out of the 13 regions concerning the amount of projects submitted, and the
fifth concerning the amount of EU subsidies required. On the other hand, NUTS II
Central Bohemia submitted the second least number of projects, requiring the least
EU money.

As for the comparison of the activity in the JROP and the share on GDP the
Central Bohemia Region produces, the findings are not satisfactory: both the ratios
monitored (the share on submitted projects vs. the share on GDP, and the share on the
subsidies required and the GDP) were negative, and Central Bohemia was thus ranked
somewhere in the middle, compared with the other NUTS 11 regions,

A significant part of the thesis represents the research carried out with the aim to
recognize the JROP from the other side — from the view of those preparing a project to be
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submitted in the JROP. The technique used was a questionnaire form distributed per e-mail
and partly supported by an informative phone call. The informants included the applicants
from Central Bohemia who had participated in the JROP by submitting an individual
project supporting the regional or local tourism infrastructure (Submeasure 4.2.2).
The return rate of the questionnaires was equal to 50 per cent (24 out of 48).

The research revealed that the applicants characterized above faced varied
problems, in general. Most frequently, however, they had difficulty obtaining the
supplements to the application, or content essentials, resulting then in a time pressure they
had to manage. Quite surprisingly, the informants found it difficult to understand the
information materials fully, and some of them also complained of frequently changing
terms of the JROP. The ELZA form (an electronic version of the application form) caused
troubles connected especially with printing and saving the form. The other categories of
problems were actually ticked rather occasionally and therefore can be considered
marginal.

A universal recommendation | could give, based on the findings of the research and
interviews with interested people, is to leave the project preparation to professionals unless
the applicant is experienced himself. Very often, receiving the money from the EU decides
whether the project will be realized or not. Therefore, if the applicant does not succeed, the
project might be thrown away and forgotten. The competition is growing with the
increasing participation in the JROP which is why it is the more worthy to entrust
a carefully chosen expert with preparation of the project. It is also essential to start the
preparation in time to avoid troubles caused by the lack of time and above all, to get
acquainted with the terms of the grant programme and monitor the amendments.

Some informants found it difficult to state the most difficult part of the project
preparation, nevertheless, relatively the most frequent responds referred to documents of
the economic evaluation of the project, or the feasibility study. Anyway, according to the
majority of informants, the terms of the JROP are demanding.

Finally, the informants were evaluating the cooperation with the Secretariat of the
Regional Council (SRC), the authority which plays an important role in the process of
redistributing sums from the EU funds in every NUTS Il region of the Czech Republic.
The research implied the applicants in Central Bohemia generally did cooperate. Broadly
gpeaking, the opinion over the contribution of the SRC to solving the problems of the
applicants turned to be positive.

70



In the fourth part, one of the most successful projects, supporting cycling in the
southern part of Central Bohemia, was introduced. The brief description of the project
“Sedicany District by Bicycle” represents the reality, showing how a concrete project was
prepared and especially realized, what problems appeared and what outcomes the project
brought.

In the thesis, the contribution of the EU money, or, broadly speaking, our
membership in the EU, to the development of tourism infrastructure in Central Bohemia
via its participation in the Joint Regional Operational Programme, was analysed.
The Central Bohemia Region has taken the chance of using the EU funds to support its
attraction to visitors, not at hundred per cent as it seems, though. However, it may be
presumed that the applicants, enriched by the experience in the Joint Regional Operational
Programme, may take use of this when participating in the Regional Operational
Programme (ROP), and thus the results may be improving.

Hopefully, this thesis might contribute to that implicitly by providing the findings
of the research, which represent a feedback and a possible basis for future improvements to
the ROP, to the Secretariat of the Regional Council of NUTS Il Central Bohemia at their
request.
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Appendix A

Appendix A Allocation of Structural Funds and instruments 2004-2006 (“ new Member States’)

