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1.Introduction

1.1 Background

This report describes the current organization and practice of County Partnership Councils (CPC) in Croatia. It was prepared as part of the CARDS 2004 Regional Development Capacity Building Facility Project (RDCBF). The overall objective of the RDCBF project is to assist ‘balanced economic and social development throughout Croatia’s territory’. The project will achieve this partly through improving planning and implementation capacity at county level. In turn, an important element of this capacity is the building up of county partnerships able to represent the views of economic and social stakeholders and contribute to the development and delivery of projects that will bring about development in the county.

Following requirements from the European Union the County Partnership Council (CPC) were established in 8 counties a few years ago in the framework of CARDS programme in Croatia. Although not formally required by national legislation, CPCs were regarded as good practice and efficient consultation tool in county strategic planning and regional development policy implementation. Other Croatian counties followed the example of those 8 counties, learned from their experience and followed the (informal) guidelines on CPC establishment and functioning drafted by the former Ministry of Sea, Tourism, Transport and Development (as national regional policy coordinating body, predecessor of MRDFWM). 
 The main idea of setting up these councils was to involve all relevant stakeholders in the consultation process of strategic planning documents of the county. Now that these CPCs are already functioning for a couple of years and the  Law on Regional Development regulating these bodies will be sent to the Government for adoption soon, it is a good moment to assess how the CPCs are performing their role. The results will be used in the context of the support and training plan of the CARDS 2004- project Regional Development Capacity Building Facility.

1.2 Questionnaire regarding the functioning of the CPCs

A questionnaire was sent to each county in Croatia during October 2008 with specific questions regarding the set-up of the County Partnership Council.
The counties were also asked to provide relevant materials (regulation, decrees, minutes of meetings, etc.) to support their responses. All the 20 counties answered the questionnaire. For some of the questions additional information was gathered through phone calls and requests by e-mail, although not all material was received. There are currently 20 CPC’s in place in Croatia, one for each county. At present there is no CPC for Grad Zagreb, but steps to establish the CPC are being taken. 
2. The establishment and role of the CPC’s in Croatia
Most of the CPC's were established since 2004, and were originally established  for the specific purposes of preparing the Regional Operational Programmes (ROPs), the strategic documents that were established for programming international funding in the various counties of Croatia. 
Table 1  Establishment of the CPC's 

	COUNTY


	WEBSITE
	DATE OF ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CPC

	1 Zagrebačka
	www.zagrebacka-zupaniae.hr
	2006

	2 Krapinsko- zagorska
	www.kr-zag-zupanija.hr
	2006

	3 Sisačko-moslavačka
	www.smz.hr
	2004

	4 Karlovačka
	www.karlovacka-zupanija.hr
	2005

	5 Varaždinska
	www.varazdinska-zupanija.hr
	2005

	6 Koprivničko-križevačka
	www.tz-koprivnicko-krizevacka.hr
	2005

	7 Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 
	www.bbz.hr
	2006

	8 Primorsko-goranska
	www.pgz.hr
	2006, 2008 rulebook in the process of revision

	9 Ličko-senjska
	www.lickosenjska.com
	2004

	10 Virovitičko-podravska
	www.viroviticko-podravska-zupanija.hr
	2006

	11 Požeško-slavonska
	www.pzupanija.hr
	2005

	12 Brodsko-posavska
	www.bpz.hr
	2004

	13 Zadarska
	www.zadarska-zupanija.hr
	2004, 2008 rulebook in process of revision

	14 Osječko-baranjska
	www.osjecko-baranjska-zupanija.hr
	2006

	15 Šibensko-kninska
	www.sibensko-kninska-zupanija.hr
	2004

	16 Vukovarsko-srijemska
	www.vukovarsko-srijemska-zupanija.hr
	2005

	17 Splitsko-dalmatinska
	www.dalmacija.hr
	2007

	18 Istarska
	www.istra-istria.hr
	2005

	19 Dubrovačko-neretvanska
	www.edubrovnik.org
	2006

	20 Međimurska
	www.zupanija-medjimurska.hr
	2006

	21 Grad Zagreb

	www.zagreb.hr
	2008- ongoing establishment


Regarding the year of establishment:

· 1 of the 20 CPC’s was established in 2007,

· 8 of them in 2006,

· 6 of them in 2005, 

· 5 of them in 2004, 

For Grad Zagreb the process of establishment is underway. None of the CPCs is more than 4 years old. 
The CPC is in every case a consultative body. Its decisions could be taken into consideration by the County Council. The main task of the CPC is/was the preparation and monitoring of the ROP. Outside these areas, the County Council/Government have the option to consult the CPC on issues that are seen important for regional and local development. The CPC can send decisions/ proposals on its own initiative to the County, but the County is not obliged to put issues on the County Assembly agenda. The CPC cannot issue a binding decision for the County .

In most of the cases the partnerships did include all the relevant stakeholders, but it is unclear how the partnerships functioned in practice and what was the real level of influence on strategic decisions. Moreover, the working procedures for the County Partnership members do not define or prescribe the process of consultation with their respective constituency groups, in terms of input to the elaboration, review or update of the county strategy and feedback on interim proposals. 
In some of the counties (Međimurska, Bjelovarsko- Bilogorska, Koprivničko- Križevačka and Krapinsko- Zagorska) the role of the CPC has changed after the adoption of the ROP and now the role of this body is unclear. For example in Međimurska and Krapinsko-Zagorska county the CPC stopped having meetings after the adoption of the ROP. In those counties the CPC has no function/role anymore.

In some other counties (Zadarska county, Primorsko – Goranska and Šibensko- Kninska County) a process of revising of the role of the CPC is under way. Those counties are actually waiting for the adoption of the NRSD to take measures on improving the assessment and the role of the CPC. 
3.The structure of the CPC

3.1 Members and sectors represented in the CPCs 

Regarding the number of members in the CPC’s, 7 of the CPC’s have more than 40 members and also 7 of them have over 20 members,5 of them has more than 30 members, for one of them had 20 or less members and for one county no data was provided. This suggests that a number of existing CPCs will need to be reduced in membership to meet the criteria of the NSRD.
Table 2 Members and sectors represented in the CPC’s

	COUNTY CPC’s


	TOT. MEMBERS


	SECTORS REPRESENTED
	MOST REPRESENTED SECTOR
	LEAST REPRESENTED SECTOR

	
	
	Local self- government
	State institutions
	Public institutions
	Civil society
	Private sector
	
	

	1 Zagrebačka 


	Over 40
	40
	5 
	11
	2
	9
	Public inst.


