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Preliminary observations on the draft version of the Operational programme Environment (hereinafter OPE)
Version 4.

Maturity of the OPE
a) Tables as prescribed by the provided OP template have been included in the OPE, according to OP template available by the end of October 2013. However, they don't include financial allocations, percentage of contribution etc. 
b) References to EU legislation should be checked and adapted to the latest version of regulation (CF, ERDF, CEF published in Official Journal L347 and OJ 348 on 20 December 2013) throughout the whole draft OP.
c) Annexes 1 and 2 are incomplete.

Quality of the OPE
General Observations:

d) OPE drafting should comply with the basic requirement of the new programming period, as expressed by Commissioner Johannes Hahn "As we look ahead to the new programming period, we expect Member States and regions to focus the policy even more on results and priorities that will have the greatest impact”. http://ec.europa.eu/commission_2010-2014/hahn/headlines/news/detail/index_en.cfm?LAN=EN&id=655&lang=en
e) A clear rational in connection to the 'guiding principles for the selection of operations' contributing to the delivery of specific objectives is missing. In addition they are too general and in many cases stipulate just requirements for the operation to be in line with a number of strategic documents without a proper and thorough description of the main rational lying behind selection.
f) OPE should be a self-standing document and the development needs should be better defined based on a comprehensive approach aiming to address the identified needs. Furthermore, it should provide a justification of how and why the individual priorities were chosen.

g) Not knowing the exact financial allocations for priority axes, it is hard to assess whether the result and output indicators are realistic. However, for several priority axes the figures seem to be too ambitious (Air, Waste) and on the contrary for other they seem to be underestimated (Water). Further scrutiny is recommended.
h) Output indicators should be in accordance with Annex I of both ERDF and CF regulations.
i) The use of result indicators in the Performance Frameworks should be considered. 

j) Some of the milestones in the Performance Frameworks are set very high.

k) CZ authorities are invited to submit completed Annexes.   

Chapter 1- Strategy

1. The OPE strategy is elaborated quite extensively, but the clear link between strategy and priority axes is not so obvious, especially in relation to the priority axis 2 "Improvement of air quality in settlements". The prioritization is very weigh as well as the links to clear objectives based on the existing environmental policies and legal framework adopted at the EU or national level. Based on the OPE needs a better justification for the activities to be financed under specific objectives (1, 2) should be provided. In addition, the OPE relation with the main Strategic documents, should be made more evident (currently reference to the main strategic documents is mainly provided).
2. In many cases the analysis of problems reads "… there is a lot of space for improvement…" but the clear description of actual needs is not so obvious or is lacking.  The OPE should not concentrate only on the areas where improvement could be achieved but also on the areas where needs are evident.
3. The OPE lacks a clear references to many specific obligations deriving from the EU environmental acquis and this should be added. Thus, the draft programme does not include any commitment to contribute to meeting these obligations and does not indicate how their implementation will be achieved. 
4. More information on the lessons learned from the results of previous programming period should be provided including data on indicators in comparison with the planned activities. Details about major problems that were encountered previously and proposals how to tackle them in the future should be incorporated in the OPE.
Chapter 2- Priorities
Priority 1: Improvement of water quality and reducing risks in river basins 

