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Management Summary
1.
This Second Interim Report covers the second half year period of the Regional Development Capacity Building Facility project in Croatia (CARDS 2004), running from 1 April to 1 October 2008. 

2.
In this period several developments took place in the Project's context:

a.  Croatian Government and the European Commission (EC) reached agreement on the Action Plan for Chapter 22 on Regional Policy and Structural Instruments in May. After that the Croatian Government was invited to present its negotiation position, which was done in June. So far the negotiations on Chapter 22 have not yet started.

b.
The political interest at national level for EU-issues in general and more specificly the finalisation of the National Strategy for Regional Development (NSRD) and the Law for Regional Development (LRD) increased considerably. The increasing interest can also be noticed at regional level, although sceptism regarding the long awaited NSRD/LRD is still immanent.

c.
In the context of the NSRD in July 2 strategic studies were initiated to provide detailed information on the development priorities  for the wider regions (NUTS2)  and to assess the regional development measures for the assisted areas. As the outcome of these studies would only become available beginning of October, the NSRD is still in a process of finalisation. As a result there is now much pressure to finalise the NSRD and LRD, with little time left for consultation of other ministries and stakeholders at national and regional level.

d.
An Inter-Ministerial Coordination Committee on Regional Development has been established by the Ministry of Regional Development, Forestry, and Water Management (MRDFWM) to discuss the proposals in both NSRD and LRD. This Committee has only recently met for the first time.

e.
In the coming months several new TA-and twinning projects will start which will support relevant ministries in their preparations for the Structural Funds and the implementation for IPA. In order to avoid duplication of work the Delegation of the European Commission (DEC) has asked the Project and MRDFWM to focus more on capacity building at the regional level and to concentrate support in the Ministry more on current tasks such as the finalisation of NSRD/LRD and the implementation of IPA.
f. 

In May an external Monitor make an assessment of the progress and performance of the Project. In his report the Monitor raised several issues, especially regarding the coordination with other EU-funded projects and between various ministries, the representation of high level civil servants of MRDFWM, CODEF and MELE in the Steering Committee and the Monitoring Committee, the balance in the Project between support to be provided to the central and regional level, and the performance of some experts in the Project Team.

g.
The Integrated Regional Development Directorate at MRDFWM is confronted with considerable challenges in meeting the tasks in relation to the revision of the NSRD/LRD, the implementation of IPA and Phare, and the preparations for the Structural Funds (SF). Recently several developments took place in relation to the capacity and personnel changes in the Directorate. Due to these changes and uncertainties in the finalisation of the NSRD it has been difficult for the Project Team to make further progress regarding several project activities over the last months. As a result activities and missions had to be postponed and shortened. There are now signs that the situation is improving, although the capacity in the Ministry remains a serious point of attention. The EC has already signalled this by raising questions regarding the need for a separate Integrated Regional Operational Programme (IROP) in the first SF-programming period, also in relation to preferences in continuing using existing IPA-structures for a limited period under the current financial perspectives.  
3. 
In this reporting period the Project Team has undertaken various activities of which the most important are:
· Producing a revised draft of the NSRD and LRD, including background materials on the present situation in the Croatian regions;

· A note on structural and management issues for the proposed Managing Authority for IROP;

· Organising a very successful conference (visibility event), titled Preparing Croatia's regions for implementing the Structural Funds: Opportunities and Challenges,in May. More than 200 participants attended the conference in Zagreb, with presentations of Deputy Premier Uzelac, Minister Cobankovic, EU-Ambassador Degert, State Secretary Janic, experts from Hungary and Slovenia, and the Project Team;

· Organisation of a seminar with experts from Hungary and the Czech Republic on programming issues and institutional structures regarding IROP in these countries in June, summarized in slides and a report with relevant lessons for Croatia;

· Organising the seminar Measuring regional competitivenessin Croatia  with experts from Brussels, the Czech Republic and Croatia, in June;

· Organisation of several workshops  for a selected number of counties (April) and for the county administrations and County Development Agencies (CDA) in each of the 3 NUTS2 regions (June/July), to raise the awareness regarding (the principles of) EU-Cohesion Policy, strategic planning and partnership development;

· Preparing training materials for workshops at central and regional level;

· Meetings with various counties (county administrations, CDAs and County Partnership Councils) to discuss support issuesand provide technical assistance and training;

· Drafting guidelines and regulations for the County Partnership Councils;

· Providing technical assistance to the 7 projects in the Phare 2005 Business Related Infrastructure Grant Scheme;

4.
The slower start in the first half year as a result of the national elections in November 2007, the establishment of a new Croatian Government (with a new Ministry for Regional Development, Forestry and Water Management) and the absence of an approved legal and strategy framework for regional policy (NSRD/LRD), was followed by a lot of activity in April-June2008. Unfortunately after that the activity slipped again because of delays and uncertainties in the finalisation of the NSRD/LRD and changes in the Ministry. As indicated there is evidence that the situation is improving again.

5.
The Project is currently halfway its duration. In total 797 mandays have now been spent (= 42,6% of total mandays), which is behind schedule and closely related to the problems described. Despite that all key experts have already spent more than half of their allocated mandays, while also some of the local experts have already spent quite a percentage of the mandays allocated to them. Nevertheless more than half of the budgetted mandays will still have to be provided.

6. 
Of the Incidental expenditure budget only 26.800 euro has been used so far (=19,2% of total budget). In the coming months several activities are foreseen that will increase spending (e.g. study trip to Hungary).

7.
In particular the additional time still needed to elaborate the contents base of the NSRD and the upcoming new TA- and Twinning projects have clear implications for the orientation and planning/progress of the Project. Given this situation the Project Team has revised its work programme in the following ways:

· Put more focus on capacity building at regional level and concentrate the support in the Ministry more on the finalisation of NSRD/LRD and the implementation of specific topics for IPA, within the available budget/timeframe and by avoiding overlaps or duplications with the activities envisaged under specific IPA measures/operations;

· Continue working with (various stakeholders in) the counties and make them aware of the main principles of EU-funding and –programming, strategic planning aspects and partnership development. As long as the NSRD/LRD is not finalised and/or adopted we will be cautious regarding the information that will be provided to the counties.

8.
The revision of project activities will free up some 450 mandays that will be especially used to concentrate on capacity building at the regional and local level. Despite this several activities will still be undertaken at central level;

9.
Given the problems identified and also the suggestions of the external Monitor of the Project, the following recommendations are provided for steps to be initiated by the Project Team and/or the Ministry:

a.
Organise regular (bi-weekly or monthly) meetings between the Team Leader of the Project, the PIU Task Manager and the political level/management level of the Ministry to discuss relevant issues and link the Project Team activities directly to the political agenda of the Ministry;

b.
Involve CODEF in the organisation of a better coordination between the ministries regarding regional development issues;

c.
Involve the Ministry of Economy, Labour and Entrepreneurship (MELE) in the monitoring and steering of the Project;

d.
Get more seniority involved from the other ministries in order to make the meetings of Monitoring Committee more effective and dynamic;

e.
Get the higher senior level and eventually also the political level interested in taking part of the Steering Committee meetings;
f.
Create more interaction between the experts from the Project Team and those of the Ministry in order to link as much as possible the activities of the Project Team to the agenda of the Ministry and to provide more opportunities for on-the-job- training;

g.  Closely monitor and eventually improve the performance of all experts in the Project Team.
1. Introduction

This Second Interim Report  provides an overview of the activities undertaken in the period 1 April-30 September 2008. The report is presented to the Steering Committee that will meet on 21 October 2008. More details on specific activities undertaken, are provided in the Annexes. Annex 1 lists the external meetings and workshops that were held and attended in this period. 
The following topics will be dealt with in this report:

· In Chapter 2 we will first outline several developments in the project's context that have (had) implications for our activities.

· In Chapter 3 we will present the progress regarding the project activities in Q2+Q3 2008.
· Chapter 4 outlines the allocation and use of mandays and the incidental expenditures budget up till now.
· Chapter 5 provides a forward look, including a proposed revision of the work programme of the Project. 
· In Chapter 6 we will detail our approach that will be followed in relation to the regions and counties in Croatia for the remainder of the contract.

· Chapter 7 provides an adapted logframe on the basis of the revised work programme of the Project.

A management summary with the main conclusions is provided in the beginning of the report. 
2. Developments in the project's context

2.1
Action Plan Chapter 22 Regional Policy and Structural Instruments 

After long preparations and discussions the Croatian Government reached agreement on the Action Plan for Chapter 22 on Regional Policy and Structural Instruments in the middle of May 2008 with the European Commission. After that the Croatian Government was invited by the European Council/EU-Presidency to present its negotiation position, which was done on 25 June. This will form the basis for the negotiations on Chapter 22, which formally have not yet started.

Beginning of September CODEF presented a more detailed timetable of preparations to the ministries that will be responsible for the preparations for the Structural Funds in their respective sectors. Information was also received that the European Commission made suggestions on reducing the number of Operational Programmes for the Structural Funds for a number of reasons, of which the relatively short first programming period (most probably 2 or 3 years), the limited funding in the context of the present financial perspectives, and also because of lack of administrative capacity in some of the ministries. The foreseen Integrated Regional Operational Programme (IROP) was mentioned explicitly in this context, and in particular the possibility of combining IROP with the Competitiveness Operational Programme which would lead to a more or less similar structure as presently under IPA. Such a structure would of course have important implications for the role of the Ministry of Regional Development, Forestry and Water Management (MRDFWM) as a Managing Authority. So far the Croatian Government has not yet reacted on these suggestions.
2.2
Revision of National Strategy for Regional Development/Law on Regional Development

In the beginning of this half year period much work was done on the revision of the National Strategy for Regional Development (NSRD) and the Law on Regional Development (LRD). However, on the basis of discussions in the Ministry it was later concluded that there is a need to strengthen the analytical base of the NSRD, detail the development priorities for each NUTS2 region and evaluate the regional development measures that are currently in use. For that purpose MRDFWM initiated 2 strategic studies in July, i.e. a study on the development priorities in the wider region (NUTS2) and an assessment of the measures that have been used to foster the development in lagging areas in Croatia. The studies are undertaken by a consortium of the Economic Faculties of Zagreb and Split, and will be finalised at the beginning of October 2008. In the context of the development priority study consultation workshops have been organised with a selected number of stakeholders from the County Partnership Councils in each NUTS2 region. The results of the studies will be incorporated in the NSRD and the Structural Funds-programming documents that will be established in the course of 2009.