	Civil society

	2 Krapinsko- zagorska
	20 or less
	6
	2
	3
	2
	1
	Local self-government
	Priv sector

	3 Sisačko-moslavačka
	over 20
	5
	5
	3
	7
	5
	civil society
	Public institutions

	4 Karlovačka


	Over 30
	15
	5
	3
	6
	5
	Local self-government
	State institutions

	5 Varaždinska
	Over 40²
	35
	4
	28
	5
	3
	Local self-government
	Private sector

	6 Koprivničko-križevačka
	Over 40
	8
	1
	8
	13 
	8
	Civil society
	State institutions

	7 Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 


	Over 30
	3
	1
	4
	7
	12
	Private sector
	State institutions

	8 Primorsko-goranska
	Over 40
	36
	5
	3
	1
	7
	Local self-government
	Civil society

	9 Ličko-senjska


	Over 20 
	11
	4
	5
	7
	3
	Local self-government
	Private sector

	10 Virovitičko-podravska
	Over 20
	7
	1
	11
	10
	7
	Public institutions
	State institutions

	11 Požeško-slavonska


	Over 20
	5
	3
	5
	5
	9
	Private sector
	State institutions

	12 Brodsko-posavska


	Over 20 
	8
	1
	4
	9
	8
	Civil society
	State institutions

	13 Zadarska
	Over 40
	10 
	8
	5
	9
	7
	Local self-government
	Public inst.

	14 Osječko-baranjska


	Over 30
	2
	1
	5
	2
	6
	Private sector
	State institutions

	15 Šibensko-kninska
	Over 30
	11
	7
	9
	4
	4
	Local self- government
	Equal

	16 Vukovarsko-srijemska
	Over 20
	6
	1
	6
	6
	3
	Equal
	State institutions

	17 Splitsko-dalmatinska
	Over 40
	19
	0
	2
	More than 2 
	More than 2 
	Local self- government
	0-state institutions

	18 Istarska
	Over 30
	12*
	2*
	6*
	3*
	5*
	Local self-government
	State institutions

	19 Dubrovačko-neretvanska
	Over 20
	6
	0
	4
	7
	6
	Civil society
	0-State institutions

	20 Međimurska
	Over 40² 
	26
	0
	20
	14
	23
	Local self- government
	0-state institutions


*the membership will be  changed because new institutions will be included in the structure of the CPC (after the establishing of the University of Pula ), the new list of the membership was sent recently to the county assembly for approval.

¹ the membership list attached is concerning groups and sub- groups for the adoption of the ROP.
² the CPC has more than 80 members.
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Regarding the sectors (Local self- government, state institutions, Public institutions, civil society and private sector) that are represented in the structure of the CPC:

·  In 10 of the 20 CPCs, the most highly representative sector is the local self –government, in 4 of them the civil society, in 3 of them the private sector, in 2 of them the public institutions, in one of them the distribution is equal.
· The least represented are the state institutions in 12 counties (in 3 of the 11 CPC’s there are no representatives from the state institutions), in 2 of them the public institutions, in 2 of them the private sector, in 2 of them the civil society. Again this shows that a number of CPCs will need to be reorganised to meet NSRD requirements.
Regarding how the structure of the CPC is described in the NSRD (50% of representatives of the local self-government units and representatives of key government and 25% of representatives from the private sector and 25% civic society) this is the current situation:
· In 10 of the 20 CPC’s more than 50% of the members are coming from the public institutions, civil society (NGO,minorities,others) and private sector. 
· In 13 of the 20 CPC’s the proportion of civil society and private sector is 50% or more.

· In 6 of the 20 CPC’s more than 50% of the members are coming from the local self-government units and representatives of key government.

·  In 2   of the 20 CPC’s there is present a equal distribution of the sectors in the structure of the CPC  (Ličko- Senjska and Istarska county).
Table 4 Representation  of the sectors in the CPC’s (from the NSRD model)

	
	 CPC’s with the majority of  local self. Gov and state institutions represented
	CPC’s with the majority of public inst, civil society and private sector  represented
	Equal distribution of sectors represented (50%-50%)

	 Nr. Of CPC’s
	7
	11
	2 


Some of the partnerships reveal limited participation of the civil society sector (Primorsko – Goranska County), but others like Koprivničko- Križevačka reveal a very good participation of civil society (especially NGO’s) in the structure of the CPC.
Table 3 Structure of the CPC’s (from the NSRD model)

	COUNTY
	Total local self. Gov and state institutions (50% of the tot nr. ff members)
	Total public inst, civil society and private sector

(50% of the total nr. of members)
	Tot . civil society and private sector

	1 Zagrebačka 
	45
	22
	11

	2 Krapinsko- zagorska
	8
	6
	3

	3 Sisačko-moslavačka
	10
	15
	12

	4 Karlovačka
	20
	14
	11

	5 Varaždinska
	39
	36
	8

	6 Koprivničko-križevačka
	9
	29
	21

	7 Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 
	4
	23
	19

	8 Primorsko-goranska
	41
	11
	8

	9 Ličko-senjska
	15
	15
	10

	10 Virovitičko-podravska
	8
	28
	10

	11 Požeško-slavonska
	8
	19
	17

	12 Brodsko-posavska
	9
	21
	17

	13 Zadarska
	18
	21
	16

	14 Osječko-baranjska
	3
	13
	8

	15 Šibensko-kninska
	18
	17
	8

	16 Vukovarsko-srijemska
	7
	14
	9

	17 Splitsko-dalmatinska
	20
	6 +?
	More than 4

	18 Istarska
	14
	14
	8

	19 Dubrovačko-neretvanska
	6
	17
	13

	20 Međimurska
	26
	57
	37


3.2 The chairman and the coordinator of the CPC: selection and role 
	COUNTY CPC
	CHAIRMAN
	COORDINATOR/SECRETARIAT

	
	Appointed
	Elected
	

	1 Zagrebačka 
	No chairman
	No chairman
	County Development Agency 

	2.Krapinsko-zagorska
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data

	3 Sisačko-moslavačka
	No chairman. 
	No chairman.
	The coordinator (county administration) and his substitute sare appointed by the county government. They are not part  of the CPC and don't have the right of voting.

