Observations on the draft version of the operational programme 
Technical Assistance (OPTA)

Version of the OP commented: as submitted informally to the Commission in 12/2013.
Disclaimer: These comments are reflecting the state-of-play as of January 24 and are to be understood as non-comprehensive. Other comments or objections might be raised during a later stage of the negotiations.
Maturity of the OP

1. Generally, this OP is not fully mature in terms of technical quality. Tables as prescribed by the OP template have been included in the OP, according to OP template available by the end of October 2013. The next version of the OP should be adapted to the latest available OP template. Also the references to the recently approved Regulations should be corrected.

2. Indicators - As a general recommendation, each specific objective should be covered by maximum 2 result indicators. Targets should be set for 2023 and all baselines should be provided, stating clear source of data. Concerning output indicators, all actions should be reflected in terms of output indicators and the common indicators should be used wherever possible.
3. Financial allocations - Justification should be provided regarding the proposed financial allocations under part 1.2.

4. Categories of regions - Part 2.B.0 is assigned as not relevant for OP TA. Nevertheless, in table 24 (Financial Plan) there is a split of the allocation between less and more developed regions. Please explain.
5. Results – for some priorities/specific objectives, corresponding results have not been sufficiently defined.
Quality of the OP
Chapter 1 – Strategy

1. The document should in the first part elaborate on the Strategy for the contribution of the operational programme to the Union strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, justifying the activities under the programme and highlighting its added value. We consider this part as not sufficiently developed (see the reasons in the more detailed comments below). The strategic long term perspective/vision of the OP seems to be lacking. This strategy should be based on sound needs analysis, lessons learned and on the results of past evaluations and should propose measures to be dealt under OP TA clearly linked to the identified needs.

2. General comment – A justification of a national TA programme has to be elaborated. Also, what would be the improvements in comparison to the 2007-2013 programme. Synergies and complementarity with other OPs (mainly under their TA priority axes) are currently not mentioned in the document. It is not clear what will be financed from the central TA programme and the particular TA priority axes (salaries, trainings, communication and publicity activities etc.) and why it will be divided in such a way. This also entails set of common rules and procedures form implementation of TA measures under all OPs.
3. Legislative framework – Would the two strategic frameworks (on public administration development and eGovernment) and the Civil Servants Law currently in preparation be included? Will the methodology / strategy for the development of HR be endorsed by the government?

4. Ex-ante evaluation – please include information on all relevant points falling under Art. 55.3 of the CPR.

5. Starting points not complete – a sound needs analysis and lessons learned from 2007-2013 period should be included (e.g. currently, the weak administrative capacity facing political influences and corruption is missing, as well as problems with the public procurement (CSR in 2012 and 2013)). On the other hand, not all mentioned points are linked to OP TA (cannot be influenced by it). Also, the main outcomes of evaluations should be added, which are currently mentioned only in the annex (the follow up linked to them in the table is not sufficiently covered under the individual axes). 

6. On page 16 of the CZ version, a SWOT analysis is mentioned. Is this a self-standing document? A link to it should be added.

7. Strategy and objective of OPTA 2014–2020 – the majority of the text under this part is in fact not focused on OPTA but on the necessity to improve public administration in general. Here all relevant starting points/lessons learned/bottlenecks from the implementation of the 2007-13 OPs should be reflected and corresponding measures, methods and activities proposed. The text in the box should be much more elaborated on.
8. It has to be stressed that the OP should include references to the new requirements of the CPR in the field of anti-fraud and anti-corruption. The MA has new responsibilities in this field and it should be confirmed by the Czech authorities in the OP document that the necessary risk assessments will be carried out and that the necessary anti-corruption measures will be put in place.
9. Pages 19, 20, 21 (Tables 1 and 2), 24, 61, 72 etc. – the OP should not be categorised under TO 11.
10. Justification of the financial allocation - Under part 1.2, Table 2, no appropriate justification is included. Financial allocations should correspond to the conclusions of the needs analysis. There is substantial increase of the allocation of the programme in comparison with the latest version of the 2007-2013 programme (from 176 MEUR to 224 MEUR, 27% increase). In view of the absorption problems of the current OP TA, this increase does not seem to be substantiated.
11. As recommended also for the Partnership agreement, we believe that the analysis under this part of the document would gain in clarity if it is elaborated around 3 building blocks of a good administration – Structure, Human resources and Systems and Tools (see our comments for the PA).
Chapter 2 - Priorities
General comments:
1. The description and definition of the specific objectives is not sufficiently elaborated and should also focus much more on the expected results (Art. 96(2)(c)(i + ii)). These should be stemming from and be clearly linked to the needs/problems identified. 
2.  Moreover, numerous activities are just listed without any description and expected contribution to the achievement of the specific objectives (required by Art. 96(2)(c)(iii)).
3. Also, the programme represents a continuation of the 2007-2013 one, i.e. most of the activities are not starting from scratch. It would be useful to shortly elaborate on the concurrence between the old and new OPs and on possible improvements where necessary.
4. Categories of regions - Part 2.B.0 is assigned as not relevant for OP TA. Nevertheless, in table 24 (Financial Plan) there is a split of the allocation between less and more developed regions. Please explain.