TO 5 “promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention, and management” and TO 6 “protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency”
5. There is no clear reference to water agreement implementation despite the fact, that this has been stipulated and constantly stressed out by Commission during the informal meetings. In the absence of an independent water regulator, as recommended in the Commission PP, the water agreement (annex 7 of the current OPE), should apply mutatis mutandis and be added as an annex to the new OPE. 
6. Clear links to WFD, EQSD, UWWTD and the DWD should be made. The focus of water measures should be based on the status of water bodies (WFD) not the size of settlements. There should be an instrument how to decide if the WWTP or measures in the river basin will be prioritized. Concerning drinking water, the water supply zones with second or even third derogation should be prioritized. 
7. SO 1- 2nd bullet point: A clarification of the "intensification" is needed. According to  Art. 7.3 of the WFD, the MSs are required to prevent the deterioration of water with the aim to reduce the level of purification. MSs are obligated to take measures in the river basin to reach the good status (in minimum it means to prevent the deterioration of water quality) with the aim to avoid increasing the level of purification. The support of reconstruction/intensification of drinking water treatment plants due to less than good status is possible only in the case of applying of an exemption from the WFD. For those water bodies where the exemption was applied, and where the cost benefit analysis or other kind of justification will be submitted, the implementation could be acceptable.
8. As regards waste and drinking water investments, a proper national needs analysis should be undertaken, as outlined in the Commission PP. For the former, Czech authorities should be reminded that the transition period for the urban waste water treatment Directive 91/271/EEC, expired in 2010 and a number of municipalities above 2.000 PE are not complying (including Prague city). Moreover, as regards SO 1 and 2, if 2012 is the baseline year, how will the Czech Republic distinguish between projects realized in the frame of OPE 2007-2013 and 2014-2020? The majority of WWTPs from the calls for proposals in the 2007-2013 OPE will be completed in the years 2014 and 2015. The comparison of years 2012 and 2022 will not then be possible for the OPE 2014-2020. 
9. Directive 75/440/EEC was repealed 7 years ago by the WFD. The quality of surface water intended for human consumption has to fulfil the WFD requirements and the CZ authorities should clearly explain how this will be achieved.
10. For the SO1 'reduction of the volume of discharged pollution into water and  ensuring drinking water supply in corresponding quality and volume' - there are several indicators.  For example, the proposed result indicators “no. of inhabitants newly connected to water supply” is  more suited as output indicator. As regards the indicator "Proposed capacity of WWTPs", this is not an accurate one as it could lead to the construction of WWTP with intentionally overestimated capacity (number of cases in the Czech Republic). Therefore, in accordance with the UWWTD, we recommend using the “population equivalent newly connected to sewage” (p.e. based on BOD) or an indicator of pollution decrease. Common output indicators must be used where relevant.  Finally, reporting system should be enhanced, so to avoid the situation experienced with a closure of 2004-2006 period when the compliance with the UWWTD could not be easily verified.
11. In addition, a number of indicators seem to be quite low (e.g. reduction of the volume of total discharged pollution as indicated by P). 
12. The 'Guiding principles for the selection of operations' [page 126, 127 of English version] should also contain information about a more integrated project selection approch in relation to operations on the regional level (e.g. support of WWTP for each individual municipality should be avoided. Also, separate sewers network should be then  preferred since treatment of wastewater from combined sewers is more energy and materials consuming. In addition, during rainfalls the part of pollution is diverged directly to recipients). A proper option analysis according to the status of water bodies reflecting the logic above  should be main precondition for the selection of operations. The 'Guiding principles for the selection of operations' [pages 126, 127 of EN version] contains as a principle so called "technical - economical analysis". Please clarify what is meant by that.  In addition, the project approval process should be substantially simplified, having in mind the significant approval delays registered in the current programming period. The OPE statement that "realizační stupeň projektu" [page 45 of the CZ version], dosn’t provide a solid justification in decreasing the current administrative burden/delays.
13. Activities under SO 2 "Reduction of pollutants intake from industry and agriculture in surface and underground water" are vaguely described and thus the relevant investments outcome is quite questionable [page 44 of the CZ version]. A better description of the planned activities is needed. Moreover,  industry and agriculture are predominantly private sectors, so the explanation is needed what actually is targeted (public or private bodies)? Any measures should not be focused only on the priority substances, since the industry could be an important source of other pollutants. The selection should be done on the results of monitoring and the evaluation of chemical and ecological status in the relevant water body/bodies.
14. As regards the indicators for this activity, the specific result indicator is phosphorus, which represents only one from many other possible pollutants from industry and agriculture. (esp. nitrates, priority substances and specific pollutants) and therefore it is not the most representative. A number of water bodies where the concentration of pollutants, after applying the relevant measures, complies with the definition of “good status” in accordance with WFD, should be used. 

15. The substantiation and need for the removal of the unnecessary boreholes/unused wells in protected areas is neither present nor obvious. Please explain why this type of activity is considered a priority, in light of the comment under (d) above because the justification for the challenges posed by unused wells is missing in both, the PA and the current OP draft. There is no such measure in the present River Basin Management Plan and the Czech authorities should clarify whether any changes are planned in this regard.  
16. In addition the proposed indicator 'number of removed wells' is an output and not a result indicator.  
17. As regards the investment priroty 2, “increasing of the channels’ capacity and the use of current water reservoirs for flood protection could be potentially in conflict with the WFD. Some of these projects might have to be exempted in accordance with the relevant Arts. of the WFD. This has to be explained and only the measures complaint should be eligible.
18.  The explanation is also needed for the selection of measures [page 50 of CZ version] – the bullet on the top of page: “… it requires a combination of natural and technical measures. … ”. Therefore, if a project does not include technical measures, will it be ineligible?  