There is also a secretariat which has the function of  tehnical assistance to the CPC ans sub- groups(sending schedule from the meetings,sent materials for the meetings...)

	4 Karlovačka


	
	Elected Luka Hodak  načelnik općine Saborsko 
	County administration

	5 Varaždinska


	No chairman
	
	County Development Agency

	6 Koprivničko-križevačka
	
	elected at the first meeting of the CPC
	County Development Agency

	7 Bjelovarsko-bilogorska


	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data
	County administration

	8 Primorsko-goranska


	
	Luca Denona, elected
	County Development Agency

	9 Ličko-senjska
	
	Slaven Stilinović- grad Gospić Elected by the members of the CPC(consensus). Mandate period not defined
	County administration

	10 Virovitičko-podravska
	
	Željko Jurkin director of the cooperative Eurovoće elected with consensus of the members of the CPC
	County Development Agency

	11 Požeško-slavonska


	Gradonačelnik Grada Lipika
	
	County Development Agency

	12 Brodsko-posavska


	
	Mato Bilonjić,općina Okučani Mandate period not defined 
	County Administration

	13 Zadarska
	Appointed by the county assembly
	
	County Development Agency

	14 Osječko-baranjska


	No chairman
	No chairman
	County administration

	15 Šibensko-kninska
	Is the coordinator. ²
	
	County Development Agency. The coordinator is appointed by the county government.²

	16 Vukovarsko-srijemska
	Mr. Zvonimir Pučo ,Deputy mayor of the city of Otok (the duration of the mandate is the same of the programming period of the County Development Strategy)
	
	County administration

	17 Splitsko-dalmatinska
	
	Elected (by acclamation) at the first meeting of the CPC. Mandate period not defined. 
	County administration

	18 Istarska
	Appointed by the county administration
	
	County Development Agency

	19 Dubrovačko-neretvanska
	Is the prefect Appointed by the county assembly (mandate of 7 years).
	
	County Development Agency 

	20 Međimurska
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data


¹ no function/role of the body after the adoption of the ROP, unable to provide data  regarding the chairman/coordinator.

² in the revised version of the ROP (2006) there is a clear note:”after the adoption of the NSRD there will be a revision of the ROP and changes of the rulebook and function/role of the coordinator and the structure of the CPC”.
With respect to the role of the chairman of the CPC's this is the situation in the Counties:

· in 5 of the 20 CPC’s the chairman is appointed (usually by the county assembly); 

· in 6 of them is elected (usually by the members of the CPC); 

· In 4 of CPC’s there is no chairman.

·  In 1 of them the chairman is also the coordinator

· 2 of them were unable to provide data 

In some of the counties the main problem regarding the missing data is connected with the fact that those CPC’s didn’t have regular meetings after the adoption of the ROP that’s the reason why the role of the chairman is not clear and defined. In most of the counties the mandate period of the chairman is not defined. Only in two of them there is a clear definition of the mandate period (7 years).
Regarding the role of coordinator of the CPC, 

· in 9 of the 20 CPC’s the CPC’s the Regional Development Agency has that role, 

· in 8 of them this role is given to the county administration,

·  for 2 of them were unable to provide data.
3.3 Criteria for the selection of the membership

The criteria that are used to select the membership are:

· The significance/size of organisation(s) represented and Management/ communication skills/ability of organisation to communicate with are the most common criteria for 13 of the 20 CPC’s 

· the fact that the organisation has  always been included in the consultation processes for 11 of the 20 CPC’s.

Table 4 . Criteria for the selection of the membership

	Criteria

	
	Significance/size of organisation (s) represented
	Organisation has  always been included in consultation processes
	Working life/experience
	Management/communication skills/ability of organisation to communicate with
	higher educational level
	other criteria

	CPC’s
	14
	11
	3
	14
	1
	5


4. Functioning of the CPC 

4.1 The rulebook

For most of the counties there is a regulation/rulebook concerning the functioning of the CPC: 
· For 12 of the 20 CPC’s there is a rulebook/constitution present at the moment. In some of those counties (Zadarska County, Primorsko – Goranska and Šibensko- Kninska County) the process of revision of the rulebook is underway. The new documents should be adopted by the end of November 2008. 
· Vukovarsko- Srijemska County revised the rulebook on January 2008, with important changes regarding the role of the CPC. With the adoption of the new rulebook the county is obliged to take into consideration the recommendations of the CPC (regarding EU/ local / national/funds).

· For 2 of the CPC’s there are no data present (Međimurska and Krapinsko- Zagorska), but probably there is no rulebook available at the moment since the body is not functioning.

· 6 of the CPC’s have no rulebook at the moment

In most of the counties the majority vote for revising the rulebook is 2/3 of the members.

In most of the counties the regulations from the rulebook regards the quorum at the meetings, the role of the CPC, and the majority necessary for revision of the rulebook. 