The Project Team provided the basis for the ToRs for both studies and also handed over the results from the assessments of the County ROPs that have been prepared at an earlier stage. In addition, RDCBF experts participated in the NUTS2 regional consultation workshops organised by the Economic Faculty of Zagreb regarding the wider region development priorities and will assess the final results. On the basis of that assessment input will be provided to the finalisation of the NSRD. The results from the studies will also be used for follow-up trainings and workshops in the context of the RDCBF-project.

Due to the decision to undertake the strategic studies and incorporating the results in the NSRD, the original idea of presenting a final draft of the NSRD to the Croatian Government in September 2008 was no longer feasible. The plan now is to finalise the draft NSRD and LRD in October. On the basis of that the Ministry will organise consultations with the newly established Inter-Ministerial Coordination Committee on Regional Development and the (national) Partnership Council on Regional Development in the end October/beginning of November 2008. The intention is to send the final documents to the Croatian Government by 20 November 2008, which after adoption will sent these to the Croatian Parliament for the legislative procedure.  This tight time schedule is quite a challenge, given the fact that still work is to be done regarding the contents of the NSRD/LRD and hardly any consultations have been held yet with other ministries and stakeholders at national and regional level. The time pressure stems especially from the wish of the Croatian Government to arrive at an adopted NSRD/LRD by the end of 2008. 
The delay in the finalisation of the NSRD/LRD has had clear implications for the work plan of the RDCBF-project as the Project Team had to stage foreseen trainings and workshops in the Croatian regions before the contents of the NSRD become clear. In paragraph 2.8 we will go into more details on this.
2.3
Other developments at national level

The interest of the political level in the preparations for EU-accession has increased considerably in 2008. This can also be seen in relation to the preparations for NSRD/LRD, IPA and the Structural Funds. Especially Deputy Premier Uzelać and Minister Čobanković attended several seminars and gave speeches in which they presented the main issues regarding these preparations.

In order to stimulate discussions between the relevant ministries on the NSRD/LRD and related issues the Inter-Ministerial Coordination Committee on Regional Development has been established. Unfortunately this Committee only met for the first time in September 2008. Follow-up meetings are foreseen in October.
Due to the lengthy process of accreditation of organisations responsible for various IPA-components the calls for proposals have not been launched yet. It may last till beginning of 2009 before the first calls will be launched and some more time before the first projects will be financed from the pre-accession funds.

2.4
Developments in the regions of Croatia

Regional disparities in Croatia are considerable, particularly between Zagreb and the rest of the country, but also between the 3 NUTS2 regions. Very recently several studies have provided new information on this. In the Regional Competitiveness Index 2007 (UNDP/NVK/HGC, 2008) both statistical data and perceptions of entrepreneurs have been included, which shows some remarkable differences in ranking of counties. At a NUTS2 level North-West Croatia scores almost exclusively the best in Croatia, followed by the Adriatic region, while Panonia is lagging considerably behind the other NUTS2 regions. In the context of the RDCBF-project Mr. Jakša Puljiz of IMO produced a development categorisation of territorial units in Croatia based on 2004-2006 data. Once 2007 data will be available a rerun of the development model will be done, which results will be used in allocating regional development support at county and local level. 

In various counties in Croatia an increasing interest for regional development in an EU-context can be noticed at the political level. Several counties are represented in Brussels and some take actively part in international organisations and projects. This increasing interest of the political level was not always reflected in attendance at the workshops that were organised in the context of the RDCBF-project.
Per NUTS2 region the following development activity can be noticed:
· Adriatic NUTS2 region: Most of the counties take actively part in the Euro Adriatic region for which EU-funding will be available for several types of international project. The activities of the Croatian Adriatic region are coordinated through RAJ, the association of county development agencies that is supported by (almost) all county administrations in the region. Several counties have already expressed requests for support of the RDCBF-project, which has already started;

· Panonia NUTS2 region: Not all counties are already very actively following the developments in an EU-context. Despite this the CDAs/PMUs in each of the counties are well coordinated and have initiated regular meetings among themselves to discuss common interests and actions, including their assessment of regional development priorities. This successfully culminated in a common list of development priorities, measures and projects that has been provided as input for one of the strategic studies in the context of the NSRD. In the coming months support from the RDCBF-project will be provided to several counties to build-up capacity for the preparation and implementation of regional development activity in the context of NSRD and IPA/SF;

· North-West Croatia NUTS2 region: Several months ago the then Prefect of Varazdin brought all political leaders of the region together, which resulted in a common resolution. Not much follow-up took place. Further discussions in the region will be necessary to establish a platform where socio-economic development in the region will be debated and decided upon.

Once the NSRD becomes finalised, considerable follow-up work in each of the NUTS2 regions will be necessary in relation to the strategic studies that have been issued. It will be important to undertake this as soon as possible as of beginning 2009 it will become difficult to achieve decision making regarding important elements of regional development because of the local elections of May 2009 (covering both the regional and local self-government).

2.5
Planning of new TA- and Twinning projects

In the coming half year several new TA-and twinning projects will start which will support relevant ministries in their preparations for the Structural Funds and the implementation for IPA. In addition to 2 TA-contracts under Phare that will be coordinated by CODEF and an IPA Twinning project will assist MRDFWM as well as other institutions envisaged to play a MA role in their preparations for the Structural Funds. Obviously this will depend on the outcome of discussions about whether Croatia will have a separate IROP or not. IPA support is also foreseen for the various priorities and measures. In order to avoid duplication of work the Delegation of the European Commission (DEC) has asked the RDCBF Project Team and MRDFWM to focus more on capacity building at the regional level and to concentrate support in the Ministry more on current tasks such as the finalisation of NSRD/LRD and the implementation of IPA, as well as addressing a few issues that have recently been raised by the recent EC-commissioned monitoring report on the Project (see paragraph 2.7). 

2.6
Organisation, capacity and personal changes in MRDFWM

Like other parts of the government administration the Integrated Regional Development Directorate at MRDFWM is confronted with considerable challenges in meeting the tasks in relation to the revision of the NSRD/LRD, the implementation of IPA and Phare, and the  preparations for the Structural Funds. Recently several developments took place in relation to the capacity and personal changes in the Ministry:
· At political level the division of responsibilities between two of the State Secretaries was changed.  As of end of June 2008 State Secretary Mikulić has taken over the responsibility on regional development issues from State Secretary Janić. Mr. Mikulić will also chair the meetings of the Inter-ministerial Coordination Committee on Regional Development;

· The newly appointed Director of the Integrated Regional Development Directorate, Mr. Ivo Zinic, began work at the beginning of July 2008. This Director will be responsible for managing the Directorate and will be the liaison between the political level and the operational level in the Ministry. Very recently one of the staff members of the Directorate (Ms. Marija Rajakovic) was appointed as Head of Sector for the departments that will be responsible for the implementation of policies and programmes;
· Both the Project’s co-task managers have left the Ministry, one in the context of maternity leave (Ines Franov)and the other one (Helga Bubanović-Devčić) in relation to career opportunities elsewhere. Both have been replaced by experienced staff members from within the Directorate of the Ministry (Franka Vojnović for actions in relation to the national level and Mirjana Štraus for activities with regard to the regional level). Very recently the decision was taken that Mirjana will become the new Task manager for the Project, in the temporary absence of Franka;
· Given the already limited number of staff and several experienced persons that have recently left the Directorate, there is much pressure on the remaining  experienced staff to cope with all day-to-day activities, leaving too little time to manage and train younger colleagues and to prepare strategic issues at central and regional level. In our view this situation will have to change in the coming months as otherwise the Directorate will not be able to adequately prepare itself and other stakeholders for the management and implementation of the NSRD, IPA and the Structural Funds (IROP);
· In order to cope with the capacity problem in the Ministry, the Directorate of Integrated Regional Development has initiated several actions to recruit new senior and junior staff. Interviews for several posts have already been conducted, but it will most probably take another few months before new staff members will effectively start working;
· In the context of guiding the activities of the Project in the Croatian regions and counties for each NUTS2 region activity managers at MRDFWM have been nominated as coordinators who will work closely with the Project Team in conducting the trainings and providing support to the stakeholders in the region. For the Project it will be very important that these coordinators will have sufficient time available to manage and accompany the Project Team and to present also the role and policy direction of the Ministry;
· Discussions have started in MRDFWM on what would be the best way to organise (the management of) the implementation of the priorities and programmes under NSRD, IPA and the future Structural Funds. There are several options, which range from setting up departments in the Ministry that will become responsible for (part of) the implementation to establishing a separate agency for this (‘National Agency for Regional Development’). These discussions directly link to the capacity problems in the Ministry and the accreditation process of the European Union for managing and implementing bodies of (part of) programmes.
Due to personnel changes in the Ministry and the still unclear situation regarding the finalisation of the NSRD it has not been easy for the Project Team to make further progress regarding several project activities over the last months. Discussions on this with the PIU and the (political) management of MRDFWM appeared to be difficult because of similar reasons. As a result activities had to be postponed (including the planned study trip to Hungary), while missions of experts were also postponed and shortened. There are now signs that the situation is improving, which is absolutely necessary as a continuation of the recent situation would jeopardize the realisation of the objectives of the Project. 