19. Please explain what is meant by "storm – flash flood water management in the sense of their retention within the countryside and their further use instead of their rapid drainage via sewer systems into rivers" [page 130 of EN version] under SO 3 "Ensuring anti-flood protection in cities and in open countryside". 
20. For the specific objective 'ensuring anti-flood protection in cities and open countryside' will the proposed RI 'reduction in the number of properties in the floodplain' should better clarify whether there is adequate flood protection for a city or open countryside.   The proposed RI 'acreage of renovated spring areas' is more suited as an output indicator and the baselines won't be zero.

21. In line with the Commission PP as regards flood management the 'Supported activities' within the SO 3 "Ensuring anti-flood protection in cities and in open countryside" [page 130], like creation of green zones within the urban area or densely populated area, should be supported under priority 1 [See point 60].
22. Inclusion of individuals as 'potential beneficiaries' under SO 3 "Ensuring anti-flood protection in cities and in open countryside" does not make a lot of sense and should be explained or deleted. Much more details needed here: how will this happen? Individual grants to home owners? Integrated scheme? Even support to wealthy owners? The info provided is by far insufficient to see if it makes sense to use EU money for this with the highest possible impact

23. Under SO 4 "Support of preventive anti-flood measures" please provide explanation how this complies with already existing systems. Why several informational, warning, and forecast systems are proposed to be financed? Further assessments of the possibilities respecting the geological and hydrological character of the country should be pursued and reflected in the OPE. On the other hand just one analysis of the several catchment areas is proposed, this does not sound feasible either. Czech Hydrometeorogical Institute seems to be a potential beneficiary under SO 4. 
24. The 'Guiding principles for the selection of operations' under investment priority 2  should be elaborated in more detail especially in relation to bullet 5 describing in more detail how, in applying these principles, the projects are to be assessed and adopted. 
Priority 2: Improvement of air quality in settlements 

TO 6 'protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency'
25. Definition and justification of the operations in particular under this priority requires  significant improvement. The link between needs and proposed operations is not clear.  
26. Taking into account that the environmental benefits of this measure for the air quality improvement are rather minor in comparison to other polluting sources, any proposal to co-finance in the future additional CNG buses of filling stations should thoroughly considered in light of both, the effects and results of this pilot action and the conclusions of the national air quality strategy, currently under preparation, so that the hierarchy of pollutants and consequently the most effective measures to tackle air pollution are co-financed in priority. Extension of the local gas pipeline network is basically a commercial activity and should not be subject of support for the OPE Environment. Therefore this support should be reconsidered. [see letter of 20/012015 Ares(2014)112607 - 20/01/2014]
27. This activity should be better justified. The monitoring systems, archives and laboratories should be interlinked in order to work in parallel; future version of the OPE should address this approach in more elaborated manner especially in relation to character of potential beneficiaries.
28. As stressed by the Commisison in relation to the PA draft, Air Quality has to be "mainstreamed" and should not be limited to OP Environment. It should also be taken into consideration in the other OPs, for example OPT [briefly mentioned in Chapter 7 on page 205] or RDP or IROP...OP ENV text mentions sustainable and clean transport [e.g. §1.2.2 on page 30, §2.2.1.1 on page 135, §2.2.1.2.1 page 138] but it is not very detailed and not of an importance comparable to reducing for example air pollution from energy, though §1.1 identifies transport as one of the main sources of air pollution.  Therefore a stronger link and references to the OP Transport should be clearly included in order to adequately address Air Quality in transport measures.

29. In the table on page 33 (Objective 6) the text refers to the Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution. It is suggested to add a reference to the Air Package launched in December 2013 and what would be the implications for the future. 
30. Chapter 4 on an "integrated approach to territorial development" is uncomplete.  It is suggested to take into account and to refer explicitly to Air Quality Plans, Noise Plans, Sustainable (Urban) Mobility Plans etc., as well as national developments such as the Energy Efficiency Plan (required under the Energy Efficiency Directive) and the forthcoming National Emissions Ceilings Directive (part of the Air Package). They all influence Air Quality, and vertical and horizontal integration is necessary for reaching "efficient spending and synergy effects" mentioned in the text on page 193.

