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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the important early tasks of the Regional Development Capacity Building Facility (RCBDF) project was to undertake an assessment of the Regional Operational Programmes (ROPs) in Croatia`s Counties (NUTS3 level) with a view to recommending how they could be enhanced to enable the Counties to take advantage of and contribute to the programming and implementation of the Structural Funds in Croatia. 
An additional objective of this exercise was to provide inputs for improving the existing guidelines from the Ministry of the Sea, Transport, Tourism and Development (now the Ministry of Regional Development Water Management and Forestry) for Regional Operational Programmes for the purpose of implementing the National Strategy for Regional Development once it will be approved.
The current ROPs in Croatia are basically the first generation of comprehensive strategic documents for the future development of the Counties, in which specific investment projects find their justification and rationale. The concept of County level ROPs was originally devised in 2003 with the National Strategy for Regional Development in mind, as a vehicle for identifying and implementing County development needs using national and international funding sources. The ROPs were not however at that time designed for European Structural Funds purposes. The Structural Funds have their own particular requirements and the need to prepare  the programming and implementation arrangements for them means that the role of the Counties in that respect will need to be defined and incorporated in the RCBDF project.
The role of the counties under the Regional Development Strategy will be to secure funding from available sources to develop and carry out projects that meet their development needs.

Under the Structural Funds, the role of the Counties will be twofold;

· In the programming phase, to contribute to developing priorities for the Integrated Regional Operational Programme (IROP) according to Counties’ own and wider region analysis of issues.
· In the implementation phase, to develop and implement IROP projects, and coordinate IROP and other-funded projects.

For both roles therefore each County will need a strategic document setting out its development needs and priorities. Particularly for the Structural Funds, the Counties will also need to cooperate in identifying wider strategic development issues. These documents will provide a strategic context at County level for projects to be supported from the IROP, other Structural Fund OPs and other non-Structural Fund sources of finance. The main objectives of the ROP assessment exercise were  therefore twofold; to assess the current content and quality of existing ROPs vis a vis their role in the future implementation of Croatia`s National Strategy for Regional Development, and also the county role in the programming and implementation of the Structural Funds.
The findings of the ROP assessments that are the subject of this report will be transferred into recommendations and concrete guidelines for improving the ROP documents, especially in terms of enhanced analysis, better prioritization, and closer linking with actual resource availability. Improved ROPs in this way could readily fulfil the functions that will be required in future for the Structural Funds, as well as continue to provide the basis for County activities financed from other sources of funding. Support for enhancing the ROPs in this way will be addressed individually with each County (or possibly with two or more Counties at one time) through the appropriate modules in the RDCBF project training plan.
2. CURRENT NUMBER AND STATUS OF ROPs

There are currently 20 ROPs in place in Croatia, one for each county. At present there is no ROP for Grad Zagreb. Many ROPs have been formally updated at least once and none is more than 2.5 years old. 13 of the 20 ROPs are available in English. A small number are helpfully available in CD-ROM form.

The following table shows the current status of the Croatian ROPS:

	COUNTY
	WEBSITE
	LANGUAGE
	ADOPTION DATE
	ROP

TIMESCALE
	TA USED

	1 Zagrebačka 


	www.zagrebacka-zupanije.hr

	CROATIAN
	DEC O6
	2007-13
	IMO

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

	CROATIAN
	DEC 06
	2007-13
	IMO

	3 Sisačko-moslavačka
	www.smz.hr

	ENGLISH
	JULY 05
	2004-10
	WYG (CARDS 2003)

	4 Karlovačka


	www.karlovacka-zupanija.hr
	ENGLISH
	OCT 05
	2005-12
	WYG (CARDS 2003)

	5 Varaždinska


	www.varazdinska-zupanija.hr
	ENGLISH
	JUNE 06
	2006-13
	IMO

	6 Koprivničko-križevačka
	www.tz-koprivnicko-krizevacka.hr
	CROATIAN
	JUNE 06
	2006-13
	IMO

	7 Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 

	www.bbz.hr

	ENGLISH
	JUNE 06
	2006-13
	FTC Fortis savjetovanje, DAN and Hrvatsko agronomsko društvo

	8 Primorsko-goranska
	www.pgz.hr

	CROATIAN
	NOV 07
	2007-13
	none

	9 Ličko-senjska


	www.lickosenjska.com
	ENGLISH
	OCT 05
	2005-10
	WYG (CARDS 2003)

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

	ENGLISH
	SEPT 06
	2007-13
	Inženjerski biro d.d.