4.2 Meetings (Frequency of the meetings/ Schedule of the meetings)

Table 5 Frequency, agenda-setting and quorum of the meetings 

	COUNTY
	Frequency of the meetings
	schedule of  regular meetings
	Drawing up the agenda 
	Members usually present at the meetings
	Possibility to have meetings without a quorum

	1 Zagrebačka 


	2in total (one in 2006 and one in 2008 for the adoption of the Regional dev.strategy) 
	No
	The coordinator
	Simple majority1/2 +1 (no act)
	Yes

	2 Krapinsko- zagorska
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data

	3 Sisačko-moslavačka
	Quarterly
	Yes
	The coordinator
	Simple majority 1/2 +1 (reg. by act)
	Yes, but they can’t take decisions

	4 Karlovačka


	Quarterly
	Yes
	Chairman and county administration
	Simple majority1/2 +1  (reg. by act)
	No

	5 Varaždinska


	Once a year
	yes
	The coordinator
	Majority of the members
	yes

	6 Koprivničko-križevačka
	Ad hoc¹
	No
	The coordinator
	Majority of the members (no act)
	Ne

	7 Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 


	Ad hoc²
	No
	The coordinator
	Simple majority 
	No data

	8 Primorsko-goranska
	Ad hoc
	Yes
	The coordinator
	Simple majority1/2 +1  (revision)
	No

	9 Ličko-senjska


	Ad hoc
	Yes
	The chairman
	Simple majority1/2 +1 
	Yes

	10 Virovitičko-podravska
	AD HOC²
	Yes
	The coordinator
	Simple majority1/2 +1  (act)
	No

	11 Požeško-slavonska


	Once a year and and hoc
	Yes
	Chairman after the proposal of the agency
	Simple majority1/2 +1  (reg. by act)
	No

	12 Brodsko-posavska


	Quartally
	Yes
	Predsjednik RPO-a u suradnji s Upravnim odjelom za razvoj i europske integracije.
	Simple majority1/2 +1 (regulated by  act)
	No

	13 Zadarska
	2 times a year
	Yes
	Chairman
	Majority of the members (reg. by act  (usually over 70%)
	No

	14 Osječko-baranjska


	Once a year
	Yes
	Chairman
	Simple majority1/2 +1  (reg. with act)
	No

	15 Šibensko-kninska
	Twice a year and ad hoc
	Yes
	The coordinator/ the members at the meeting could add some topic in the agenda
	Simple majority1/2 +1  (reg. with act)
	No

	16 Vukovarsko-srijemska
	Ad hoc
	Yes
	The chairman
	Majority of the members (reg. with act)
	Yes

	17 Splitsko-dalmatinska
	Once a year 
	Yes
	chairman
	Majority of the members (no act)
	No

	18 Istarska
	Ad hoc (decision taken by the county team for the EU projects and ROP-5 members
	yes
	chairman
	Majority of the members
	No 

	19 Dubrovačko-neretvanska
	Once a year
	yes
	Coordinator and chairman
	Majority of the members (reg. with act)
	No

	20 Međimurska
	Unable to provide data ²
	Unable to provide data²
	Unable to provide data²
	Unable to provide data²
	Unable to provide data²


¹ last meeting: 28.04.2006 (topic: the finalization of the final draft of the county ROP)
² no meetings after the adoption of the ROP/dormant body
Regarding frequency of the meetings of the CPCs;

· for 5 of the County Partnership Councils didn’t have any regular meeting after the adoption of the ROP;

· For 5 of the 20 CPC’s the meetings take place ad hoc;

· For 3 of the 20 CPC’s the meetings take place quarterly;

· for 3 of them once a year;

· for 2 of them twice a year;

· For 1 of the 20 CPC there is a possibility to have both meetings twice a year and ad hoc meetings (Šibensko – Kninska)

· for 1 county there is a possibility to have both, once a year meeting and ad hoc meetings.(Požeško – Slavonska)

Regarding the frequency of the meetings the CPC of Zagrebačka županija had only two meetings: one in 2006 when they started their activity, and one in 2008 for the adoption of the County Development Strategy (ŽRS). For 5 of the 20 CPC’s the meetings take place ad hoc .
For most of the countries those indications are present in their rulebooks/ constitutions.  

4.3 Topics at the meetings/minutes from the meetings

Regarding the topics at the meetings, 6 counties attached the list of the meetings, but only Brodsko Posavska, Virovitičko Podravska,Šibensko- Kninska and Vukovarsko- Srijemska counties provided all the information regarding the agenda and the minutes from of the meetings.

The most important issues from the meetings regards the role of the CPC’s in the counties, the adoption of the ROP’s and presentations of some of the projects. No discussion followed the presentation of the main topics.
Table 6 List of the meetings (available data)*

	CPC’s
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	Date of adoption of the ROP 
	Establish. of the CPC

	1.Karlovačka 
	-
	2
	4
	5
	4
	2005
	2005

	2.Brodsko Posavska 
	-
	-
	3
	3
	1
	2005
	2004

	3.Ličko Senjska 
	-
	-
	3
	3
	1
	2005
	2004

	4.Požeško Slavonska  
	-
	-
	3
	3
	1
	2005
	2005

	5.Virovitičko-Podravska 
	-
	1
	5
	-
	-
	2006
	2006

	6.Šibensko- Kninska.
	-
	-
	5
	-
	2
	2003, rev 2006
	2004


*The data from the table above regards only the results available from the questionnaire!


From the available data we can see that 5 out of 6 CPC’s had meetings after the adoption of their ROPs, one of them (Virovitičko - Podravska) had most of the meetings during the period of finalization of the ROP (after that they did not meet anymore). After that since the county did not receive funding for the ROP, the CPC did not have meetings.

4.4 The decision making process

For most of the counties the membership is not personalized, members have the possibility to send substitutes to the partnership meetings. Only for Zagrebačka county and Splitsko- Dalmatinska county the membership is personalized.

In 16 of the 20 CPC’s  there are sub- groups established, in 3 of them there are no sub- groups and CPC’s have sub- groups, and for 2 of them there are no data available. For 6 of the 20 CPC’s the meetings of the sub- groups take place ad hoc. For Požeško- Slavonska minimum once a year, and for Ličko- Senjska and Dubrovačko – Neretvanska once a year. In 2 of the counties there are 2 sub- groups in place and in one of them 3 sub - groups.