2.7
Monitoring report on the Project

In week 22 (26-30 May) an external Monitor contracted by the European Commission visited Croatia to discuss and assess the progress on the Project. Two members of the Project Team met with the Monitor in total 3 times and provided also information at a later stage. The Monitor also spoke with representatives of CODEF, MRDFWM and DEC. Although the Monitor and ECD have not presented the report to the Project Team and the Ministry, information was shared on some of the topics in the report:

· Coordination: more coordination among the different EU-projects (running ones and those that will be started later), other international donors (e.g. UNDP) and relevant stakeholders at national level will be needed in order to coordinate and push preparations;

· Representation: the Monitor also referred to the ToR which states that a Steering Committee will be established composed of State Secretaries of different Ministries. So far this has not happened;  the political level has been absent from meetings and (almost) only  operational officials attend the coordination meetings (some of which are relatively junior), while MELE is not taking part in these meetings at all;

· Balance between the support at central and regional level:  given other TA-projects at central level coming up and hardly any new at regional level, it would be good to focus the RDCBF-support more on the regional level;

· Performance of Project Team: although the Project has faced difficult circumstances (NSRD/LRD not ready for implementation at the start of the Project and even not to-day, national elections and start of a new Government during the first 6 months of the Project, capacity problems at MRDFWM) and from that perspective has performed quite well, the performance of not all members of the Project Team was seen as adequate enough by leading managers from the Ministry.

2.8
Implications for the Project

Several of the described developments have implications for the Project. Despite the fact that the political attention towards EU-accession and regional development policy at national and regional has increased considerably over the last half year, it is striking to see that especially at regional level this has hardly materialised in relation to the NSRD/LRD and the activities of the Project. Most probably this is linked to scepticism whether the long awaited finalisation and adoption of the NSRD/LRD will in the end really take place.

In particular the additional time now needed to elaborate the contents base of the NSRD and the upcoming new TA- and Twinning projects have clear implications for the orientation and planning/progress of the Project:

· In terms of orientation the RDCBF-Project team has been asked to revise the work programme in such a way that within the available budget and timeframe the Project will focus more on capacity building at regional level and concentrate the support in the Ministry more on the finalisation of NSRD/LRD and the implementation of IPA;

· The delay in the finalisation of the NSRD has (had) serious impact on the planning and progress in the Project. Especially the activities towards the regions and counties in Croatia had to be slowed down or even postponed as long as no clear indications could be given regarding the contents and institutional set-up of the NSRD/LRD. 
Recent organisational changes and capacity problems in the Ministry have also adversely affected communications between the Ministry and the Project Team, among others in relation to the finalisation of the NSRD/LRD. In order to initiate discussions on this both the Delegation of the European Commission (DEC) and the RDCBF-project have recently asked the Minister/Ministry to provide a clear steer regarding the assistance the RDCBF-project can provide to the finalisation of the NSRD. There are signals now that this will have a positive impact in terms of the Project Team’s involvement in discussions how to finalise the NSRD/LRD, among others in relation to the requirements that the EU might request in relation to the future cohesion policy.
3. Project activities in Q2/Q3 2008 
3.1

Introduction
In the Inception Report the plan of actions have been presented, including an indicativ time schedule (see Inception Report, Table 4.1, p. 43-48). In the First Interim Report and also later this plan of actions has been slightly modified in order to use the same terminology and address a few issues that have come up since. These changes have been agreed upon in the meetings of the Steering Committee and the Monitoring Committee. Later in this Second Interim Report some further changes in  the allocation of mandays will be proposed, following discussions with the Ministry and DEC, and in the Monitoring Committee (see Chapter 5). In this Chapter 3 we will present the work that have been undertaken in each of the activities during the last half year. 

In Q2 and Q3 2008 weekly meetings between the Project Team and the PIU were organised quite regularly. However during the Summer and afterwards it appeared difficult  to meet on a weekly basis. At the request of the Ministry, meetings were repeatedly rescheduled, postponed or cancelled altogether. The absence of weekly meetings and, when meetings did take place, the absence of key persons from the Ministry made it difficult for the Project Team to keep up with developments in the Ministry and  to make progress regarding specific activities such as the training and support to the regions and  notably  with respect to the planned study trip to Hungary.

In Q2 and Q3 the Monitoring Committee met  three (3) times (usually on a monthly basis), while the Steering Committee met once. In practice there was no difference in persons that attended both type of meetings. As indicated in paragraph 2.7 this has led to a clear recommendation of the Monitor of the Project to involve senior officials from MRDFWM, CODEF and also MELE for especially the Steering Committee meeting. This will provide more awareness and hopefully also support for and impact of the activities that the Project team is undertaking regarding this part of the Chapter 22 agenda (see also paragraph 5.4).

Given summer holidays in Croatia the Project Office was closed in the period 28 July-25 August 2008.
3.2

Preparation for SF-management
3.2.1 
Programming 
Activity II.1.2 Support to determine nature of priority axes

In the context of the finalisation of the NSRD 2 studies have been initiated by the Ministry on the basis of ToRs drafted by the Project Team. In Annex 2 both ToRs have been included. One of the studies will analyse the development needs and priorities for and within each of the NUTS2 regions in Croatia, while the other one will evaluate the measures that have been used so far in stimulating socio-economic development in assisted areas.
The Project Team attended several workshops/consultations led by the research consortium that have been held in September 2008 to arrive at development priorities per NUTS2 region. The outcome of this study will provide input for the NSRD and also for the prioritisation of IROP and the demarcation between IROP and SOPs.
 Activity II.1.4 Prepare IPA BRI-guidelines for applicants

Beginning of May 2008 an international ST-expert (Sacha Koppert) made an assessment of the Guidelines for Applicants for IPA BRI Grant Scheme that was drafted by the PIU. The assessment pointed at several elements that required strengthening. In a follow-up session mid June another international ST-expert (Agnes Bohonyey) made further suggestions for improving the Guidelines and the Application Form, especially in relation to definitions used and the criteria that will be used for the selection of successful project applications. In August one of the international key experts (Robert Smith) made several other suggestions for revising the Guidelines for Applicants for IPA BRI Grant Scheme and the Application Form. On the basis of these comments, the PIU finalised the Guidelines and sent these for comments to CFCA and DEC.
3.2.2
 Institutional structures
Activity II.2.1 Capacity building MRDFWM as MA for IROP
In April work was presented regarding institutional ROP-structures in the Czech Republic and Hungary. Further work was undertaken mid June through a seminar with experts from both countries (Jiri Blažek and Agnes Bohonyey). At the same seminar one of the Project’s key experts (Robert Smith) provided clear suggestions for options on institutional structures for the Managing Authority (MA) and Intermediate Body (IB) for IROP in Croatia, including its human resource and business planning implications. These options were also outlined in a separate note (see Annex3). Annex 4 is providing the slides that were presented at the seminar, while in Annex 5 the (revised) report on the ROP-Institutional Structures in the Czech Republic and Hungary is included.

Further work was also undertaken regarding the training modules regarding the Structural Funds for the Ministry. Presently 8 modules covering various topics have been prepared (hard copy available). Given the request of DEC to focus more on capacity building at the regional level and to concentrate support in the Ministry more on current tasks such as the NSRD/LRD and IPA, in discussion with the Ministry it will be agreed for which modules the training will still be delivered. 

Activity II.2.4 Support to Phare 2005 BRI Grant Scheme

Substantial support has been provided to the beneficiaries of the Phare 2005 BRI Grant Scheme (7 projects) and MRDFWM. Support concentrated on checking the documentation for secondary procurement and the start of the implementation process. Besides an initial assessment was undertaken of the risks in the various projects. 

Most of the projects are now well underway. One of the projects in Benkovać is facing problems in the implementation phase. The Ministry and the CFCA are monitoring this closely, and will also visit the other projects for on-the-spot-checks. The RDCBF-experts will be involved at a later stage once the projects will reach the finalisation stage.
Activity II.2.5 Study trips

Beginning of 2008 it was agreed that the first study trip would take place in June 2008, with Hungary as the target country and the future MA/IB for IROP and members of the Inter-Ministerial Coordination Committee for Regional Development as the target group. Given the expected workload at the Ministry regarding the finalisation of the NSRD, it was concluded that the timing would need to be changed to September and later to October. Unfortunately October also turned out to be a wrong timing, now the last week of November (week 48) has been chosen for the study trip.

In Annex 6 you will find the draft programme for the study trip. The focus will be on how regional policy is/has been organised in Hungary, at both central and regional level, and in what way domestic policy and funding have been integrated with EU-Cohesion Policy and funding. Final arrangements in terms of number of participants, and concrete names are still to be made and require decisions to be made very soon now. So far it proved to be difficult to select a good week for this study trip, while also the names of persons that will be invited to participate in the study trip, have not yet been identified.
3.2.3
 Project pipeline 

Activity II.3.1 Training programme for county/local level

With respect to training activities for the county and local level, the Project Team initiated an awareness workshop in Zagreb beginning of April for 6 counties that have the highest needs for support and training on strategic planning, fostering the county partnership and creating a project pipeline. In total some 15 persons attended the workshop, including Deputy Premier Uzelac and State secretary Janić. Despite the presence of the latter 2 persons, the political level of the 6 counties was totally absent. Annex 7 provides a summary of the conclusions and the slides of the presentations.
Mid May 2008 the Project organised its high level visibility event, which attracted considerable attention of various national and regional stakeholders. More information on this is presented in paragraph 3.4. As a follow-up the Project Team organised a first round of meetings with the County administrations and County Development Agencies for each NUTS2 region in June and July. Annex 11 contains the slides that were presented and includes also the notes of the meetings.
In addition to the meetings at NUTS2 level, meetings took place with individual counties. At the beginning of June an initial meeting was organised with Primorsko-Goranska County (PGC) regarding support for the implementation of the ROP Action Plan and the functioning of the County Partnership Council. It was agreed that PGC would act as a ‘pilot’ for support that would also be provided to other counties. The Project also participated in a County Partnership meeting in Karlovac. Discussions regarding further support took also place with DUNEA (RDA Dubrovnik),  Bjelovar County, Zadar County, Split County, Lika County and Virovitica County. The Ministry received formal requests for support and training from Vukovar County and National Park Northern Velebit. In close collaboration with the Ministry a programme will be developed to provide support to these and other counties. As long as the NSRD/LRD have not been adopted we will follow a more or less ad-hoc approach in which we will assess whether the requested assistance links to the training and support programme that we have in mind for a later stage of the project (see for more details Chapter 6), the intensity and timing of the training/support that is needed, and the training and support that may be available through other (EU- and other donor-) projects and/or regular trainings for the state administration (e.g. through the Central State Office for Administration). 
The meetings and requests make it clear that there is still a serious need for capacity building at the regional level. There is considerable lack of clarity among the regions regarding the future regional policy framework in Croatia, also in relation to funding possibilities and requirements of the Structural Funds. There is also far too little awareness of the responsibilities that lie ahead for some of the relevant institutions.  Capacity building in strategic planning and partnership development is needed, although sometimes the principles are known but the practical follow-up is lacking due to political circumstances and lack of prioritisation. All these areas will require intensive support in the coming period.