	11 Požeško-slavonska


	www.psjupanija.hr
	ENGLISH
	SEP 05
	2005-13
	WYG (CARDS 2003)

	12 Brodsko-posavska


	www.bpz.hr

	ENGLISH
	JULY 05
	2005-12
	WYG (CARDS 2003)

	13 Zadarska
	www.zadarska-zupanija.hr
	ENGLISH
	SEPT 03

REV. DEC 06
	2007-10


	Louis Berger (CARDS 2002)

	14 Osječko-baranjska


	www.osjecko-baranjska-zupanija.hr
	ENGLISH
	SEPT 06

	2006-13
	Inženjerski biro d.d

	15 Šibensko-kninska
	www.sibensko-kninska-zupanija.hr
	ENGLISH
	SEPT 03

REV. DEC 06
	2004-10
	Louis Berger (CARDS 2002)

	16 Vukovarsko-srijemska
	www.vukovarsko-srijemska-zupanija.hr
	ENGLISH
	SEPT 05

REV. SEPT 07
	2007-13
	WYG (CARDS 2003)

	17 Splitsko-dalmatinska
	www.dalmacija.hr
	CROATIAN
	DEC 05
	2006-13
	Faculty of Economics Split

	18 Istarska
	www.istra-istria.hr
	CROATIAN
	JULY 07
	2006-10
	IMO

	19 Dubrovačko-neretvanska
	www.edubrovnik.org
	ENGLISH
	JAN 07
	2007-13
	Reiffiesen Consulting

	20 Međimurska
	www.zupanija-medjimurska.hr
	CROATIAN
	JUNE 06
	2006-13
	IMO

	21 Grad Zagreb

	www.zagreb.hr
	NO ROP
	-
	-
	-


3. METHODOLOGY OF ROP ASSESSMENT
As previously mentioned, the ROP assessment was conducted for the the specific purposes of developing the role of the ROPs in the planning and implementation of national regional development policy (as in the draft NSRD) and the future programming and implementation of the Structural Funds in Croatia. 
In relation to the role of the ROPs within the NSRD the main issues looked at were
· the overall quality of the analysis and the strategy derived from this analysis
· the role of the partnership
·  the project pipeline and proposed implementation arrangements.
In respect of the Structural Funds, the ROPs were individually examined with the following specific purposes in mind:
1. To enable the County to contribute effectively to preparation of the IROP and Sectoral Operational Programmes

2. To identify common strategic issues for NUTS 2 level planning

3. To begin the process of identifying  projects for the Structural Funds project pipeline

4. To assess the involvement of stakeholders in strategic planning 

5. To prepare a support  plan for enhancing County development capacity

For each ROP an assessment was therefore prepared against the following criteria, which were previously defined and agreed with PIU in the Directorate for integrated regional development in the MRDFWM:
A.  Socio-Economic Analysis 

1. Is the evidence base up to date and relevant? What years do the data relate to? Is the level of detail appropriate?

2. Does the data go beyond the County to wider region/national/European/global issues?  

3. Is there a coherent and objective analysis of what the data means?

B. Strategy

4. What is the quality of SWOT? Does it place the issues in the right categories?

5. Does the ROP have a clear Vision for the future of the county? Is there a sense of direction for the development strategy? 

6. What is the degree of stakeholder participation?
7. Is there a logical flow from analysis to strategy to measures

8. Are measures and priorities clearly identified and justified

9. Do measures address wider regional/ sub regional development issues? 

10. What are the key development priorities for each County?
11.  Are proposed investments prioritised in line with the strategy?
C. Partnership 

12. Scope of partnership that prepared the ROP

13. Process of stakeholder involvement in strategy development/review

14. Evidence of stakeholder influence – what were stakeholder views and how did they influence the ROP?

D. Management

15. Coordination of projects at County level

16. Coordination with adjoining areas

17. Project Pipeline

18. Implementation  arrangements

For the Structural Funds, the ROP assessment methodology also at first included the intention of looking into coverage of issues in the IROP vis á vis NSRF and SFs. For this purpose it was assumed that the Croatian Operational Programmes would cover;
Integrated Regional Operational Programme
· Regional tourism projects
· Regional infrastructure projects including transport, business development,  skills and education
·  Urban regeneration schemes
OP Economic Competitiveness
·  Business-related infrastructure
·  Support to business. 
·  SME development, 
· Technology transfer infrastructure;
 OP Human Resources
·  Skills
·  Health
 OP Transport
·  Road, Rail, River,Sea. Air
 OP Infrastructure
·  Water
·  Sewerage
·  Electricity
·  Gas
·  Telecommunications
 OP Environment
·  Waste Management
·  Water Pollution
·  Air Pollution
·  Contaminated land including war damage
The ROPs were all examined with this distribution of policy themes in mind. However the results of  this were extremely difficult to assess given the fact that all the ROPs have a strong County focus and are thus of limited use for contributing to the strategy of the Sectoral OPs at this stage.
4. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The following section sets out the key issues arising from the assessment. It addresses the common issues and makes some general recommendations, while Annex 1 of the report offers more detailed individual ROP assessments and recommendations for each County.