31. §2.5: OPE does not mention the benefits of promoting energy efficiency and renewables, reducing electricity consumption, etc. on Air Quality, nor it includes any link with an Air Quality plan or National Emission Ceiling, whereas specific output indicators (reduction in tonnes of emissions of e.g. PM10, NO2 equivalents and SO2) should not be difficult to use (whenever a decrease in CO2 is mentioned a specific quantitative Air Quality indicator should be included).

32. It is of utmpost importnance, that if biomass is promoted (e.g. §2.5.1.2.1 on page 181), this should be accompanied by PM abatement measures. Biomass promotion without PM abatement is a wrong strategy in a country where PM is a major problem as the case of the Czech Republic.

33. Enhanced Air Quality is subject to the impact of other external factors and air pollution sources. Some of these external factors may relate to air pollution coming from Poland or Slovakia. Therefore, in other to enhanced the complementarities between funds and regional cooperation, the Czech authoriites are strongly encouraged to participate in preparation of a LIFE+ Integrated Project aimed at capacity building (including improving source inventories, high resolution modelling, selection of cost-effective measures) and support for implementing Air Quality Plans and measures from Structural Funds, with neighbouring regions in Poland and Slovakia
.

34. Informaiotn would be useful to be added whether any improved monitoring  as suggested in the OP ENV is also prepared for e-reporting and near real time data exchange (e.g. through the EEA)?

35. A range of measures are mentioned in the text [e.g. §2.2.1.2.1 on page 138 of EN version], including measures for reducing emissions from combustion installations and transport, clean fuels, fuel switching, improving district heating. However, the effect of some proposed measures is doubtful. Just planting trees may not help much for Air Quality, unless it is accompanied by other measures for urban ventilation. Sprinkling and sweeping the road to avoid re-suspension has not always proven successful, and in some cases in Europe was just a waste of resources. It is recommended to take into account the results from LIFE projects and experiences elsewhere to identify the success and failure factors before implementing such measures.

36. Informaiotn is needed if there are any ideas on how to evaluate in a quantitative way the effect of measures affecting Air Quality in this OP and the other OPs where Air Quality should be mainstreamed. The Commission services invite the Czech authorities to share and exchange experiences through the European database of Air Quality measures.
37. The 'Guiding principles for the selection of operations' should be more specific and should provide basic information on how the actual applications will be prioritized. It is not quite clear from the text if the technological measures to reduce emissions from stationary sources would also apply to Large Combustion Plants subject to the Industrial Emissions Directive. If so, support should be given for the installation of technical measures to meet the requirements of the Directive on Industrial Emissions, if the measures lead to emission levels that are more ambitious that "barely complying" levels. In case that such technological measures relate to Medium Combustion Plants (MCP), clarification is needed if the Czech Republic plans to put in place emission abatement measures that would be in line with the proposal on MCPs in the Commission's recent Air Package.

Priority 3: Waste and material flows, ecological burdens and risks

TO 6 'protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency', TO 5 'promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention, and management'.
38. The analysis presented and the specific objectives prposed to be met do not correspond to the actually existing problems with the waste management policy in the Czech Republic. The Czech Republic, despite a progress achieved during this last decade, still belongs among the ten least performing MSs. The presented OP, is according to p. 61 [CZ version] is based on the existing National Waste Management Plan (from 2003!), which is no complaint with the Waste FD and should have been already replaced in 2013 by and updated Plan. Therefore, the Commisison cannot agree with the assertion of the Czech authoriites, that the WMP correctly adress the obligations of the Waste Framewrok Directive! Moreover, the presented OP completely neglects the data problem identified alredy in the past with no real progress made up to now.
39. In line with the above, it is dissaponting that the OP does include a simple reference to the Roadmap reccomendaiton prepared by the Commissin for the Czech Republic: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/framework/support_implementation.htm The investments activites prposed dhould be aligned with this document.
40. In case, previous actions and activities in respective areas had been undertaken this should be reflected in OPE as well. More details about previous activities and lessons learnt from previous programming period need to be provided in brief and comprehensive manner [see point 3].