Maw Mambar 5tates and Structural Funds and instrumants, 2004-05 (') (million ELUR and current prices)
Popslation in
Constly, Obfeciiel Hbisciiiz. Dbictias. Intameg:  EOME MGG el yeidiame
Fand (%) i population
[milligns)
Cyprus (*%} 000 2802 255 4.30 1.81 5394 113.44 0212 3050
Czech Republic 1454237 71.30 5879 68 68 3210 93805 2621.19 9460 92 00
Estonia 37136 0.00 000 1060 407 003 695.06 1.379 10000
Hungary 199572 000 0.00 68 68 30.29 11267 3 207.36 10238 10000
Latvia 625.57 0.00 0.00 1526 803 515.43 1164.29 2.3 100,00
Lithuania 89517 0.00 000 2249 11.87 6087 1537.70 353 100.00
Malta 6319 0.00 000 2.37 124 21524 8374 0387 100.00
Paland 827581 000 0.00 221.36 133593 417860 12 B09.J0 38654 10000
Slovakia 104104 37 44594 4147 2227 570.50 1757.39 4957 9180
Slovenia 237.51 0.00 0.00 2385 644 188.71 456.31 18986 10000
Total 14959.64 136.49 125.68 478.86 25205 849504 2445138 73,195 9770
("1 Awerage
(**) Including Fisheries Fund.
('} Due to the different lengths of the programming pericds for EU-15 and the 10 new Member States (seven years and three years], itis not useful to add the
fimanclal amaunts up for these two groups of countries,

Source: EC, 2006



Appendix B

Appendix B Cohesion regionsNUTS I in the Czech Republic

T

Central Boherm ia
cenrral Enhemla

Moravia-Sile zia
Maorapla-5lles ke

Olomaus

Saourth Bahem ks

Source: Fondy EU, 17. 03. 2006



Appendix C

Appendix C Comparison of Objectivesand instruments of Cohesion Policy in the programming

periods
2000-2006 and 2007-2013
2000-2006 2007-2013
— Financial — Financial
ey instrument lgfeedves instrument
Cohesion Fund Cohesion Fund
ERDE Cohesion Fund
Obieive 1 ESF Convergence ERDF
jective EAGGE ESF
FIFG
I ERDF Regional
Objective 2 ESF competitiveness
and employment
- regiona ERDF
Objective 3 ESF level
- national ESF
level
INTERREG ERDF
URBAN ERDF European
territorial ERDF
EQUAL ESF cooperation
LEADER+ EAGGF
Rural_ dgvelopment Rural and fishing development will not be
and fishing . .
. EAGGF the part of Cohesion Policy any more,
restructuring, L .

o ! FIFG though it is going to be the part of the
Objective 1is Common Agricultural Policy.
excluded '

6 FINANCIAL 3 FINANCIAL
9 OBJECTIVES INSTRUMENTS 3 OBJECTIVES INSTRUMENTS

Source: Fondy EU, 2006b



Appendix D
Vysokéa Skola ekonomicka v Praze, Fakulta managementu v Jindfichové Hradci
Bc. lva Blahova, diplomové prace ,Rozvoj cestovniho ruchu ve Stredoceském kraji prostfednictvim fondd EU*

I. NejcastéjSi problémy pFi sestavovani projektu v rdmci programu SROP

Instrukce pro vypInéni: Pokud jste dany problém v uvedenych oblastech skutecné méli, kliknéte prosim do Sedého ctverce
v prislusném radku. Budete-li chtit zaskrtnuti zrusit, kliknéte do ctverce jeSté jednou. U otazek s volnou odpovedi — napf. u
moznosti ,jiné problémy — jaké?* — vepiste do Sedého obdélniku svdj text (libovolné dlouhy).