5. Indicators – A separate meeting/discussion would be probably necessary on this topic. A number of the proposed ones are not particularly useful/clear and/or do not seem to capture the substance of the OP and the proposed actions (examples: purchased equipment – number of pieces and amount, number of electronic signatures by the users of the monitoring system, number of job positions financed etc.). Also, all targets should be set for 2023 and all baselines should be provided, stating clear source of data. Please note that all actions should be reflected in terms of output indicators.
6. The document stresses a need to cover all ESI funds which is positive. However, we would recommend the Czech authorities to elaborate more on the fund-specific horizontal activities under the relevant priorities (especially for ESF). 
7. In view of the number of staff co-financed under the 2007-2013 period and the rather excessive outsourcing activities (issue tackled also by the general Action Plan of 2012), it should be made clear which activities under each axis are expected to be outsourced. The same applies to the TA priorities under all other OPs.
Priority 1
Specific objective 1
8. What does the term "high quality management" encompass? Who will be involved? What about concurrence with the current programming period's activities – would there be any change?

9. How would the activities under this SO contribute to tackle issues like political pressure and corruption (see page 17)? Please refer to the new requirements of the CPR (Art 125.4.c) in the field of anti-fraud and anti-corruption.
10. Please specify and describe the concrete activities towards the strengthening of the capacity of the beneficiaries under this SO.  
11. How will compliance with the principles of sound financial management be ensured and by whom? In addition, how will the activities help improving the problems with the implementation of the public procurement rules?
12. Not entirely clear what are the needs, the proposed actions to cover these needs and the expected results. The result indicator is not corresponding with the results to be achieved according to the text.
Specific objective 3

13. It would be helpful to elaborate on the appropriateness of including the efficient development of absorption capacity under this SO. Providing trainings to potential applicants focused on basic general principles of the ESIF functioning does not seem to be sufficient. 
14. How will be the coherency of communication activities ensured? What would be the difference from the current period? Also, as mentioned in the general comments, it is not clear how the communication activities of the central TA will be complemented by the particular activities under the specific OPs.
15. The result indicators are not reflecting the objective to ensure an effective development of the absorption capacity. Also, they are not reflecting the goal to improve the media image of the funds, i.e. the more positive awareness of the public. 

Specific objective 4
16. According to the latest modification of 2007-2013 OP TA, funds were transferred for co-financing of activities concerning the preparation of integrated strategies and support to the owners of these strategies (for 2014, until the strategies are prepared). What would be the additional objectives and activities to be financed under the future OP TA? Moreover, the reason why these activities should be financed by this OP should be shortly elaborated on. It should also be explained whether the managing authority of this OP plans to assess quality of the co-financed strategies.
17. Synergies and complementarities with the activities under other programmes should be mentioned.

18. Also, please clarify whether the LAG are intended to be financed under the OP (see inconsistency between page 17, 54 and 86).
Priority 2
19. A description of the IT system as a whole should be included with a justification why a new one is necessary, what is its added value and why particular functionalities of the system are needed. Also, a timetable would be appreciated including main milestones.

20. Furthermore, please note that all requirements under Art. 125(2)(d) but also Art. 122(3) and Art. 74(4) of the CPR should be covered. In particular, how will the systems contribute to the e-cohesion principles, both from the view of the implementation structures and beneficiaries.
21. It should be more elaborated on how this priority is contributing to the reduction of administrative burden. 
22. Within the proposed activities, also other supporting systems are mentioned (VIOLA and ISAO) but the list is not exhaustive, please complete.
23. In this respect, it has to be explained how the issue of interoperability will be ensured. How will the system be linked to the existing monitoring system and to all relevant national IT systems? 

24. The budget of this priority axis is rather high – 102 MEUR and significantly higher than the one of the 2007-2013 programme (50 MEUR). A justification should be provided – a short explanation in the programming document and a detailed one with supporting tables and cost splits as a background document for the Commission in order to be able to assess the appropriateness of the allocation.
25. The usefulness of the result indicator "Number of users of the information system" seems to be questionable. E.g. the goal to reduce administrative burden is not reflected by the proposed result indicators.