41. Regarding SO 1 'Waste prevention', this is very broad, the specific desired change for the region should be aligned with the gap analysis also available in the Commission Roadmap.  The waste prevention as such should be defined in line with the Waste FD? Is it an objective or an activity? The proposed result indicator 'Volume of waste produced' should be more precise - e.g. municipal waste or waste produced by households, or by type of waste – hazardous etc.   The proposed RI 'increased volume of products prepared for re-use' is not very clear.  What is included in this?

42. The baseline values for the most of the indicators [pages from 144 to 148 of EN version] are 0 even though the title of indicator reads “Increasing of…” Some baseline values are on the other hand higher than target values. It is recommended to revise those values appropriately.
43. For specific objective 4 'improve management of hazardous materials ' that is more of an activity, the objective might be to reduce production of hazardous waste or of hazardous medical or municipal waste or  to improve methods of processing of hazardous waste. If the hazardous waste is to be recycled then the common indicator on additional waste recycling capacity of solid waste would apply. 

44. Support for domestic composting is not included as reference in the Commission PP. Czech Republic has a comparatively low production of communal waste according to the Eurostat data [see Partnership agreement] and therefore further information and justification is needed. 

45. As regards the specific objective 5 'liquidation of illegal landfills' – the clarification is needed whether this means that the illegal landfills will be sealed and closed or  will the land then be rehabilitated - is this the meaning of recultivated? The Czech authorities are to be reminded, that according to the Commission priorities, this type of the activites should not be anymore a subject to the funding in the period 2014-2020.? There appears to be some duplication with SO 6 'Inventory and removal of ecological burdens' on removing black dumps and landfills in specially protected or Natura 2000 sites [page 156 of EN version].  There is no mention of preventive actions to prevent more illegal landfills from being opened. 

46. Waste incineration: According to the latest discussion with the Czech authorities, there is no clear strategy including the number of the incinerators actually needed in short or long-term perspective. Therefore,  there is no justification of large and costly waste incinerators. On the top, the higher levels of the waste hierarchy of the WFD should be supported from the EU funds. In order to avoid 'lock-in' situation leading to burning of waste which discourages waste prevention and recycling (as also reminded during the meeting between Commissioner Potočnik and Minister of the Environment in January), this investments should not be supported from the OPE.
47. Inclusion of the individuals as potential beneficiaries does not make a lot of sense under this priority either.

48. Under SO 4 'Improved management of hazardous waste' as an example of the projects to be supported too many types are included which are basically iterations of the same type. There is no obvious reason for splitting support and facilities into separate type of projects unless more detailed description or explanation is provided. 

49. The Description of the objectives to be fulfilled by Major projects [pages 153, 154 of EN version] should be elaborated and presented in more detail. 

50. It is recommended to reconsider the result indicator “Increased number of contaminated sites on record” under SO 6 "Inventory and removal of ecological burdens". It is not a priority to find contaminated site, but to conduct a proper and thorough survey. Moreover it is highly unlikely that number of the contaminated sites could be predicted. 

51. Given the need to conduct the surveys, the exact extent of the activities under Investment priority 2 "Support of investment resolving specific risks, ensuring resilience against disasters and development of disaster management systems" is unknown. It is therefore recommended to be cautious when numbers of the output indicators are being estimated. It is unlikely that exactly 3 mil. Ha of area will be remedied. Therefore it is recommended that more reasonable wording of indicators should be chosen.

52. The description of activities under SO 7 "Reduction of environmental risks and development of their management systems" is extremely vague. It is hard to assess what is meant to be supported within this objective and so are the principles for selection of activities. It is recommended to avoid inclusion of such vaguely described activities under OPE. More detailed analysis of needs should be conducted and outcomes of such analysis should be presented in the OPE and pursued within description of activities. 
53. On chemical risks and industrial risk prevention: "polluter-pays" principle to be applied: specific industries have to pay themselves for their prevention measures, not public funds.
54. More info should be provided to assess the involvement of the private sector under this priority.