1. Uroven informovanosti o dotaénim programu
L] nedostatek informacnich materiald o programu
L] nedostupnost informacnich materiald o programu
L] nejasnosti v informacnich materialech o programu
L] nedostate¢né prostudovani materialll o podminkéach (Programovy dodatek, pfirucky,
prilohy...)
] jiné problémy — jaké?
2. Casovéa naroénost pFipravy projektu
L] podcenéni ¢asoveé narocnosti projektu
L] pfiprava projektu nezacala v dostatecném casovém predstihu
] jiné problémy — jaké?
3. Problémy s Fizenim lidskych zdroja podilejicich se na projektu
] nespolehlivost / neschopnost lidi povéfenych pfipravou projektu
] nezajisténi dostatecné velkého poctu lidi na pfipravu projektu
] nevhodna volba zpracovatelské firmy projektu
] nedostate¢né kontrolovani lidi povéfenych pfipravou projektu
L] nedodani podkladl ze strany zadavatele
] jiné problémy — jaké?
4. Vyuziti pomoci pfi pripravé projektu
] necerpani zkusenosti od jinych lidi (ktefi uz s pfipravou projektu zkuSenosti méli)
L] neprobéhla zadné konzultace se Sekretaridtem Regionalni rady (SRR)
L] neprobéhla finalni konzultace se SRR pfed odevzdanim projektu
] jiné problémy — jaké?
5. Obsahové nélezitosti projektu
L] problémy pfi sestaveni rozpoctu nakladu a vynosu
] problémy se zajiSténim transparentnosti projektu (dokumentace, evidence...)
L] problémy s pfesnou formulaci projektového zameéru
L] nevyjasnéné majetkové vztahy
] jiné problémy — jaké?
6. Problémy se zpracovanim pfiloh k Zadosti
[] soulad s rozvojovou strategii
L] gestné prohlaseni
] podrobny rozpocet projektu
] formulafe ISPROFIN
] podklady pro ekonomické hodnoceni projektu
[] studie proveditelnosti
] analyza nakladi a pFinosu
] doklady o pravni subjektivité
] podklady pro posouzeni finanéniho zdravi Zadatele
L] doklad o partnerstvi
L] doklad o prokazani vlastnickych vztaht
] doklad o prohlaseni subjektu za nemovitou kulturni pamatku
] doklad o posouzeni vlivu projektu na zivotni prostredi
L] pfislib spolufinancovéani ze Statniho fondu dopravni infrastruktury
] potvrzeni o certifikaci sluzby nebo zafizeni cestovniho ruchu
L] Gzemni rozhodnuti nebo sdéleni stavebniho Ufadu o slou¢eni Uzemniho a stavebniho

fizeni



Appendix D
Vysokéa Skola ekonomicka v Praze, Fakulta managementu v Jindfichové Hradci
Bc. lva Blahova, diplomové prace ,Rozvoj cestovniho ruchu ve Stredoceském kraji prostfednictvim fondd EU*

zadost o pfispévek z rozpoctu kraje

stavebni povoleni nebo slou¢ené Gzemni rozhodnuti a stavebni povoleni
smlouva o vedeni Uctu

doklad o zajisténi finan¢niho kryti projektu

projektova dokumentace

jiné prilohy — jaké?

(I

7. Formular ELZA

L] problémy se zadavanim dat do formulére

L] problém s porozuménim formuléfi

] problémy pfi tisku a uloZzeni na pfenosné médium
- které casti?

8. Podéani zadosti

] Zadost byla podana na posledni chvili (problémy s véasnym podanim zadosti)
L] problémy s elektronickou zadosti

] jiné problémy — jaké?

Il. Hodnoceni podminek pro schvéaleni grantu

1. Jak hodnotite podminky pro schvaleni grantu?
velmi naroéné

naroéné

stfedné naroc¢né

malo naroéné

nenarocéné

(I

v s,

Ill. Hodnoceni spolupréace se SRR pfi pFipravé projektu

U néasledujicich otdzek prosim zvolte vzdy pouze jedinou moznost.

1. Jak €asto jste zadali SRR o pomoc pfi pripravé Vaseho projektu?
] velmi ¢asto

L] ¢asto

L] obcas

] vyjimeéné

] nikdy

Jak €asto Vam SRR dokazal pomoci pfi feSeni problému?
vzdy
vétSinou
v poloviné pfipad(
malokdy
nikdy

I I

w

. Jak hodnotite spolupraci se SRR pfi pFipravé Vaseho projektu? Spoluprace se SRR byla:
nezbytna (bez pomoci SRR bychom neuspéli)

velmi pfinosna

pomérné pfinosna (dobra)

skoro nepfinosna

zbytec¢na (obesli jsme se bez SRR)

I

Nyni prosim vyplnény dotaznik ulozte ve svém pocitaci, zavrete ho a poté ho vlozte jako pfilohu do mailu, ktery odeSlete na
adresu blaho-iv@fmvse.cz

Velice Vam dékuji za Vasi ochotu spolupracovat!