There is a remarkable degree of consistency between the 20 ROPs in terms of format, quality and development priorities.  Some of the similarities between the ROPs will be linked to the fact that a number of the Counties have used the same technical assistance during ROP elaboration, which will naturally have led to same or similar approach to some of the development issues. 
The very fact that a ROP has successfully been prepared in each of the 20 counties represents a significant achievement for Croatia and its counties. Moreover, the ROPs are all evidence-based, contain a SWOT analysis of the county, have been elaborated with the involvement of local stakeholders, and have project pipelines with more or less developed programme implementation arrangements. Preparing the ROP has clearly been a learning experience in its own right for many of the participants. It is fair to say that these ‘first-generation’ ROPs are all fit for the purpose for which they were conceived.  Nonetheless some ROPs clearly stand out for their good practice in various respects, and these are noted in the individual assessments in Annex 1 to this report. In addition all of the ROPs would benefit from some enhancement to fulfil their role in the forthcoming era of the Europan Structural Funds.

The overall conclusions arising from the assessment, and the recommendations for action to be carried out in the framework of the RCBDF project, are grouped under 4 headings as follows:
1. Analysis/Strategy Issues
In the analytical part many of the ROPs have used inadequate statistical evidence; the main problems are where the data is outdated, irrelevant or unnecessarily detailed. There are however some examples of good practice where statistical data is summarily presented in the analysis chapter and more detailed data is put in the annexes of the ROP thus providing better insight into specific sectors which makes the document more focused and readable. The use in some ROPs of key conclusions ‘boxes’ at the end of each section is also helpful in understanding the issues.

It is noticeable that many of the ROPs lack an in-depth interpretation of the statistical evidence so that apart from pure factual findings there is often no understanding of underlying development trends and the reasonsfor them such as depopulation, the growth or decline of certain economic sectors etc. Such a description would facilitate better and clearer links between the analytical chapter and the ROP strategy.
On the other hand, the SWOT analyses are generally good and sometimes excellent; all the issues are presented in the right categories and in most of the cases clearly refer to analysis.

As a general rule the ROPs do not address development issues that are shared with neighbouring Counties - common needs, obstacles and development strategies. This limits the value of the current ROPs as input for the future elaboration of IROP.

In the strategic chapter, many of the ROPs have a Vision statement that is either overlong,  complicated or too broad in coverage - often showing an attempt to be all-inclusive and a reluctance to prioritise. This means that those Counties have no focused development direction and try to keep the ROP open to all sources of finance and all available programmes. Another way of looking at this is to say that the focus of the ROP is donor-driven rather than county driven.
On the other hand, only a small number of ROPs give an indication of the potential sources of finance, including the county’s own budget and lack an analysis of the suitability of different available national or international sources of funding for their development priorities, which would in addition facilitate combining of different sources of funding for high priority projects.
Related to this issue are the references in many ROPs to National Strategy for Regional Development documents which in some cases are outdated. This is mostly due to the fact that most of the ROPs were elaborated prior to the preparation of the most recent NSRD documents for Croatia.

Many of the ROPs lack any sense of priorities either for the type of policy interventions that will make the most impact or the geographical areas with the highest needs or a different needs profile
Finally, while measures and priorities are generally well explained in most cases they lack quantified targets and base line indicators which make it difficult to monitor the achievement of the ROP development goals. 
General recommendations for follow-up actions:
1. County workshops on strategic capacity building should be organised to enable the Counties to determine their priorities/contribute to IROP strategy 
2. There should be a support facility for the creation and development of NUTS2/sub-regional planning partnerships 

3. 
The availability of national/regional statistics
should be clarified in order to – advise the Counties how to make the best use of available statistics
4. 
NUTS2 analytical capacity should be established
5. 
The division of themes between OPs/IROP should be discussed and clarified
6. 
There should be a mechanism for considering the potential for treating priority themes at wider region level 
2. Partnership issues
All of the Counties have created some kind of partnership for the purpose of strategic planning. 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. 