Table 7 Membership, decision making and sub-groups
	COUNTY
	TAKING DECISIONS
	PERSONALISED MEMBERSHIP OR SUBSTITUTES
	SUB- GROUPS- FREQUENCY OF THE MEETINGS

	1 Zagrebačka 


	Not regulated
	Personalized membership
	No

	2 Krapinsko- zagorska


	unable to provide data
	*unable to provide data
	unable to provide data*

	3 Sisačko-moslavačka
	Consensus or ½ + 1 of the members present at the meeting
	Substitute
	Yes

	4 Karlovačka


	½ + 1
	Substitute
	Yes, they meet once every 2 month( sub group for human resourse)

	5 Varaždinska


	½ + 1
	substitute
	yes

	6 Koprivničko-križevačka
	½ + 1
	Substitute
	Yes, ad hoc

	7 Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 


	½ + 1
	Substitute
	Yes

	8 Primorsko-goranska
	Consensus, if not present ½ + 1 of the members
	Substitute
	Yes

	9 Ličko-senjska


	2/3 of the memebers
	Substitute
	Yes , (twice a year)

	10 Virovitičko-podravska


	½ +1 of the members
	Substitute
	Yes, 2 sub- groups

	11 Požeško-slavonska


	½ + 1 of the members
	Substitute
	Yes,2 sub- groups (minimum once a year)

	12 Brodsko-posavska


	½ + 1 of the members
	Substitute
	Yes, ad hoc meetings

	13 Zadarska


	½ + 1 of the members
	Substitute
	Yes, ad hoc meetings

	14 Osječko-baranjska


	Consensus or ½ + 1 of the members
	Substitute
	Yes, ad hoc meetings

	15 Šibensko-kninska


	2/3 of the members
	Substitute
	Yes, 3 sub-groups , ad hoc meetings

	16 Vukovarsko-srijemska
	Consensus, if not 2/3 of the members present at the meeting
	Substitute
	Yes, ad hoc

	17 Splitsko-dalmatinska


	½ + 1 of the members
	Personalized membership
	No

	18 Istarska


	* ½ +1 of the members
	substitute
	No

	19 Dubrovačko-neretvanska


	½ + 1 of the members
	Substitute
	Yes, they met two times a year 

	20 Međimurska


	*unable to provide data
	unable to provide data*
	unable to provide data*


*not present formal documents/data or informations about the functioning of the body/dormiant body
Regarding the frequency of the meetings of the sub-groups only for Karlovačka there are regular meetings once every two month in the sub group for human resourses. 

5. Cooperation between the CPC and the county administration/NUTS2 regions/ other CPC’s

Regarding the co-operation between the county administration and the CPC in 6 of the 20 CPC was defined as very good, in 6 of them good, in 5 of them fair and one of them (the CPC of Zagrebačka county) CPC is not actively involved in the activities of the county administration, 2 of them are unable to provide data.
Table 8 Cooperation between CPC and other CPC/county administration/NUTS2 regions

	CPC
	Are the CPC decisions taken into consideration by the county?
	Cooperation between the CPC’s and the county
	Cooperation/information of the CPC of the activities  at NUTS2 level
	Cooperation with the CPC’s of other counties

	1 Zagrebačka 


	No
	Very poor (no cooperation)
	No the CPC is not informed
	No

	2 Krapinsko- zagorska
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data
	Unable to provide data

	3 Sisačko-moslavačka
	Yes
	Very good
	Informed and  taking part in the activities
	Yes



	4 Karlovačka


	No
	Good
	Informed and  taking part of  the activities
	Yes (example)

	5 Varaždinska


	Yes
	Very good
	Partially informed
	yes

	6 Koprivničko-križevačka
	Yes
	Good
	Informed but not taking part of the activities
	No 

	7 Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 


	No
	fair

	Partially informed about the activities
	No

	8 Primorsko-goranska
	Yes
	Good
	After the revision of the ROP they will be involved on the activities at NUTS2 level
	No

	9 Ličko-senjska


	Yes
	Good
	Partially informed about the activities
	Yes (examples)

	10 Virovitičko-podravska
	Yes
	Fair
	Some CPC members are members of the partnership for wider regions, but they are not informed
	No

	11 Požeško-slavonska


	Yes
	Very good
	Very good
	Very good

	12 Brodsko-posavska


	Yes
	Good (good cooperation with the office for EU integration, fair with the other offices
	Informed and  taking part in the activities
	Very good (example)

	13 Zadarska
	Yes
	Very good
	No at the moment, but they are waiting for the adoption of the NSRD to be involved
	No

	14 Osječko-baranjska


	Yes
	Good
	Informed but not  taking part in the activities
	Yes

	15 Šibensko-kninska
	Yes (at county council level)
	Very good
	Informed and  taking part in the activities
	Yes (example)

	16 Vukovarsko-srijemska
	Yes 
	Fair (need trainings on project cycling)
	Working on priorities at NUTS2 level, after that the CPC will be informed
	Yes

	17 Splitsko-dalmatinska
	Yes
	Fair
	Not informed 
	No

	18 Istarska
	No
	Fair (need to apply the procedure from the ROP)
	Not informed about the activities
	No

	19 Dubrovačko-neretvanska
	Yes
	Very good
	Informed and  taking part in the activities
	Very good (example)

	20 Međimurska¹
	Unable to provide data¹
	Unable to provide data¹
	Unable to provide data¹ 
	Unable to provide data¹


¹unable to provide data/dormant body. 
In 4 of the 20 CPC's the counties are not informed about the activities at NUTS2 level, 5 of them are informed and involved in the activities at NUTS2 level, 2 of the CPC's are informed but not involved in the activities at NUTS2 level, 2 of them are partially informed about the activities. The cooperation between the CPC’s is good between the counties which are good organized (network between county level, CPC, NUTS2), and which already had some help from international experts (workshops, seminars...).

Some of the CPC’s (Zadarska, Vukovarsko Srijemska, and Primorsko – Goranska county) are waiting for the adoption of NSRD/revision of the ROP and other relevant documents for the county to be involved in those activities. 

No data available for Međimurska and Krapinsko- Zagorska County. In those counties the CPC is currently a non functioning body.  

All the counties asked for specific/additional trainings and/or workshops for the members of the CPC regarding in most of the CPC’s subjects as Partnership role in steering regional development and Structural Funds.