Priority 4: Nature and Landscape Protection and Management
TO 6 'protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency'
55. More analysis about similar activities and experiences from the current programming period needs to be provided. The link between anaylis and result should be more clear. Refrences to the applicable EU legislation and policies to be included. The selection criteria for any projects should be directly connected with the implementation of the EU and national legislation and priorities.
56. The baseline values for the most of the indicators are 0 even though the title of indicator reads “Increasing of…”

57. As regards the text on p 19-20 rlated to the Conservaiton and management of the naure and the landscape, on one hand the text omits the obligaitons of protecting the Natura 2000, on the other hand, the nature and landscape conservation is mixed with addressing old liabilities (recultivaiton of old mines and hadling waste connected with mining). However, the latter should be removed from this SO.The table of "identified problems" should be imporved and priritisied, items that are not connected with nature pririties should be removed.

58. For the SO 1 'Enhance biodiversity' – the objective should be more specific. The obligation to impement natura 2000 network and its implications should be added and elaborated in accordance with the Prioritised Action Framework (Art 8 of the Habitats Directive). is the specific desired change for the region?  The definition of  the biodiversity shoud be aligned with the EU strategy and clear objectives relevant for the Czech Republic being defined on the basis of the actuall data (e.g. Art 17 reporting of the Habitats Directive). In the absence of the proper analysis, it is not possible to see how actually the favourable conservation status of precious and endangered species of plants and habitas will be simply achieved.  It isl also not obvious why two initial activities are distinguished – focused on "stanoviste" and "biotopy". The proposed result indicators relate to activities rather than results, e.g. total area affected by measures – and are therefore better suited as output indicators.   A result indicator could relate to the number of species or endangered species present before and after the programming period, or the number of such species present in existing or new Natura 2000 sites.  The baseline won't be zero. Regarding the proposed activities – how will the funding of visitor infrastructure - trails etc.; - contribute to the objective of enhancing biodiversity?

59. For SO2 ' strengthen natural landscape functions', it is not obvious what actually will be supported.? It should be clarified, whether this SO will support the implementation of Art 6.3 of the Habitats Directive – construction of mitigation measures enabling the permeability and ecological connectivity of the landscape or whether it is focused on environmental measures on roads and motorways (which would suggest the proposed result indicator "improving permeability of traffic infrastructure"). The Commission would like to remind, that if the latter is the case, this type of the priorites should be rather addressed by OTP than by the OPE. In any case, the proposed indicators should be more specified and aligned with actual objectives.  Addiotionaly, the second half on reducing animal mortality would be a separate RI.  For the proposed RI on the revitalised area – this is an output indicator. 

60. It is not clear why activity "Establishing or revitalising green functional areas and green elements in settlements" of SO 3 "Improve the environmental quality of settlements" is included under Priority 4 and not Priority 1. The activities under this SO are mostly related to flood protection activities in the urban areas and would form a logicall and welcomed approach under Priority 1, currently missing.
61. The SO3  "To increase the quality of the environment in agglomerations" lacks a clear connection with spatial planning. It is not obvious on what bases the projects will be adopted and implemented. It is not obvious what "established and revitalised areas" means and how it will contribute to the "streghtening of the ecological stability" in municipalities, where the "ecological stability" on some cases is almost zero. It is not obvious how these areas will support biodiversity, what will be their role, how they will be prioritised and selected. It should be also explained, whether specific measures are presumed for specific species indicated in the text (birds, bats, etc.)

62. SO 4 "Environmental risks caused by geofactors".- this SO should be removed from this "biodiversity" investment priority because it address different issue.

63. With regards the prevention of "landslides", these can be considered as natural phenomena. However, if these are to be prevented in order to protect human dwellings or infrastructure (roads!) their support should be included and justified in a relevant section of a relevant OP. The issue of old liabilities (old mines, old depositories) has to be transferred to a relevant priority objective. 

64. Activities under SO 4 are either flood protection activities, flood remediation, or industrial waste removal activities. These should be included under priority 1 or priority 3 where they partly are. Moreover these activities do belong under TO 5 not TO 6. This discrepancies and overlaps should be avoided or explained why they are supposed to be financed under this priority.

65. Result indicators seem to have similar character as indicators commented on under priority 3. 
66. Remedying damages caused by protected species is planned to be financed under SO 1 'Enhance biodiversity'. This represents mainly remuneration for the loss on crops and forest cultures. These activities should be part of the rural development programmes and thus removed. OPE should only explain the demarcation lines and complementarities. 