3.3 

Management of NSRD and LRD

3.3.1 
Legal Base for Regional Development

 Activity III.1.1 Further consultations/finalisation Law
As a follow-up to the work that was undertaken in March and April, substantial support was provided on the revision of the National Strategy for Regional Development and the for Regional Development in May/June. Annex 8 contains the current draft of the NSRD in English (including the upgraded analytical base), while the present draft LRD has been included in Annex 9 (in Croatian). More detailed information on the current situation of the regions in Croatia can be found in Annex 10.
On the basis of internal discussions in the Ministry in June 2008 the decision was taken to initiate 2 strategic studies (see paragraph 3.2.1). The Project Team provided the ToRs for these studies. In July these studies started, while all the work needed to be finalised by beginning of October 2008. In September 2008 several workshops/consultations were held in the context of the study on the development priorities for the wider region (NUTS2). The Project Team actively participated in these workshops/consultations. The results of both studies will be incorporated in a new draft NSRD, which will be finalised in October 2008 with the help of the RDCBF-Project Team. This new draft will be discussed in several forums and afterwards sent to the Croatian Government and Parliament, together with the new Law on Regional Development.

3.3.2
 Institutional and consultative structure for regional development

Activity III.2.4 Support to County Partnership Councils

In the period April-October 2008 work started on supporting the County Partnership Councils. So far the contacts are still in an initial phase, but this will change in the coming months when the NSRD/LRD will be approved. Contacts were established with several organisations:
· Primorsko-Goranska County and PORIN to discuss the inputs from the Project Team in setting up their ROP Action Plan 2008-2010 and in creating a new basis for involving stakeholders in the County Partnership Council. It was agreed that Primorsko Goranska County would act as a pilot to develop and test a new approach regarding these topics;

· DUNEA (RDA of Dubrovnik County), Karlovac County and Lika County on how to revitalize their County Partnership Council. A programme for this with specific presentations on partnership principles and functioning has already been prepared;

· At the NUTS2 workshop for NW-Croatia participants of Zagreb City requested a follow-up workshop to be organised for the representatives of various departments of Zagreb City;

· The Ministry also received requests for specific support from Virovitica County, Vukovar County and the National Park Northern Velebit;

· Zadar County and Split County also indicated their needs for support to the County Administration, the County Development Agency and at a later stage also the County Partnership Council to make them aware of relevant developments in the context of NSRD and SF-preparations.

It was agreed with the Ministry that as long as the NSRD/LRD has not been finalised and approved, the Project Team will concentrate on more general awareness trainings and competence workshops. Regional and local organisations will have to specify their needs first to the Ministry on the basis of which it will be decided in close cooperation with the Project Team which support will be provided.
In September 2008 a new trainee started her activities in the Project (see also paragraph 3.5). An important part of her activities will be analysing the functioning of the County Partnership Councils. A questionnaire will be sent to all CPCs in that context. Anticipating the role that would be allotted to the County Partnership Councils in the NSRD/LRD, the Project Team already drafted guidelines and draft regulations for the CPC at the end of this reporting period. In Annex 13 these guidelines and regulations have been included. More work will be done once both NSRD and LRD will have been finalised, and information from the questionnaire and follow-up workshops will come available. 

3.3.3
County and Wider Region Development Instrument
Activity III.3.1 Prepare national sectoral guidelines

In the period April-June 2008 work has been undertaken in drafting investment guidelines in a few sectors (regional and local infrastructure and water management). More work will be needed, but that would clearly depend on how other sectors will be involved in the implementation of the NSRD. The discussions in the Inter-Ministerial Coordination Committee for Regional Development will make this clear in the coming period. Eventually follow-up work will be needed.
Activity III.3.2 Detail contents of Instrument for County and Wider Regional Development

On the basis of the results of the study on the development priorities per NUTS2 region the ICWRD will be drafted. The Project Team will provide clear assistance to MRDFWM in detailing this instrument.

Activity III.3.4 Enhance inter-county partnership

In the contacts with the counties and the wider regions particular attention will also be given to establishing inter-county partnerships. These inter-county partnerships will cover specific themes that are of interest to more than one adjacent county and would require specific support form the Project Team in order to start up contacts between different partners. 

With respect to training activities for the county and local level, the Project Team initiated a first round of meetings with the County administrations and County Development Agencies for each NUTS2 region in June/July 2008. Annex 11 provides the main conclusions from these meetings, the sheets of the presentations of the meetings and a list of participants. In addition to the meetings at NUTS2 level, meetings have taken place with individual counties (see Activity III.2.4 for more details). Follow-up work took place in the context of the workshops/consultations in one of the strategic studies.
3.3.4 
Instrument for Disadvantaged Areas

Activity III.4.1 Model for socio-economic development

In the context of the revision of the NSRD calculations have been made regarding disparities at county and municipal levels, using 2004-2006 data. In total 5 key variables have been used in these calculations. This has resulted in a new development categorisation of counties and municipalities in Croatia. Annex 12 presents the results from this exercise.

Activity III.4.2 Evaluate existing support measures

A ToR has been developed for a study into the root causes of regional disparities in Croatia and new ways to overcome these problems. Beginning of October the results from this study will become available.
3.4. 
Visibility event and other seminars
The high level visibility event for the Project took place on 16 May 2008 in Hotel Antunović in Zagreb. It was a very successful event with over 200 participants, a very positive spirit and full support from the political level. Annex 14 provides an overview of the main findings.

In week 25 (16-20 June) 3 seminars and workshops were organised:

a. Measuring Regional Competitiveness in Croatia. Some 30 participants took part in this seminar that was held on 17 June in Hotel Panorama. Two international experts (Jan Maarten de Vet and Jiri Blažek) and one local expert (Krešimir Jurlin) provided interesting information on how to measure regional competitiveness and how to apply this in Croatia. See Annex 15 for the slides of this seminar.

b. Management and Implementation of the IPA BRI Grant Scheme. One international ST-expert (Agnes Bohonyey) provided comments and suggestions for improvement of the Guidelines for Applicants project appraisal criteria that was drafted by the PIU. Main message was to check the consistency between what has been written in the RCOP and the GfA and application form.

c. ROP-Institutional Structures in the Czech Republic and Hungary, lessons for Croatia. Two international ST-experts (Jiri Blažek and Agnes Bohonyey) presented how in the Czech Republic and Hungary the institutional structures regarding ROP have been organised. Robert Smith, Key Expert in the Project, translated this into possible implications for an organisational structure, HR-consequences and business planning principles for IROP in Croatia.

Now that the Ministry of Regional Development, Forestry and Water Management has a new website up and running, the Project will also use this to present the main results of the various activities that have been undertaken or are planned. A proposal for the information to be included has been made and will be put on the website by mid October 2008.
3.5

Traineeships

As part of the ToR the Project Team is offering the possibility for traineeships for final year undergraduate or graduate students, either with or without relevant work experience. In total 5 persons will be offered such an opportunity, each for a period of 3 months. In December 2007 already 3 trainees were selected, while the remaining persons will be selected before the end of 2008.

The first trainee, Mr. Miroslav Kosović, started his activities on 1 February 2008. In the period till end of April 2008 he worked on several issues, especially in relation to inventorying the contents of regional operational programmes and institutional structures in several new EU-Member States. By the time Miro finished his traineeship the Ministry had not yet opened a vacancy for a traineeship at the Ministry. As a result Miro accepted an offer of a local consultancy in the field of economic development to start his career as junior consultant in the field of economic development. 

The second trainee, Ms. Anamaria Škopać, started her activities on 16 April and finished her traineeship on 15 July 2008. Anamaria was also working on several topics, especially in providing assistance in the organisation of the visibility event and several workshops/seminars of the project , in gathering materials for training modules, and in making an inventory of partnership initiatives in several EU-Member States. Very soon after finalising her traineeship Anamaria successfully applied for a new vacancy in the Ministry, but at the same time a permanent job was offered to her by Istrea County which she finally accepted.

The third trainee, Ms. Tamara Tomić, has recently started her activities. She will be working with the Project Team in the period 1 September-1 December. She will especially focus on partnership issues inrelation to the County Partnership Councils in the various counties of Croatia. Among others a questionnaire to be sent to all CPCs will be prepared in that context. 
4.
Manpower input and use of incidental expenditure budget
4.1

Manpower input

Table 4.1 provides an overview of the manpower input for the activities that have been undertaken so far, with special focus on the last 6 months. The table shows that of all available mandays in the contract (in total 1870) 797 mandays have already been spent (= 42,6%). As the Project is now halfway of its duration, it can be concluded that the spending of the mandays is behind schedule. This is directly related to the later start of training and support activities due to national elections and still the absence of an approved NSRD/LRD. In the First Interim Report it was expected that the process of finalisation of the NSRD would have proceeded quicker, which unfortunately has not been the case.  Table 4.1 also shows that all key experts have already spent more than half of their allocated mandays, while also some of the local experts have already spent quite a percentage of the mandays allocated to them.

As of 1 October 2008 some 440 mandays have not yet been allocated to specific experts. For part of these mandays it is clear that these will be allocated to some of the experts that are already part of the present Project Team (e.g. work in relation to the finalisation of the NSRD/LRD, work on the Phare 2005 BRI Grant Scheme, etc.). For the other part new experts will have to be hired, depending on specific requirements in the context of the Project activities. 

Table 4.2 provides more details on how the mandays have been spent on the various activities during the last year. Much work has already been done on several activities, while for some other activities work still has to start.