6. Conclusions
a. A very small minority of CPCs meets on a regular basis, at least once a quarter.  Therefore unlikely to be a good focus for stakeholder activity.
b. Some expectation of consensus in the decision making process in some CPCs, but a significant number operates on simple majority voting.

c. The fact that membership is not personalised is a good basis for developing the idea that CPC members are supposed to represent organisations.
d. Some of the CPC’s didn’t have meetings after the adoption of the ROP, those CPC’s could be defined as dormant without any function/role.

e. No clear indications/regulations have been issued by the state institutions/ ministries about the role of the CPC.

f. Some of the relatively well functioning CPC’s received help from international programs/experts.

g. NUTS2 level – good basis for developing cooperation between counties and state institutions/ministries. Some of the CPCs are still not involved, but would like to be.

h. The functioning of some of the CPC’s is directly linked to the adoption of the NSRD (now they don’t have a clear role and wait for official policy or legislation).

i. In 10 of the 20 CPC’s more than 50% of the members are coming from the public institutions, civil society (NGO, minorities, others) and private sector. This data shows that those sectors would like to be involved in the activities of the county.

j. In 13 of the 20 CPC’s the proportion of civil society and private sector is 50% or more.
ANNEX 1
QUESTIONNAIRE
FACTS AND FIGURES ON THE COUNTY PARTNERSHIP COUNCIL (CPC)
Regional Development Capacity Building Facility (RDCBF)

Ministry of Regional Development Forestry, and Water Management

Vlaška 106/2

10 000 Zagreb

Kontakt osoba: Tamara Tomić

Tel: 01-4695 825

Fax: 01-4695 963

E-mail:

cards2004.trainee@mrrsvg.hr
Zagreb September 2008

	QUESTIONNAIRE: 

FACTS AND FIGURES ON THE COUNTY PARTNERSHIP COUNCIL (CPC)



	COUNTY:  

INSTITUTION: 

Name of person completing the questionnaire:

Email Phone and address of the responsible person: 




QUESTIONNAIRE
1. Is there a County Partnership Council  present in your County? 

□yes


□ no

2. When and why was it established? 
____________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________

3. How many members are there? 
□ More than 40

□ More than 30

□ More than 20

□ 20 or less

4. What is the structure of the CPC? 

i. Representation of local self-government:

ii. Towns (how many of total_ no._______________)

iii. Municipalities (how many of total no.___________)

b. Representation of state institutions (Please specify_______________________)

c. Representation of civil society:

i. NGOs(Please list________________________________________)

ii. Educational/research institutions (Please list________________________)

iii. Minorities (Please list_________________________________________)

iv. Other (war veterans, agricultural advisory services, etc. - please specify)

d. Representation of private sector (Chambers, Associations of producers, employers) (Please specify______________)

e. Representation of state institutions (Please specify)

If available, attach CPC membership list to this document

5. What criteria have been or are used to select the membership?  ( It is  possible  to tick more than one box) 
□ Significance/size of organisation (s) represented 

□  Organisation has  always been included in consultation processes

□ Working life/experience

□ management/communication skills/ability of organisation to communicate with/ represent views of stakeholders

□ higher educational level

□ other criteria (Please specify) _____________________________

6. Who is the chairman of the CPC? Is the chairman appointed or elected?

(please insert the name near the answer)

□ appointed  ( if so by whom?_______________________)
□    elected    (if so for how long?_____________________)
7. Who is the coordinator of the CPC (county administration or CDA or other)?

(Please insert the name near the answer)

□
County administration
 
(Name: ______________________________)

□ CDA



(Name: ______________________________)

□
Other



(Name: ______________________________)

8. Is there a written code of conduct for members of the Partnership (related to regulations)?
       □   yes


□   no

9. Who is drawing up the agenda of the meetings? 

□
 the coordinator/chairman

□ the coordination board (if present)
□ other (please comment)_________________________________________________
10. How often does the Partnership meet? Is there a schedule of  regular meetings ? Please provide data for 2006, 2007 and 2008

	Frequency of meetings
	schedule of  regular meetings

	Once a year  □
	□yes         □ no

	quarterly       □
	

	monthly        □
	

	Ad hoc          □
	


11. How many members are usually present at the meetings (majority of the members or less)? 

□majority of the members




□ less

□ other (please specify_______)
12. Is it possible to hold a meeting without a quorum of members? 

□
yes


□no
13. How are decisions made?

□
½ of members+1

□
2/3 of members

□
Other (please specify):

14. Is the membership personalised or is there a possibility that substitutes take part in the  meeting? 
□ personalized membership 


□ substitutes (please comment)

15. Are there sub- groups in the CPC for particular issues (e.g. for specific themes – thematic working groups)? 
□ yes (if the answer  is yes please specify how often they meet __________________________)
□ no

16. Is there a regulation/rulebook concerning the functioning of the CPC?  
□ yes 


□ no
If yes, please provide it as attachment.

17. Which organisation is responsible for the production and enforcement of the constitution/rulebook of your CPC? Is it possible to revise it? If yes, who has the legal right to carry out such changes? 

Please inset your experience in the following area

	
	Enforcement of the constitution/rulebook
	Revise of the rulebook

	Who can do it?  (e.g. a ⅔of the members, the simple majority, , the county assembly or other)
	
	


18. Are there publicly available all the relevant materials (regulation, decrees, minutes from the meetings, agendas etc.) concerning the functioning of the CPC?

□
yes




□ no

19. How are materials made available (available on websites, sent out on mailing lists, etc.)

□  websites__________________(address)

□ sent out on mailing list (to partnership members only)

□ sent out on mailing list (to partnership members and wider stakeholders groups)

□ At the request of the stakeholders 

□ other(please specify)______________________

20. How are conclusions from the CPC meetings taken into consideration by the County and /or CDA?

__________________________________________________________________________

21.  How would you describe co-operation between County administration and the CPC and why would you say it is like that?”        