Appendix E
University of Economics in Prague, Faculty of Management in Jindfichav Hradec
Bc. lva Blahov4, Diploma Thesis ‘Development of Tourism in Central Bohemia by Means of EU Funds'

. The most frequent problems by preparation of a project for the JROP

Instructions: In case you really had the given problem, please click into the grey square in the related line. If you choose
the possibility ,Other problems — which?“, inscribe your text (arbitrarily long) in the grey box.

1. Level of informedness about the grant programme

] lack of information materials about the programme

L] unavailability of information materials about the programme

L] obscurities in information materials about the programme

L] insufficient examining of the materials (Programme amendment, manuals, attachments...)
L] other problems — which?

N

. Time demandingness of the project preparation
underestimation of time demandingness
preparation of the project had not begun in time
other problems — which?

Problems with relevant human resources management
unreliability/insufficiency of people entrusted with project preparation
providing insufficient amount of people needed for project preparation
wrong choice of executing partner
insufficient monitoring of people entrusted with project preparation
submitter’s failure to deliver documents
other problems — which?

& ododo* Ood

. Cooperation by project preparation

no drawing from the experience of other people (experienced in the project preparation)
no consultation with the Secretariat of the Regional Council

no final consultation with the Secretariat of the Regional Council before project submitting
other problems — which?

Q000

al

. Content essentials of the project

problems with CBA compilation

problems with ensuring the project transparency (documentations, records...)
problems with an exact formulation of the project plan

unexplained property relations

other problems — which?

(I

Problems with compilation of attachments to the application
compliance with the development strategy
statutory declaration
detailed budget of a project
ISPROFIN forms
documents for economic evaluation of a project
U] feasibility study
] CBA
documents proving the legal liability
documents for examination of financial health of the applicant
document of the partnership
document of proving the proprietary relations
document of declaring the subject an immovable cultural monument
document of judgement of the project impact on the environment
promise of co-financing from the State Fund of Traffic Infrastructure
confirmation of a certification of a service or a subject of tourism
territorial resolution or a statement of consolidation of the territorial and building
proceeding made by the building office
request for a contribution from the district budget
building permit or a joint territorial resolution and building permit

I

I
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contract of keeping an account

document of ensuring the financial covering of a project
project documentation

other attachments — which?

(I

ELZA form
problems with putting the data into the form
problems with understanding the form
problems with printing and saving on a moveable medium (which part?)

Qoo

8. Submitting the application

L] problems with a timely application submission
L] problems with an electronic application

] other problems — which?

[l. Evaluation of project terms

1. How do you evaluate the terms for the grant approval?
L] very demanding

Ll demanding

[] medium demanding

] little demanding

L] undemanding

2. Which part of the project preparation do you consider to be the most demanding?

Ill. Evaluation of cooperation with the Secretariat of the Regional Council

(SRC) by project preparation

Regarding the following questions, please choose always one option only.

1. How often did you ask the SRC for help when preparing your project?
very often

often

sometimes

rarely

never

I

How often did the SRC manage to help you solve a problem?
every time
mostly
in half of the cases
seldom
never

operation with SRC was:
necessary (we would not succeed without SRC)
very contributory
quite contributory (good)
almost no good
no good (we managed to do without SRC)

2o I I [ [ | W e

How do you evaluate cooperation with the SRC by preparation of your project? The

Now, please save the filled questionnaire in your PC, close it and then attach it to a mail that you send to blaho-

iv@fm.vse.cz.

Thank you for your willingness to cooperate!