Table 4.1 Manpower input per expert (realized, allocated and planned) in Q4 2007 – Q3 2008
	Overview of spent, estimated and allocated mandays
	Q4 + Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Total spent
	Allocated per
	Remaining

	 
	 
	Sept 07- 

March 08
	April 2008
	May    2008
	June

2008
	July 

2008
	August

2008
	Sept

2008
	
	1 October
	

	Long Term International Experts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Team Leader
	Sjaak Boeckhout
	120,0
	20,0
	16,0
	17,5
	18,5
	5,0
	21,0
	218,0
	420,0
	202,0

	Key expert
	David Aldworth
	65,0
	14,0
	10,0
	10,0
	8,0
	0,0
	       8,0
	                       115,0
	200,0
	85,0

	Key expert
	Robert Smith
	71,0
	11,5
	9,0
	14,0
	9,0
	1,5
	10,0
	126,0
	210,0
	84,0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Short Term Experts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Senior (EU)
	
	22,0
	16,0
	2,0
	21,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	61,0
	270,0
	209,0

	
	Feargal O Diomasaigh
	12,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	12,0
	20,0
	8,0

	
	Simon Armstrong
	10,0
	15,0
	0,0
	8,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	33,0
	40,0
	7,0

	
	Sacha Koppert
	0,0
	0,0
	2,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	2,0 
	2,0
	0,0

	
	Agnes Bohonyey
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	5,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	5,0
	15,0
	10,0

	
	Jan Maarten de Vet
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	3,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	3,0
	3,0
	0,0

	
	Jiri Blazek
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	5,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	5,0
	5,0
	0,0

	
	not yet allocated
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	185,0
	185,0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	junior (local)
	
	106,5
	38,0
	29,0
	44,0
	22,5
	14,0
	28,0
	282,0
	770,0
	488,0

	
	Krunoslav Cingel
	22,0
	2,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	24,0
	29,0
	5,0

	
	Andrijana Paric
	4,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	4,0
	4,0
	0,0

	
	Tonci Lucic
	18,0
	9,0
	6,0
	6,0
	7,0
	2,0
	12,0
	60,0
	150,0
	90,0

	
	Maja Hranilovic
	38,5
	15,0
	9,0
	13,0
	10,5
	2,0
	13,0
	101,0
	200,0
	99,0

	
	Zoran Simic
	24,0
	0,0
	4,0
	0,0
	0,0
	5,0
	0,0
	33,0
	42,0
	9,0

	
	Vedran Dulabic
	0,0
	5,0
	0,0
	6,0
	5,0
	0,0
	0,0
	16,0
	50,0
	34,0

	
	Marijana Sumpor
	0,0
	3,0
	10,0
	12,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	25,0
	25,0
	0,0

	
	Jaksa Puljiz
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	7,0
	0,0
	5,0
	3,0
	15,0
	15,0
	0,0

	
	Not yet allocated BRI
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	4,0
	4,0

	
	Not yet allocated Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	251,0
	251,0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	384,5
	94,5
	66,0
	106,5
	58,0
	20,5
	67,0
	797,0
	1870,0
	1073,0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
Table 4.3 Activity per expert in mandays (spent in Q4 2007/Q1+Q2+ Q3 2008, allocated as of 1 October  2008) 
	
	
	
	

	
	International LTE
	International STE
	Local STE
	Total

	 
	SB
	    RS
	DA
	FD
	SA
	SK
	AB
	JB
	JV
	Other
	MH
	TL
	AP
	ZS
	KC
	BRI        
	VD
	MS
	JP
	Other
	
	Spent
	

	I. Inception Phase
	35
	25
	25
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	85
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	

	II. Preparation for SF-management 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	1. Programming
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	1.1 Support for effective demarcation IROP/SOPs
	14
	11
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	

	1.2 Support to determine nature of priority axes
	19
	8
	1 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	

	1.3 Assess existing ROPs in light of use for IROP
	10
	20
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	20
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	50
	

	1.4 Prepare IPA BRI-guidelines for applicants 
	 2
	1,5 
	 
	 
	 
	2
	3
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	8,5
	

	1.5 Support to NUTS2 sub-monitoring committees for programming (see also 2.3)   
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	2. Institutional structures
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	2.1 Capacity building MRDFWM as MA for IROP
	30
	15
	   31
	
	 
	
	2
	5
	
	
	4,5
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	87,5
	

	2.2 Support with policy papers IB-appointment
	5
	5 
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	

	2.3 Support in establishing (sub-)Monitoring Committees 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4 Support to Phare 2005 BRI grant scheme
	 
	 
	 
	12
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	4
	33
	24 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	73
	

	2.5 Study trips
	1
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	3. Project pipeline
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	3.1 Training programme for county/local level
	28
	19,5
	21
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	46,5
	43
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	158
	

	3.2 Specific trainings on CBA, EIA, etc. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3 Support to develop/manage centralised database
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	4. Budgetting/funding flows (see 2.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	5. Implementation Capacity
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	5.1 Assess local capacity and inform on roles/responsibilities
	17
	 
	23
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	

	5.2 Support and train MA (see 2.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.3 Support and train IB
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.4 Support to (sub-) Monitoring Committees for project appraisal
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	6. Project and information flows
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	6.1 Prepare IROP Internal Procedures Manual 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.2 Elaborate procedures (see 6.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.3 Prepare agreements/contracts on delegation (see 6.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	7. Communications
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	7.1 Set up Info&Comm. Section in MRDFWM (see 2.1)
	 
	 
	1 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	

	7.2 Recruit and train staff (see 2.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.3 Identify role of IB and CDAs (see 2.1 and 5.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	8. Legal Foundation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	8.1 Explore need to change Law regarding NUTS 2 programming
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	5
	
	
	
	
	5
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	

	III. Management NSRD and Law RD
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	1. Legal base for Regional Development
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1 Further consultation/finalisation Law + Revision of the NSRD
	1 
	 
	 
	
	21
	
	
	
	
	
	 7
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	5
	25
	
	
	
	59
	

	1.2 Drafting decrees and decisions related to Law 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	4
	

	1.3 Revision of existing Acts
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	2. Institutional and Consultative Structure for regional development
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	2.1 Design systems and tools
	1 
	 
	
	 
	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6
	

	2.2 Develop HR (see section II)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3 Expand Roles SF coordination
	5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	

	2.4 Support to intra-county partnerships CPCs and accreditation CDAs
	15
	16
	9 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	9
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	54
	

	2.5 Guidelines for accreditation CDAs 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1 
	

	3. County and Wider Region Development Instrument
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1 Prepare National Guidelines
	
	
	
	
	7
	
	
	
	
	
	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15

	3.2 Detail contents of ICWRD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3 Prepare action plan and support in upgrading CDS
	2
	2
	1
	 
	 
	
	
	
	3
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	8

	3.4 Enhance inter-county partnership
	12
	3
	3 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 6
	8
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32

	3.5 Agree basis for funding, other ministries, region
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	4. Instrument for Disadvanteged Areas
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	4.1 Maintain approved model socio-economic development
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	15
	
	
	15

	4.2 Evaluation of existing support measures
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.3 Prepare plan for development disadvantaged areas (disadvantaged areas support framework)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.4 Agree basis for programme support with MoF
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Reporting and Monitoring System NSRD
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	5.1 Design national reporting and monitoring system
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.2 Extend monitoring capacities towards NSRD
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Communications Programme
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	6.1 Extend SF-Communication Programme to NSRD
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 

	IV. Project management 
	20
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	20

	 Total spent in Q4 2007/Q1+Q2/July+August 2008
	218
	126
	115
	12
	33
	2
	5
	5
	3
	-
	101
	60
	4 
	33 
	24 
	-
	16
	25
	15
	-
	
	797 

	Total allocated per 01.10.2008
	420
	210
	200
	20
	40
	2
	15
	5
	3
	185
	200
	150
	4
	42
	29
	4
	50
	25
	15
	251
	
	1870

	Total LTE and STE (International, Local)
	 

 830
	 

 270
	 

 770
	
	1870 


SB=Sjaak Boeckhout, RS=Robert Smith, DA=David Aldworth, FD= Feargal O Diomasaigh, SA=Simon Armstrong, SK=Sasha Koppert, AB=Agnes Bohonyey, JV=Jan Maarten De Vet, MH=Maja Hranilović, TL=Tonći Lučić, AP=Andrijana Parić, ZS=Zoran Šimić, KC=Krunoslav Cingel, BRI= BRI grant scheme, VD=Vedran Đulabić, MS=Marijana Sumpor, JP=Jakša Puljiz, Other=not yet allocated

4.2

Incidental expenditure budget 
Table 4.3 provides details on the spending of the incidental expenditure budget. Due to the relatively slow start of the project the budget has hardly been used yet, with the exception of the budget item travel costs/DSA. In total only 19,2% of the total budget has been used yet. More costs are foreseen, among others in relation to the study trip to Hungary in November 2008.

Table 4.3 Spending of incidental expenditure budget in Q4 2007+Q1+Q2+Q3 2008
	INCIDENTAL BUDGET
	
	
	

	BUDGET ITEMS
	INDICATIVE ALLOCATION
	SPENT  

up to 1 Oct 2008
	REMAINING BUDGET

	Travel costs/DSA
	30.000,00
	12.836,99
	17.163,00

	Costs workshops/trainings
	30.000,00
	1.601,82
	28.398,18

	Awareness and visibility
	40.000,00
	12.376,66
	27.623,34

	International study tours
	40.000,00
	0
	40.000,00

	TOTAL
	140.000,00
	26.815,47
	113.184,53


5. 
Refocusing the work programme of the Project

5.1

Changes in the orientation of the Project

As stated in the ToR and the Inception Report the Project has 3 main objectives:

· Strengthen MRDFWM-capacity in coordination and management of development programmes and projects at regional/local level and prepare the Ministry for its future role in managing the EU Structural Funds for regional development;

· Enhance capacity to plan and implement development activity at county/wider region level; 

· Strengthen capacity of regional and local level for the effective absorption and use of funds for development.

As has been indicated in Chapter 2 new TA- and Twinning projects will start in the coming months. Most of these are oriented at the central level, and for those that will also have a regional component, the main focus will be on project pipeline development. None of these TA-and Twinning projects will deal with capacity building regarding regional development in a wider sense. The contacts that the RDCBF-Project have had in the regions of Croatia reveal that there is a big need to create much better awareness of the main principles of both the NSRD/LRD and the EU Cohesion Policy and its practical implications. Besides it will be necessary to stimulate strategic planning and link project development much closer to that, while also better partnerships between the county administration and various stakeholders in the regions need to be developed. Given this situation the DEC has requested the Project to re-orient its activities in such a way that more emphasis will be given to especially the regional level for the remainder of the contract.