26. The general comments regarding the specific objectives applies also in this case. The description of the SO is not referring to the all identified needs to which measures/actions should be proposed. 
27. Will the system be entirely paid by the OP TA or some expenditure is also envisaged by the TA axes of the particular OPs?

Priority 3
28. It is possible to co-finance staff costs under the 2014-20 period but under the following conditions:

· a sound needs analysis in terms of staff is carried out and a kind of a HR action plan is elaborated specifying the allocation of posts by institution. Evidence stemming from experience from the past should be provided that supporting salaries has a positive contribution towards staff capacity and HR stability;

· A level of salary support which takes into account remuneration levels on the labour market in order to retain staff and build/keep know-how in the administration;

· in case bonuses are to be financed, these should be clearly performance based; 
· there should be adequate regulatory framework in place guaranteeing the independence, stability and competence of the staff, addressing critical issues such as full transparency in the recruitment/appointment process (e.g. via open competitions), appropriate appraisal and promotion provisions (based on performance indicators) and personal development provisions;
· a review/monitoring measures should be in place, e.g. to assess fluctuation of staff, transparency and correctness of recruitment process, consistent approach by all actors etc.

29. In the activities, the preparation and implementation of a Strategy for the development of HR is mentioned. What would be the legal status of it (it should be binding for all bodies implementing ESIF)? What would be its relation to the Civil Servants Act? When will the strategy be completed? Please refer to it and indicate the main elements of the strategy in the programme (including allocation of posts based on sound needs analysis, measures to stabilise the staff, reduce fluctuation and retain competent personnel, selection of staff, competence mapping, training etc.).
30. It is not clear how many FTE are planned to be financed under the programme and the justification behind (see previous comments). In the result indicators, it is mentioned that 225 permanent employees should be employed. On the other hand, 409 FTE job places are included as an output indicator. Please justify the number of employees. Does it mean that 45% of the employees will be formed by temporary staff? 

31. There are five problematic areas mentioned under SO1 but only partial information is included on how these are going to be tackled. The priority mentions as a goal a transparent and fair system of remuneration, which would be considered as such also by the employees. How is this going to be ensured?
32. The requests from the last two comments should be included in all OPs financing staff.
33. Information should be provided on the synergies/complementarities with the other programmes not only in terms of personnel costs but also trainings/staff professional development etc..
34. As regards training, it has to be specified, based on needs analysis and lessons learned, on how systemic training courses will be developed as well as how many employees will be trained.  What core competences are going to be strengthened? The text mentions that the training should concern staff of implementation structures and partners except from specific training of individual programmes. Does it mean that there will be several systems running in parallel (see our previous comment)?

35.  Although SO2 under priority axis 1 tackles the preparation of the following programming period 2021+, this is not reflected in terms of staff under this priority.

Chapter 3 - Financial plan
In view of the experience with the 2007-2013 programming period with automatic de-commitment, please consider shifting part of the 2014 allocation to the future years.
As already mentioned, there is a discrepancy between the statements under each priority that no priority is covering more than one category of regions and the information under tables 24 and 25.

Chapter 4 - Contribution to the Integrated Approach to Territorial Development
See comments under priority 1, SO4.
Chapter 7 - Authorities and bodies responsible
Regarding the managing authority, please ensure that where the managing authority is also a beneficiary under the operational programme (Art. 125(7)), arrangements for the verifications referred to in Art. 125(4)(a) of CPR should be put in place to secure adequate separation of functions.
Please update the text according to the final version of the CPR.

Chapter 8 – Coordination 

The text mentions that there is no synergy or complementarity with the ESIF programmes. Please explain and justify. It seems rather strange that the programme does not have any synergies/complementarity with the other OPs, especially regarding the activities under their TA priorities.
Chapter 10 – Reduction of administrative burden
According to Art. 96(6)c of CPR, the operational programme shall also set out a summary of the assessment of the administrative burden on beneficiaries and, where necessary, the actions planned, accompanied by an indicative timeframe, to reduce the administrative burden. Please elaborate more in particular on the assessment, link of the proposed measures to the identified needs and provide a timeframe.
Chapter 11 – Horizontal principles

Please provide justification why these are not relevant for the programme.
Annex 2

The links to the 2014-2020 objectives/activities under the particular priorities is not sufficiently clear – when reading the description of objectives and the activities under each priority, some of the main recommendations/conclusions do not seem to be reflected.