Appendix F Themost demanding part of the project preparation - full responds

Appendix F

Which part of the project preparation do you find the most Frequency
demanding? absolutely | percentually
Not filled 3 12,5
Hard to say, the preparation cannot be divided into individual parts 1 4,2
A purposeful plan that can be sustainable by lower costs and 1 42
project management after the project approval '
A good plan and a good project 1 4,2
Regain of the building permit (a cycling trails project) 1 4,2
Negotiations with Ceské drahy, a. s. 1 4,2
Documents for economic evaluation of the project 1 4,2
Economic analysis, a complex funding 1 4,2
Waymarking and statements of the land owners (a cycling trails 1 49
project) ,
Feasibility study compilation and regain of a building permit (a 1 42
cycling trails project) '
Project preparation in the ELZA form (too complicated) 1 4,2
Regain of various statements 1 4,2
Feasibility study, CBA, project documentation, building permit 1 4,2
All parts actually, as incompatible things must be joined in the 1 42
project ,
Clarification of the proprietary relations 1 4,2
Generally, the coordination of a preparation and realization of a 1 42
project is demanding ’
Feasibility study, predictions of a demand for services and services 1 42
valuation :
Documents for economic evaluation of the project 1 4,2
Generally, the project preparation is time and methodically very 1 42
demanding. '
ISPROFIN, cash-flow 1 4,2
Financial part and coordination of the strategies 1 4,2
Constructing the project conception so that the project is
purposeful, viable and able to succeed in the big competition in the 1 4,2
grant proceeding

Source; research data



Appendix G Sequence of problems (accor ding to frequency of ticking)

Appendix G

Frequency

Problem ABS % Category

Unclarities in information materials 9 37,5 1
Problems with budget processing 9 375 5
Problems with understanding the form 8 33,3 7
ISPROFIN forms 6 250 6
CBA 6 2501 6
Problems with printing and saving on a moveable medium 6 250 7
Problems with a timely application submission 6 250 8
Feasibility study 5 20,8 6
Underestimation of time demandingness 4 16,77 2
Preparation of the project had not begun in time 4 16,77 2
Providing insufficient amount of people needed for project preparation 4 16,77 3
Unexplained property relations 4 16,71 5
Detailed budget of a project 4 16,7] 6
Document of the partnership 4 16,7] 6
Territorial resolution 4 16,7] 6
Building permit 4 16,71 6
Insufficient examining of the materials 3 125 1
Documents for economic evaluation of a project 3 125 6
Document of ensuring the financial covering of a project 3 125 6
Problems with putting the data into the form 3 125 7
Lack of information materials 2 8,3 1
Unreliability/incompetence of people entrusted with project preparation 2 8,3 3
\Wrong choice of executing partner 2 8,3 3
No drawing from the experience of other people 2 83 4
Problems with an exact formulation of the project plan 2 83 5
Document of proving the proprietary relations 2 8,3 6
Document of judgement of the project’s impact on the environment 2 83 6
Confirmation of a certification of a service/subject of tourism 2 83 6
Inaccessability of information materials 1 4.2 1
No consultation with the SRC 1 42 4
No final consultation with the SRC 1 42 4
Problems with ensuring the project transparency 1 42 5
Compliance with the development strategy 1 42] 6
Project documentation 1 42] 6
OP: Frequent changes in programme documents and their updates => uncertainty

. S 1
which version is the most up-to-date 1 4,2
OP: Changing terms (regarding the first rounds of the JROP) 1 4,2 1
OP: Heterogeneous interpretation of information from the materials (differences of 1
interpretations of the ministry and district clerks, among districts, too) 1 4,2
OP: Incompleteness of information provided 1 4,2 1
OP: Lack of time to study and understand the information materials 1 4,2 1
OP: Everything takes more time than expected 1 4,2 2
OP: Time demanding process of obtaining materials which are moreover available
within the bureaucratic system, and sometimes they seem to be irrelevant to the 2
project 1 4,2
OP: Time demandingness of processing the voluntary supplements that can 5
support the successfulness of a project 1 4.2
OP: Problematic meetings of experts by common appointments 1 4,2 3
OP: Heterogeneous procedures of clerks, their consultations were only general, 3
and the process of project evaluation of projects was very subjective 1 4.2
OP: The Secretariat’s unwillingness to cooperate 1 421 4
OP: Within evaluation, the points criteria are subjectively modified 1 42] 5
OP: The evaluation criteria were different from the requirements on documents 5
such as Feasibility study or CBA 1 4.2
OP: Problems with proving tenability, or availability of sources for financing the 5
operation in several years 1 4.2
OP: unspecified 1 4,2 5
Other supplements: Serious problems with financing - forefinancing the project 1 4,2 6

Source; research data

Note: “OP” standsfor “Other problems’ in the relevant category