The objectives of the Project will remain unchanged, but the Project will be focused towards activities that require more intensive attention.  After discussions with the EC-Delegation and the Ministry (see also the Ministry's request of envisaged activities by the Project Team in letter of 15 October 2008  in Annex 16), the Project suggests the following changes in the focus of the Project:

1. Concentrate the support at central level in terms of TA and training on the implementation of IPA and some general trainings regarding the Structural Funds for new staff;

2. Strengthen the training programme for the county and local level, especially in the field of awareness raising, strategic planning and partnership development;

3. Provide significantly stronger assistance to the Ministry in finalising the NSRD and LRD, and in elaborating the instruments that will be part of that;

4. Initiate and support the coordination mechanisms that MRDFWM will establish in the context of both NSRD/LRD and SF at central and regional level;
5.
Decrease or eliminate the support for the demarcation between IROP and SOPs, the support to develop/manage a centralised database, the preparation of the IROP Internal Procedures Manual, the training of the IROP IB, and the organisation of specialised trainings for (potential) IPA and SF-applicants.

In the following we will elaborate this in more detail.
5.2

Work programme in more detail

5.2.1
 Preparation for SF-management

1.
Programming 
Activity II.1.1 Support for effective demarcation IROP/SOPs

Work has already been undertaken regarding this topic, especially in relation to how this has been organised in several new EU-Member States. In the context of the preparations for programming the OPs for the Structural Funds limited assistance will be provided to the Ministry, bridging the gap between the preparations for programming and the start of the support that will be provided through a Phare TA-project developing institutional capacity for the management of the Structural Funds Post-Accession.

Activity II.1.2 Support to determine nature of priority axes

Limited follow-up work is foreseen in relation to the strategic study on the development needs and priorities for and within each of the NUTS2 regions in Croatia. This work will be included in the NSRD, while also a link will be made to upgrading the ROPs into CDS (Activity III.3.3).
Activity II.1.3 Assess existing ROPs in light of use for IROP

This activity has already been finalised. Outcomes have been laid down in a paper that will be used as input for the studies mentioned under Activity II.1.3 and follow-up work under Activity III.3.3 (Upgrading ROP into CDS). 

Activity II.1.4 Prepare IPA BRI-guidelines for applicants

Workshops c.q. trainings regarding the communication and evaluation strategy and risk management are foreseen regarding the IPA BRI Grant Scheme beginning of 2009.

Activity II.1.5 Support to NUTS2 sub-monitoring committees for programming

This activity will be undertaken in conjunction with Activity II.1.2 and Activity II.2.3 (Support in establishing (sub-) Monitoring Committees). As a follow-up to the work undertaken in the context of the 2 studies further support will provided to the committees that were consulted in the context of determining the development priorities at NUTS2 region. The end result will be a more detailed elaboration of the development priorities at NUTS2 level, including an indication of major projects to be supported at NUTS 2 and inter-county level that will be input to the development of the County and Wider Region Development Instrument and IROP.
2.
 Institutional structures

Activity II.2.1 Capacity building MRDFWM as MA for IROP

Given the fact that a Twinning project will most probably start beginning of 2009 with its main task to prepare MRDFWM as MA for IROP, the Project will concentrate its actions on the following aspects:

· Provide training on general issues regarding EU-accession and the Structural Funds, especially for the new staff that is supposed to start in the period December 2008-March 2009;

· Provide training and support regarding (the launch of) the implementation of the IPA BRI Grant Scheme, notably regarding the communication plan and the evaluation strategy that will have to be drafted;

· Upcoming specific issues that need to be tackled before the new TA- and Twinning projects will start.

Activity II.2.2 Support with policy papers IB-appointment

Suggestions regarding the organisation of the management and implementation of IROP have already been presented and laid down in a note recently. In the coming months further discussions will be undertaken in the Ministry. The Project team will assist the Ministry in outlining the various options and its implications.

Activity II.2.3 Support in establishing (sub-) Monitoring Committees

In the context of the NSRD and the preparations for IROP Monitoring (sub-) Committees will be established. The Project Team will assist the Ministry in outlining the tasks and responsibilities of the various committees, and will provide training on this. This work is foreseen to start by the end of 2008.

Activity II.2.4 Support to Phare 2005 BRI Grant Scheme

Substantial support has already been provided to the beneficiaries of the Phare 2005 BRI Grant Scheme and MRDFWM. Most of the projects (7 in total) have started the implementation of the works. Follow-up support will be provided to the projects, while the PIU of MRDFWM will be assisted in the monitoring of the projects (incl. risk assessment and upgrading and improvement of the existing Grant Scheme Manual as foreseen in the job description of the International STE BRI Grant Scheme).

Activity II.2.5 Study trips

The first study trip is intended to take place in November 2008, with Hungary as destination and the future MA/IB for IROP and members of the Inter-Ministerial Coordination Committee for Regional Development as the target group. The focus will be on how regional policy has been organised in Hungary, at both central and regional level, and in what way domestic policy and funding have been integrated with EU-Cohesion Policy and funding. The second study trip will be organised in 2009 for the regional and county level. 

3.
Project pipeline 

Activity II.3.1 Training programme for county/local level

With respect to training activities for the county and local level, the Project Team has initiated a first round of meetings with the County administrations and County Development Agencies for each NUTS2 region. In addition meetings have already taken place with several individual counties (incl. visits to some County Partnership Council meetings). Follow-up meetings will be intensified as of October 2008. More details on this are given in Chapter 5.

Activity II.3.2 Specific trainings on CBA, EIA, etc.

This activity has been significantly reduced as a new Phare TA-project is foreseen to start in Q4 2008, focusing on creating a project pipeline for IPA and the Structural Funds. Some specific trainings on developing ideas of inter- and intra-county partnerships into concrete project applications including all relevant documentation will nevertheless be needed in order to build up the capacity at regional and local level. These trainings will be especially oriented towards the counties and organisations that have not yet received support on this.

Activity II.3.3 Support to develop/manage centralised database

his activity will be skipped as the new Phare TA-project on developing the project pipeline will undertake this work.

4.
Budgeting and funding flows

No further activities are foreseen under this task as this will be the main task of the new Twinning project.

5.
Implementation Capacity

No further activities are foreseen under this task as this will be the main task of the new Twinning project.

6.
Project and information flows

No further activities are foreseen under this task as this will be the main task of the new Twinning project.

7.
Communications

Activity II.7.1 Set up Info & Communications section in MRDFWM

Advice will be provided to MRDFWM in relation to the PR and communication issues regarding the IPA BRI Grant Scheme and the future IROP. Besides a website will be developed for the Regional Development Forum that will be established beginning of 2009. This Forum will be used to intensify the communications of the Ministry towards the regions, among others regarding the NSRD and SF.
8.
Legal foundation

Activity II.8.1 Explore need to change Law regarding NUTS2 programming

No follow-up work will be needed to include the NUTS2 region into the Law for Regional Development.

 
5.2.2
Management of NSRD and LRD

1.
Legal Base for Regional Development

 
Activity III.1.1

As a follow-up to the work that was undertaken in March and April, substantial support was provided on the revision of the National Strategy for Regional Development and Law for Regional Development in May/June 2008. Once the outcomes of the 2 strategic studies will be available follow-up work will done. The revised versions will soon after be sent for consultations to the Inter-ministerial Coordination Committee on Regional Development and the National partnership Council on Regional Development. Eventually consultations with stakeholders in the regions will also be held. Further support is foreseen regarding these consultations and the finalisation of both NSRD and LRD. 
Activity III.1.2 Drafting decrees and decisions related to Law 

The Law will only regulate the basic principles regarding regional development (strategy, instruments, institutional structure, etc.). More details will be provided in secondary legislation which will require less effort to make changes at a later stage. The Project Team will work on this secondary legislation once the Law will be finalised and adopted.

Activity III.1.3 Revision of existing Acts

Some of the existing Acts will have to be changed in relation to LRD and related secondary legislation. The Project Team will work on this in close collaboration with the Ministry.

2.
Institutional and Consultative Structure for Regional Development

Activity III.2.1 Design of systems and tools

The Project Team has already made suggestions regarding the design of systems and tools for the institutional and consultative structure for regional development. Additional work will be done once the NSRD will be finalised and approved. This will be done in conjunction with Activity II.2.3 (Establishment of the Monitoring (Sub-) Committee).

Activity III.2.3 Expand roles SF-Coordination

This activity will link the institutional and consultative set-up for the NSRD directly to the set-up for the Structural Funds. This will require a note in which the tasks and responsibilities of the different bodies will be outlined and communicated.


Activity III.2.4 Support to County Partnership Councils

The County Partnership Councils (CPCs) are important consultative bodies for socio-economic development. From the contacts with counties, CDAs and some CPCs it has become clear that real partnership in the EU-context has not yet been reached. In some regions partnership has hardly been established. Through this activity support will be provided to county administrations and CDAs in activating partnership at county level and to the County Partnerships Council by providing examples of good practice from Europe on the functioning of these partnerships. The CPCs will be strongly involved in the upgrading of the ROPs into CDS, while also a selected number of intra-county partnerships (10) will be developed and elaborated that should lead to concrete project ideas to be issued for future EU-funding. More details regarding this activity can be found in Chapter 6. An event will be organised after summer 2009 to present and share best practices regarding this topic (and inter-county partnerships). 
Activity III.2.5 Guidelines for Accreditation of County Development Agencies

The County Development Agencies (CDAs) are seen as an important instrument in the implementation of the NSRD and Structural Funds at county level. Most counties have established a CDA over the last years, although the size, ownership structure, financing principles, tasks and involvement in county development vary considerably. More harmonisation will be needed in relation to the role the CDAs can play in the implementation of the NSRD. The Project Team will draft guidelines for the accreditation of the CDAs in the context of the NSRD and will also organise a seminar where best practice from the European Union and Croatia will be shared.