□  very good (please specify)__________________________________________________
□  good (please specify)______________________________________________________
□ fair (please specify)________________________________________________________
□ poor (please specify)_______________________________________________________
□very poor (please specify)__________________________________________________
22. Is there a need to provide specific/additional  trainings and/or workshops for the members of the CPC? If yes, which kind of trainings and/or workshops? 
□
Partnership role in steering regional development

□
SF

□
Monitoring, evaluation

□
Project preparation (PCM)

□
CBA/FS

□
Other (Please specify)____________________________________________________

THANK YOU FOR YOUR EFFORTS TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE (FOR ADDRESS AND CONTACT PERSON SEE COVER PAGE OF QUESTIONNAIRE)

ANNEX 2

Anketni upitnik

Procjena rada i sastav županijskog partnerskog vijeća
Ministarstvo regionalnog razvoja, šumarstva i vodnoga gospodarstva
U suradnji s Projektom CARDS 2004

Pomoć pri jačanju kapaciteta za regionalni razvoj

Vlaška 106/2

10 000 Zagreb

Kontakt osobe: Jelena Buklijaš Mušterić i Tamara Tomić

Tel: 01-4695 829
Fax: 01-4695 819
Zagreb, listopad 2008.

	UPITNIK: 

PROCJENA RADA I SASTAV ŽUPANIJSKOG PARTNERSKOG VIJEĆA



	Molimo navedite sljedeće podatke: 

ŽUPANIJA:  

INSTITUCIJA: 

Osoba zadužena za ispunjavanje upitnika: 

Telefon i adresa elektronske pošte zadužene osobe:




	Vaši odgovori predstavljaju izvor važnih informacija, stoga Vam se unaprijed zahvaljujemo na  suradnji. 

Ispunjen upitnik molimo poslati u Ministarstvo regionalnog razvoja, šumarstva i vodnoga gospodarstva na e-mail: jelena.buklijas-musteric@mrrsvg.hr 

Za sva eventualna pitanja tijekom ispunjavanja upitnika slobodno se obratite Tamari Tomić, tel.: 01-4695 829 ili putem e-mail adrese: tomic_tamara81@yahoo.it
Rok za dostavu ispunjenog upitnika: 13. listopada 2008. 




Poštovani,

Kao što je nekima od vas već poznato, Ministarstvo regionalnog razvoja, šumarstva i vodnoga gospodarstva korisnik je tehničke pomoći u okviru projekta CARDS 2004 „Pomoć pri jačanju kapaciteta za regionalni razvoj“ čiji je jedan od glavnih ciljeva postići da „sve županije imaju uspostavljene strukture za provedbu županijskih razvojnih strategija, uključujući i razvijena partnerstva“. Jačanje kapaciteta za strateško planiranje utemeljeno na participativnom pristupu, tj. uz razvijeno partnerstvo na svim razinama, čini okosnicu kako buduće nacionalne regionalne razvojne politike tako i pripreme Republike Hrvatske za sudjelovanje u kohezijskoj politici EU.

U prilogu vam šaljemo upitnik kojim Ministarstvo regionalnog razvoja, šumarstva i vodnoga gospodarstva započinje intenzivniji angažman u pružanju sustavne pomoći županijama u uspostavi i funkcioniranju županijskih partnerskih vijeća te sudjelovanju predstavnika županija u partnerstvima na razini širih regija te na nacionalnoj razini. Analiza odgovora iz ovog upitnika će poslužiti kao temelj za izradu detaljnog plana obuke i podrške županijskim partnerskim vijećima, temeljenog na individualnim potrebama svake od županija.

UPITNIK

23. Da li je u Vašoj Županiji osnovano županijsko partnersko vijeće (u daljem tekst ŽPV)? 

□ da

□ ne

24. Ukoliko je odgovor na prethodno pitanje potvrdan, navedite kada je osnovano ŽPV i koji je razlog njegovog osnivanja?

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
25. Koju ulogu ima ŽPV u Vašoj županiji? (molimo komentirajte)

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

26. Da li postoji pisana odluka županijske skupštine/uprave ili drugog županijskog tijela koja definira i regulira ulogu/funkciju ŽPV-a? (molimo komentirajte)
Ukoliko postoji, molimo priložite regulativu/pisanu odluku ovom upitniku
27. Molimo zaokružite broj članova Županijskog partnerskog vijeća 
□ Iznad 40 članova

□ Iznad 30 članova 
□ Iznad 20 članova
□ 20 članova ili manje
28. Molimo opišite strukturu ŽPV-a 
a. Predstavnici lokalne i područne samouprave:

i. Gradovi (molimo navedite gradove)
______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________
ii. Općine (molimo navedite općine)

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________
iii. Županija (molimo navedite koja Županijska tijela predstavljaju) ___________________________________________________
b. Predstavnici državnih institucija i tijela središnje državne uprave  (molimo navedite kojih tijela/institucija) ________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________
c. Predstavnici ostalih javnih ustanova i institucija – (npr. obrazovne, znanstveno istraživačke, poljoprivredna savjetodavna služba, itd.) 
(molimo navedite)____________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________
d. Predstavnici civilnog društva:

i. nevladine organizacije (NVO)

 (molimo navedite)_______________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. institucije i udruge (npr. znanstvene i stručne udruge) 

(molimo navedite)______________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. predstavnici nacionalnih manjina 

 (molimo navedite) ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________
iv. ostalo (npr. ratni veterani itd.)

(molimo navedite) ______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________
e. Predstavnici privatnog sektora 

i. gospodarske i obrtničke komore

ii. udruge poslodavaca

iii. sindikati

iv. ostalo (zadruge, privatni poduzetnici, obrtnici...)

(molimo navedite)______________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Molimo priložite popis članova ovom upitniku. 