67. Why under SO 1 'Enhance biodiversity' individuals are excluded from support to measures related to maintaining and increasing the numbers of species? 

68. Among SO 2 'Strengthen natural landscape functions' activities, the activities to support measures related to flood protection are listed. Either overlaps or conflicts could occur.  More information on the character of such activities should be provided including experience and assessment of actual impact of such investment should be presented within OPE.

Priority 5:  Energy Savings 

TO 4 'supporting the shift to a low-carbon economy in all sectors' 
69. Public lighting was an activity already proposed to be supported by the OPE of the current period. However and as it was not considered a priority that could be accepted by the Commission, was finally withdrawn. In that respect, It is of outmost importance for the Czech authorities to focus their priorities on the specific energy efficiency challenges as outlined in the Commission PP (i.e. efficiency of local district heating plants and distribution networks, improve the energy efficiency of buildings, increase in the use of renewable sources in particular in public buildings, including renewable energy technological investments in line with the Czech National Renewable Energy plan. 

70. The reference made under the planned use of financial instruments is misleading as it seems not be about financial instruments [page 102 of CZ version]. It is recommended to reconsider or delete this part of the text.
Priority 6: Technical Assistance
71. The text relevant for TA should contain: sound analysis of the needs and problems faced clearly showing the roots of the poor performance during 2007- 2013 period. Lessons learnt or areas of improvement in administration of the programme are not at all developed.  Consequently, the text must propose a set of comprehensive remedial measures together with a realistic timeschedule of their fulfilment. In addition, CZ authorities are required to demonstrate what will bre the added value the TA resources compared to the TA measures of the currently implemented OPE. We remind that there must be a clear link between the elements resulting from an analysis and the proposed strategy (currently absolutely missing). 
72. Attention should be paid to the fact that strengthening the administrative capacity is one of the main objectives for the new programing period. Therefore outsourcing activities should be limited to those that are necessary and it is not within capacity of authorities to deal with them. Controls and checks as well as major activities related to evaluation should be provided, in most of cases, in house.
73. The section dedicated to TA in each programme should contain information on synergies and demarcation lines with the national OPE TA. This is currently missing in draft programme.

Chapter 3- Financing plan

74. This chapter is missing any relevant data.
Chapter 4- Integrated approach

75. The information provided in this section is just description what ITI, CLLD are. No further elaboration or how it is meant to be taken care of within programme is provided. It should also be indicated how management and implementation of ITIs' will be carried out and the extent of involvement of urban authorities.
76. How the territorial particularities and the positions of ITI holders have been/will be taken into account?

Chapter 5- Specific needs of geographical areas

77. This chapter provides information on how specific needs of the several geographic areas will be will be implemented within OPE Environment. However this link could be also descripted under the individual priorities. The whole Czech territory is selected as intervention area and no differentiation is made on how the regions actual needs will be implemented. The information provided under priorities is rather generic and does not really reflect the intention described in this chapter to support mainly areas that are affected by pollution, like Ústecký kraj or Kladno.
Chapter 6- Bodies responsible for management, control and audit and role of partners

78. References to articles in EU legislation should be rectified respecting the latest versions of regulations. This applies to the text of the whole OPE.

Chapter 7- Coordination

79. Information on the coordination with other OPs' and among funds is insufficient. In order to increase the rationality of the OPE, a reference to the OPE planned activities and complementarity in comparison to other OPs' should be made, together with an indication of how this coordination and will in practice be ensured. 
Chapter 9- Reduction of administrative burden for beneficiaries

80. More information should be provided in relation to steps to be undertaken and timeline for implementation of actions related to reduction of administrative burden.
Article 97.6) c) of the draft CPR requires that the OPE presents "a summary of the assessment of the administrative burden for beneficiaries and, where necessary, the actions planned to be accompanied by an indicative timeframe to reduce administrative burden."

Ex-ante conditionalities
EIA/SEA

Ex-ante conditionality on water

Ex-ante conditionality on waste

· The EC assessments will be provided separately. 

� Information day in Bratislava on 18 February 2014 is planned.





Disclaimer: These comments are reflecting the state-of-play as of January 21 and are to be understood as non-comprehensive. Additional comments or objections might be raised at a later stage.