3.
Instrument for County and Wider Region Development 

Activity III.3.1 Prepare National Sectoral Guidelines

Over the last 2 months work has been undertaken in drafting investment guidelines in a few sectors (regional and local infrastructure and water management). More work will be needed, but that would clearly depend on how other sectors will be involved in the implementation of the NSRD. The discussions in the Inter-Ministerial Coordination Committee for Regional Development will make this clear in the coming period. Eventually some follow-up work will be needed.
Activity III.3.2 Detail contents of Instrument for County and Wider Regional Development

On the basis of the study on the development priorities per NUTS2 region the ICWRD will be drafted. The Project Team will provide clear assistance to MRDFWM in detailing this instrument, especially with respect to ideas on major projects to be selected at NUTS 2 level and how the communication and coordination of these projects could be organised best between the various line ministries, MRDFWM, the counties in each of the NUTS 2 regions, and the partnership councils that will be involved in this. This work will start as soon as the NSRD and LRD have been approved. 


Activity III.3.3 Prepare Action Plan and support upgrading ROPs into CDS

The current ROPs will have to be upgraded in CDS through elaborating the analysis of the socio-economic situation in the county and the wider region. On the basis of the ROP-assessment (see Activity II.1.3), the National Sectoral Guidelines and the outcomes from the 2 studies for the NSRD an Action Plan will be drafted, on the basis of which the upgrading of the ROPs will take place. Important prerequisite will be the adoption of the NSRD which will request the counties to do so. The Project Team will provide substantial support to the counties and its institutions in this process. For some this will be done on the basis of providing information and guidelines, while for others a more substantial role will be required from the Project Team (see for more details Chapter 6).

Activity III.3.4 Enhance inter-county partnership

In the contacts with the counties and the wider regions particular attention will also be given to establishing inter-county partnerships. These inter-county partnerships will cover specific themes that are of interest to more than one adjacent county and would require specific support from the Project in order to start up contacts between different partners. A minimum of 5 inter-county partnerships will be elaborated. More details can be found in Chapter 6. As has been indicated in relation to the intra-county partnerships (Activity III.2.4) an event will be organised after summer 2009 to present and share best practices on this topic.
Activity III.3.5 Agree basis for funding with MoF, other ministries, regions

As a follow-up to establishing sectoral investment guidelines agreements will have to be made with MoF, other line ministries and (specific) regions with respect to the way NUTS 2 and joint regional projects will be supported from the respective budgets.

4.
Instrument for Disadvantaged Areas

Activity III.4.1 Model for socio-economic development

In the context of the revision of the NSRD calculations have been made regarding disparities at different geographical levels. The report was issued beginning of September. Eventually some follow-up work will be needed to include also 2007-data.
Activity III.4.2 Evaluate existing support measures

A ToR has been developed for a study into the root causes of regional disparities in Croatia. This study has been undertaken by the Economic Faculty of Split in the period July-beginning October 2008. On the basis of this the Instrument for Disadvantaged Areas will be detailed. The RDCBF-project will provide support in this, if required (see Activity III.4.3). 
Activity III.4.3 Disadvantaged areas support framework

The calculations with the model of socio-economic development have revealed which counties and municipalities will qualify for support under the disadvantaged areas support framework. Moreover the evaluation of the existing instruments will make it clear which instruments have been effective and which ones not. On the basis of this information the disadvantaged areas support framework will be elaborated in close collaboration with the Ministry.

Activity III.4.3 Agree basis for programme support with MoF

In detailing the disadvantaged areas support framework discussions will have to take place with MoF regarding the programme support that will be provided. The Project team will assist the Ministry in this.

5.
Reporting and Monitoring System NSRD


Activity III.5.1 Design national reporting and monitoring system

In the context of the NSRD a national reporting and monitoring system will have to be established. The Project team will support the Ministry in establishing this, making good use of experience in other EU-Member States and relevant practices in Croatia.

Activity III.5.2 Extend monitoring capacities towards NSRD

The monitoring that is required under the Structural Funds will be closely linked to the monitoring that will be implemented for NSRD. In such a way an integrated system will evolve, which cuts down the administrative burden.

6.
Communications Programme

Activity III.6.1 Extend SF-Communication Programme to NSRD

The Communication Programme that will be required under the Structural Funds will be closely linked to the communication programme that will be established under the NSRD. Part of the activities will be to draft a programme for a road-show of the Ministry in each of the NUTS2 regions of Croatia. 
Setting up the Regional Development Forum (first ideas developed in the first half year of the Project, see Annex 13 of First Interim Report) will also be part of the communication programme. The Project will develop a website that is linked to the Ministry-website, and will (participate in) organising one of the first events in that context (see also paragraph 5.2.3).

5.2.3 
Events
 
In the context of the work programme the Project Team will organise several workshops and trainings, in various parts of Croatia. In addition to these (smaller) workshops and trainings 2 bigger events will be organised in the coming year, both in the context of the (to be established) Regional Development Forum, i.e. (preliminary titles):

· Regional Development Agencies as catalysts of county development: best practices in Europe (beginning/spring 2009)

· Partnership development in Croatia: experiences and lessons for the future.

5.2.4 
Traineeship
In 2008 three trainees have been offered the opportunity to develop their skills in the field of regional development and EU-cohesion policy, each for a period of 3 months. In 2009 two additional trainees will be offered such an opportunity. The new posts will be published in November 2008 on the basis of which the selection will take place. 

5.3 

Implications for manpower input

In Table 5.1 the implications of the changes in the orientation of the Project and the contents of the activities have been indicated in allocated mandays per activity. The table shows that the suggested changes could free-up in total some 450 mandays, which will be used to strengthen other relevant parts of the Project's work programme. 
Table 5.1 Old and new allocation of mandays per activity per 1 October 2008 and spending in Q4 2007/Q1-Q3 2008

	 
	Spent
	Allocated old
	Allocated new

	I. Inception Phase
	85
	85
	85

	
	
	
	

	II. Preparation for SF-management
	
	
	

	1. Programming
	
	
	

	1.1 Support for effective demarcation IROP/SOPs
	25
	65
	35

	1.2 Support to determine nature of priority axes
	32
	70
	50

	1.3 Assess existing ROPs in light of use for IROP
	50
	50
	50

	1.4 Prepare IPA BRI-guidelines for applicants
	8,5
	10
	10

	1.5 Support to NUTS2 sub-monitoring committees for programming (see also 2.3)
	
	15
	20

	
	
	
	

	2. Institutional structures
	
	
	

	2.1 Capacity building MRDFWM as MA for IROP
	87,5
	201*
	106

	2.2 Support with policy papers IB-appointment
	10
	20
	20

	2.3 Support in establishing (sub-)Monitoring Committees
	
	25
	25

	2.4 Support to Phare 2005 BRI grant scheme
	73
	99*
	109

	2.5 Study trips
	1
	20
	20

	
	
	
	

	3. Project pipeline
	
	
	

	3.1 Training programme for county/local level
	158
	255*
	340

	3.2 Specific trainings on CBA, EIA, etc.
	
	155
	70

	3.3 Support to develop/manage centralised database
	
	10
	0

	
	
	
	

	4. Budgetting/funding flows (see 2.1)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5. Implementation Capacity
	
	
	

	5.1 Assess local capacity and inform on roles/responsibilities
	40
	40
	40

	5.2 Support and train MA (see 2.1)
	
	0
	0

	5.3 Support and train IB
	
	100
	0

	5.4 Support to (sub-) Monitoring Committees for project appraisal
	
	15
	0

	
	
	
	

	6. Project and information flows
	
	
	

	6.1 Prepare IROP Internal Procedures Manual
	
	60
	0

	6.2 Elaborate procedures (see 6.1)
	
	0
	0

	6.3 Prepare agreements/contracts on delegation (see 6.1)
	
	0
	0

	
	
	
	

	7. Communications
	
	
	

	7.1 Set up Info&Comm. Section in MRDFWM (see 2.1)
	1
	0
	5

	7.2 Recruit and train staff (see 2.1)
	
	0
	0

	7.3 Identify role of IB and CDAs (see 2.1 and 5.1)
	
	0
	0

	
	
	
	

	8. Legal Foundation
	
	
	

	8.1 Explore need to change Law regarding NUTS 2 programming
	5
	15
	5

	
	
	
	

	III. Management NSRD and Law RD
	
	
	

	1. Legal base for Regional Development
	
	
	

	1.1 Further consultation/finalisation Law + Revision of the NSRD
	59
	20
	100

	1.2 Drafting decrees and decisions related to Law
	4
	35
	40

	1.3 Revision of existing Acts
	2
	20
	20

	
	
	
	

	2. Institutional and Consultative Structure for regional development
	
	
	

	2.1 Design systems and tools
	6
	20
	20

	2.2 Develop HR (see section II)
	
	0
	0

	2.3 Expand Roles SF coordination
	5
	10
	10

	2.4 Support to County Partnership Councils (intra-county partnerships)
	55
	100
	170

	2.5 Guidelines for accreditation CDAs
	1
	15
	20

	
	
	
	

	3. County and Wider Regional Development Instrument
	
	
	

	3.1 Prepare National Guidelines
	14
	40
	40

	3.2 Detail contents of ICWRD 
	0
	0
	25

	3.3 Prepare action plan and support upgrading CDS
	8
	55
	150

	3.4 Enhance inter-county partnership
	32
	105
	170

	3.5 Agree basis Funding with MoF, other ministries, region
	
	20
	5

	
	
	
	

	4. Instrument for Disadvanteged Areas
	
	
	

	4.1 Maintain approved model socio-economic development
	15
	15
	15

	4.2 Evaluation of existing support measures
	
	0
	0

	4.3 Prepare plan for development disadvantaged areas (disadvantaged areas support framework)
	
	0
	10

	4.4 Agree basis for programme support with MoF
	
	0
	5

	
	
	
	

	5. Reporting and Monitoring System NSRD
	
	
	

	5.1 Design national reporting and monitoring system
	
	30
	10

	5.2 Extend monitoring capacities towards NSRD
	
	15
	15

	
	
	
	

	6. Communications Programme
	
	
	

	6.1 Extend SF-Communication Programme to NSRD
	
	20
	15

	
	
	
	

	IV. Project management
	20
	40
	40

	Total spent 24 September 2007- 1 October 2008
	797
	
	

	Total allocated  
	
	1870
	1870

	Total LTE and STE (International, Local)
	
	1870
	1870


*These numbers deviate from the allocation in the Inception Report as a result of a later re-allocation of additional mandays for the Phare 2005 BRI Grant Scheme
Table 5.2 specifies in more detail which experts will be involved in the various activities. For some of these activities it is already clear which experts will undertake these, but for others it will be necessary to take decisions on the involvement of new experts. As a result decisions would be required regarding:

· Allocating extra mandays for some of the experts that are working on the revision and elaboration of the NSRD/LRD;

· Hiring a new international, experienced expert for TA and training to the regional level, and a few other ones for specialised trainings at central and regional level;

· Hiring a new local, experienced expert as regional development coordinator, and a few other ones for specialised TA and trainings at central and regional level.