29. Koji se kriteriji primjenjuju u odabiru članova ŽPV-a? (moguće je zaokružiti više odgovora) 

□ važnost /veličina  organizacije koju član zastupa

□  organizacije su i prije osnivanja Županijskog partnerskog vijeća bile uključene u konzultacijski proces

□ radno iskustvo 

□ upravljačke / komunikacijske sposobnosti / mogućnost uspostavljanja kontakata i zastupanja stajališta interesnih grupa i partnera
□ stupanj obrazovanja

□ ostali kriteriji (molimo navedite) _________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

30. Tko je predsjednik Županijskog partnerskog vijeća? Da li se predsjednik imenuje ili se izabire glasovanjem? (molimo navedite ime predsjednika i instituciju koju zastupa) _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
□ Odabran putem imenovanja (molimo navedite tijelo/osobu koja imenuje predsjednika te trajanje predsjedničkog mandata)
 _________________________________________________________________________
□ Odabran putem izbora (molimo navedite trajanje predsjedničkog mandata) __________________________________________________________________________

31. Tko koordinira rad, tj. obavlja funkciju tajništva ŽPV-a? (županijska uprava/odjel; županijska razvojna agencija ili drugo)?
□ Županijski odjel/uprava 


□ Županijska razvojna agencija 


□ Drugo (molimo navedite) 


32. Da li postoji službeni pravilnik/poslovnik o radu ŽPV-a?

    □   da


□   ne

Ukoliko postoji, molimo priložite pravilnik/poslovnik ovom upitniku
33. Da li su prava i dužnosti članova ŽPV-a propisani odredbama poslovnika?

       □   da


□   ne
34. Tko utvrđuje dnevni red sastanaka?

□
predsjednik

□ tajništvo/koordinator 

□ drugo (molimo navedite)_______________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________
35. Koliko se često sastaje ŽPV? Da li se vode i čuvaju zapisnici/bilješke s redovnih sastanaka? 
Molimo priložite popis sastanaka za 2006., 2007. i 2008. godinu.

	Učestalost sastanaka
	Zapisnici/bilješke s redovnih sastanaka

	Jednom godišnje  □
	□da         □ ne

	Kvartalno (svaka 3 mjeseca)      □
	

	Mjesečno        □
	

	Ad hoc          □
	


36. Koliko je članova obično prisutno na sastancima?
□ većina članova





□ dovoljno/kvorum 

□ ostalo (molimo navedite) __________________________________________________________
37. Da li je utvrđeno (npr. regulirano Pravilnikom ili nekim drugim aktom) koliki broj prisutnih članova predstavlja kvorum potreban za održavanje sastanka ŽPV-a? 

□
da


□ ne
38. Da li je moguće održati sastanak ako nije prisutan broj članova koji predstavlja potreban kvorum?

     □ da

            □ ne

39. Kako se donose odluke na sastancima ŽPV-a? 

□
½ članova+1

□
2/3 članova

□
Ostalo (molimo navedite)
40. Da li je članstvo osobno ili je moguće da na sastanku sudjeluje zamjenik člana?  
□ osobno članstvo 



□ mogućnost zamjenika  (molimo komentar, npr. postoji li službeno imenovana zamjena člana) 
_____________________________________________________________________________

41. Postoje li radne skupine ŽPV-a za specifična područja (npr. posebne tematske skupine za gospodarstvo, socijalna pitanja itd.)? 

□ da (molimo navedite kako se često sastaju) ____________________________________________
□ ne


42. Koje su organizacije odgovorne za izradu i provedbu pravilnika/poslovnika Vašeg ŽPV-a? Da li je moguće revidirati pravilnik/poslovnik? Kojim pravnim aktom je utvrđeno i tko je ovlašten (ili tko ima pravo) za provođenje takve vrste izmjene? Molimo unesite u tabelu primjere iz Vaše Županije.
	
	Provedba pravilnika/poslovnika
	Revidiranje pravilnika/poslovnika

	Tko ima ovlast? 

(npr. ⅔ članova, ½ članova, županijska skupština ili drugo)
	
	


43. Navedite da li su dokumenti vezani uz rad ŽPV-a (npr. pravilnik/poslovnik, zaključci/odluke, zapisnici sa sastanaka, dnevni red) dostupni široj javnosti? 

□
da



□ ne
44. Navedite kako su navedeni dokumenti dostupni široj javnosti? (dostupni na internetskim stranicama, poslani elektronskom poštom itd.)

□putem internetskih stranica (molimo unesite web adresu)__________________________________
□poslani elektronskom poštom (samo članovima ŽPV-a)

□ poslani elektronskom poštom (članovima ŽPV-a i većim skupinama interesnih grupa)

□ poslani na zahtjev interesnih grupa 

□ ostalo (molimo navedite)___________________________________________________________

45. Navedite da li se odluke ŽPV-a razmatraju na razini županijskih odjela ili/i regionalnih razvojnih agencija (RRA)?

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
46.  Kako ocjenjujete suradnju između ŽPV-a i županijskih upravnih odjela/ureda (označite odgovor i komentirajte).
□  odlično (molimo komentirajte)______________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________
□  dobro (molimo komentirajte)_______________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________
□ prosječno (molimo komentirajte)_____________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________
□ slabo (molimo komentirajte )________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________
□ vrlo slabo (molimo komentirajte)____________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

47. Da li ŽPV surađuje sa ŽPV-ima drugih/susjednih županija? Ako da, molimo navedite kako. _____________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
48. Da li je ŽPV informirano i uključeno u suradnju i aktivnosti županije na razini šire regije (NUTS 2 regije):

□  da, u potpunosti je informirano i sudjeluje aktivnostima

□  da, informirano je ali ne sudjeluje u donošenju odluka oko aktivnosti

□  ima parcijalni uvid u aktivnosti

□ nije uopće informirano 

□ drugo  (molimo komentirajte) ______________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________
49. Da li smatrate da postoji potreba za pružanjem dodatnih / specifičnih edukacija vezanih za podizanje razine osposobljenosti članova ŽPV-a? Ukoliko je odgovor na prethodno pitanje potvrdan, molimo navedite u kojim područjima je po Vašem mišljenju potrebna dodatna/specifična edukacija (označite jedno ili više ponuđenih područja). 

□
uloga ŽPV-a u koordinaciji/upravljanju regionalnim razvojem 

□
strukturni fondovi (SF) Europske unije

□
nadzor/praćenje, evaluacija/ocjenjivanje

□
priprema projekata/upravljanje projektnim ciklusom (PCM)

□
analiza troškova i koristi / studije izvedivosti (CBA/FS)

□
ostalo (molimo  navedite)_______________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________.

ZAHVALJUJEMO VAM NA POPUNJENOM UPITNIKU (ADRESU I OSOBU ZA KONTAKT MOLIMO VIDJETI NA NASLOVNICI UPITNIKA)
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