Some of the partnerships reveal limited participation of the civil society sector, although the reasons for this could be two-fold – the importance of civil society as a development stakeholder is not fully appreciated by the County; or, as noted in one or two of the ROPs, the civil society sector itself is not well developed, is unused to an open dialogue with decision makers in the County and has difficulty in articulating its position in the County`s development issues.
General recommendations for follow-up actions:
1. Organization of Structural funds awareness sessions should be organised for County partnerships (to explain the importance of wider region/NUTS 2 perspective) 
2.  NUTS2/sub-regional thematic partnerships should be organised in preparation for SF role (programming, PMC)
3. Capacity building workshops should be organised for civil society sector, or other constituency groups, as needed
3. Project issues
Most of the ROPs include a database of project proposals and/or a project pipeline, although most of the projects are not ready to be implemented. This shows that there is a need for project development rather than project generation.
 The prioritization of projects is in most of the cases not visible from the document, and in some cases the projects are not even clearly linked to ROP targets.
Several ROPs, however, do indicate the need to draft an Operational plan as a follow-up action (unfortunately without any reference to a time line). These plans would supposedly include the prioritization of investments.

Linked to the issue of project prioritisation is that of the financial plan which in most ROPs is either non-existing or very indicative,and where elaborated at all is not constrained by a budget and does not identify sources of funding.

Noticeably, very few projects address wider regional projects which again limits their value for future IROP.
The CBC projects are often listed under the chapter on cross-border cooperation and relate to specific EU-funded CBC programmes, but it is unclear how the listed projects link to ROP priorities or what is their strategic justification and rationale.

General recommendations for follow-up actions:
1. A project development support facilityshould be organised (NB project development, not project generation) 
2. Specific  training should be provided  in preparing SF project applications
 
4. MANAGEMENT ISSUES
Nearly half of the ROPs have a thoroughly elaborated institutional framework for implementing and managing the ROP. Roles and responsibilities of various institutions (e.g. County administration vs. CDAs) vary in different ROPs, as well as the support envisaged from national level institutions.  This is a clear sign of uncertainty at the County level as regards to their role and position in national regional development policy, and especially in SF structures. 
General recommendations for follow-up actions:
1.  Workshops should be organized on SF management roles and responsibilities
2.  Workshops should be organised on line/performance management and accountability 
5. COMMON THEMES IN ROPs/CDSs
Having analysed the contents of ROPs in terms of priorities identified, it can be concluded that many of the ROPs identify similar themes in respect of development needs required for their County. The main development priorities are repetitive throughout the ROPs and include:
· Transport Infrastructure
· Water/Sewerage
· Waste Management
· Natural Environment
· Built Heritage
· Tourism
· Social Infrastructure – schools, hospitals, leisure
· Agricultural/rural development
· Skills, education achievement
· Business Development – SMEs, ICT, innovation and technology
· Business Related Infrastructure
· Foreign Direct Investment
· Demining
· Public sector capacity building
· Civil society development
· Resilience/risk management 
6. PRIORITY THEMES AND THE NUTS 2 REGIONS
An assessment of strategic priorities was done to see if there is any variation by NUTS2 region by grouping the ROPs according to the division of Croatia`s Counties in 3 NUTS 2 regions,. Although the strategic priorities and focus of the ROPs is generally too wide to draw specific conclusions, there were however some clear variations in the profile of the topics that could be found in the ROPs in each NUTS 2 region. These variations could in fact form the starting point for the regions to either start or improve the dialogue on identifying common needs and development themes on NUTS 2 level. The ROPs themselves reveal these common issues:

In NW Croatia:

1. Compared to the counties in the other 2 NUTS2 regions those in the north of Croatia have a substantial focus on developing a competitive economy through innovation, research and development, new technologies, networking and clusters, ICT.
2. On the same theme, HRD priorities in NW Croatia concentrate on knowledge-based society, life-long learning, and linking the educational sector with economic development through matching educational programmes and curricula with the needs of regional economy.
3. Generally emphasis was placed on the need for capacity building for the management of regional development.
In Panonian region:

1. The focus of economic development is mainly on SMEs, tourism and agriculture.
2. All the ROPs have substantial focus on communal (basic) infrastructure investment needs, as compared to NW Croatia which focuses more on competitiveness issues.  

3. Innovation and technological development is a priority only in two Counties which have research institutions (Faculty in Slavonski Brod and University of Osijek).
4. Institutional capacity building for management of development is not recognized as a priority (it is mentioned in only 2 out of 8 Panonian ROPs).
In Adriatic region:

1. SME development and tourism are in the main focus of all ROPs.
2. Protection and sustainable use of natural and cultural heritage is a very important issue throughout the region.
3. There is still much more focus on infrastructure (communal, transport) than on competitiveness issues (innovation is mentioned only in Istria, Dubrovnik and Split – also linked to the fact that those Counties host research institutions).
4. Institutional capacity building is rarely mentioned as priority. 
� Up to present date, the project team has not had any information if Zagreb has a strategic document comparable to ROP. This issue will be looked into in the following period.


� Note: programming per se is not an RCBDF issue but is part of SF capacity building  


� note: decisions required from Ministry/MA on application process
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