On the basis of further discussions with the Ministry and DEC, we will provide more details on the implications of all of this in the coming weeks and months. On the basis of that we will ask for approval to allocate more mandays to already included experts and to involve new experts for specific tasks.

	
	
Table 5.2 Planned and allocated mandays per activity and expert as of 1 October 2008 
	
	
	
	

	
	International LTE
	International STE
	Local STE
	Total

	 
	SB
	    RS
	DA
	FD
	SA
	SK
	AB
	JB
	JV
	Other
	MH
	TL
	AP
	ZS
	KC
	BRI        
	VD
	MS
	JP
	Other
	
	Planned
	Allocated
 (per 1 October 2008)             
	

	I. Inception Phase
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	85
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	

	II. Preparation for SF-management 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	1. Programming
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	1.1 Support for effective demarcation IROP/SOPs
	10
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	35
	

	1.2 Support to determine nature of priority axes
	10
	7
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	1 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	50
	

	1.3 Assess existing ROPs in light of use for IROP
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	50
	

	1.4 Prepare IPA BRI-guidelines for applicants 
	 
	1,5
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1,5
	10
	

	1.5 Support to NUTS2 sub-monitoring committees for programming (see also 2.3)   
	10 
	
	5 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	20
	20
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	2. Institutional structures
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	2.1 Capacity building MRDFWM as MA for IROP
	6
	3,5
	     4
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	18,5
	106
	

	2.2 Support with policy papers IB-appointment
	5
	5 
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	20
	

	2.3 Support in establishing (sub-)Monitoring Committees 
	10
	 
	10 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	25
	25
	

	2.4 Support to Phare 2005 BRI grant scheme
	 
	 
	 
	8
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	   9
	5 
	4
	
	
	
	10
	
	36
	109
	

	2.5 Study trips
	2
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	10
	
	
	7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	19
	20
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	3. Project pipeline
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	3.1 Training programme for county/local level
	30
	16
	29
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	45
	 16
	26
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	20
	
	182
	340
	

	3.2 Specific trainings on CBA, EIA, etc. 
	10 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	40
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	20
	
	70
	70
	

	3.3 Support to develop/manage centralised database
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	4. Budgetting/funding flows (see 2.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	5. Implementation Capacity
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	5.1 Assess local capacity and inform on roles/responsibilities
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	

	5.2 Support and train MA (see 2.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	5.3 Support and train IB
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	5.4 Support to (sub-) Monitoring Committees for project appraisal
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	6. Project and information flows
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	6.1 Prepare IROP Internal Procedures Manual 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	6.2 Elaborate procedures (see 6.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	6.3 Prepare agreements/contracts on delegation (see 6.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	7. Communications
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	7.1 Set up Info&Comm. Section in MRDFWM (see 2.1)
	 
	 
	4 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	5
	

	7.2 Recruit and train staff (see 2.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	7.3 Identify role of IB and CDAs (see 2.1 and 5.1)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	8. Legal Foundation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	8.1 Explore need to change Law regarding NUTS 2 programming
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	

	III. Management NSRD and Law RD
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	1. Legal base for Regional Development
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	

	1.1 Further consultation/finalisation Law + Revision of the NSRD
	4
	 
	 
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	18
	3
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	6
	
	
	8
	
	41
	100
	

	1.2 Drafting decrees and decisions related to Law 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	10
	
	
	26
	
	36
	40
	

	1.3 Revision of existing Acts
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	18
	
	
	
	
	18
	20
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	2. Institutional and Consultative Structure for regional development
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	2.1 Design systems and tools
	9 
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	14
	20
	

	2.2 Develop HR (see section II)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	2.3 Expand Roles SF coordination
	5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	10
	

	2.4 Support to intra-county partnerships CPCs and accreditation CDAs
	21
	19
	14 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	20
	19
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	22
	
	115
	170
	

	2.5 Guidelines for accreditation CDAs 
	14
	 5
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	19 
	 20
	

	3. County and Wider Region Development Instrument
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1 Prepare National Guidelines
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	
	
	
	5
	11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	26
	40

	3.2 Detail contents of ICWRD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15
	
	25
	25

	3.3 Prepare action plan and support in upgrading CDS
	23
	20
	14
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	10
	22 
	25
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	28
	
	142
	150

	3.4 Enhance inter-county partnership
	13
	7
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	30
	 16
	20
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	52
	
	138
	170

	3.5 Agree basis for funding, other ministries, region
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	4. Instrument for Disadvanteged Areas
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	4.1 Maintain approved model socio-economic development
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	15

	4.2 Evaluation of existing support measures
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0

	4.3 Prepare plan for development disadvantaged areas (disadvantaged areas support framework)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	10
	
	10
	10

	4.4 Agree basis for programme support with MoF
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	5. Reporting and Monitoring System NSRD
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	5.1 Design national reporting and monitoring system
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	10
	10

	5.2 Extend monitoring capacities towards NSRD
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	10
	
	15
	15

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	6. Communications Programme
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	6.1 Extend SF-Communication Programme to NSRD
	 
	 
	 5
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	10
	
	15
	15

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 

	IV. Project management 
	20
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	20
	40

	 Planned per 1 October 2008
	202
	84
	85
	8
	7
	
	10
	
	
	185
	99
	90
	 
	9 
	5 
	4
	34
	
	
	251
	
	1073 
	 

	Total allocated per 01.10.2008
	420
	210
	200
	20
	40
	2
	15
	5
	3
	185
	200
	150
	4
	42
	29
	4
	50
	25
	15
	251
	
	-
	1870

	Total LTE and STE (International, Local)
	 

 830
	 

 270
	 

 770
	
	 
	 


SB=Sjaak Boeckhout, RS=Robert Smith, DA=David Aldworth, FD= Feargal O Diomasaigh, SA=Simon Armstrong, SK=Sasha Koppert, AB=Agnes Bohonyey, JV=Jan Maarten De Vet, MH=Maja Hranilović, TL=Tonći Lučić, AP=Andrijana Parić, ZS=Zoran Šimić, KC=Krunoslav Cingel, BRI= BRI grant scheme, VD=Vedran Đulabić, MS=Marijana Sumpor, JP=Jakša Puljiz, Other=not yet allocated

5.4

Project Steering Committee and Monitoring Committee

The impact of the Project could be increased if it would be more strongly embedded in a cooperation and coordination structure among the relevant ministries. Intensifying the cooperation in the field of regional development between MRDFWM on the one hand and CODEF and MELE on the other hand would stimulate the discussions on the type of actions that Croatian government might need undertake in the regions and how these should be coordinated best among the various ministries. The recent establishment of the Inter-ministerial Coordination Committee on Regional Development is already an important step in that perspective, but more steps would be needed. Through the Project's Steering and Monitoring Committee this could also be initiated.

So far the Monitoring Committee for the RDCBF-project has also acted as the Steering Committee for the Project. So far the Monitoring Committee only consists of MRDFWM, CODEF and DEC, and even so there has been no participation by higher senior civil servants level or the political level in the meeting(s) of the Steering Committee. Given also the remarks that the Monitor has made in his recent monitoring report of the project , it would be good to undertake the following actions:

1. Involve the Ministry of Economy, Labour and Entrepreneurship (MELE) in the project;

2. Get more seniority involved from the other ministries in order to make the meetings of Monitoring Committee more effective and dynamic;

3. Get the higher senior level and eventually also the political level interested in taking part of the (next) Steering Committee meeting.

With respect to each action it would be advisable that MRDFWM takes the initiative for these actions, eventually supported by the RDCBF-Team Leader. 

5.5

Assumptions and risks

The Project is now halfway of its implementation. Practically speaking there are then still 2 main periods in which the follow-up of the implementation will take place: October 2008-December 2008 and January-July 2009. The period after summer 2009 will be used mainly to wrap up the results of the Project.

Given this planning it is of utmost importance that already in October/November 2008 the Project Team will be able to accelerate various actions in the different regions of Croatia. The more conclusive the contents of the NSRD/LRD can be presented towards the regions from then onwards, the more effective the Project Team can provide training and support towards the regions and counties. Several actions require considerable time for preparation, discussion and support (e.g. upgrading ROP into CDS, partnership development, etc.), so an early start is requested.

There is a risk that the discussions on the NSRD/LRD might take more time before the outline of the NSRD and the detailed instruments can be presented to the counties and the wider region. This might lead to evasive reactions in the regions in relation to the Project Team, as could already be noticed in our contacts in the last months. Nevertheless the Project Team will initiate further contacts in the regions in close collaboration with the Ministry as there is a lot of activity to be undertaken and some of the regions/counties require considerable (further) support.

Another risk is the intensity in which the Project Team will have to be active in the regions. This will also require the active involvement of several civil servants of the Ministry, including the higher management and political level. Given the workload at the Ministry this might lead to problems in the planning of activities. The Project Team will involve the relevant persons from the Ministry as early as possible. It will be necessary however that the Ministry staff will have enough time and flexibility to honour the commitments that will be made in the coming period.

6.
Approach training and support plan to the regions and counties

6.1

Introduction

This Chapter outlines the proposed work plan for developing the required capacities in the regions of Croatia. It articulates how there will be an increase in training at the county and local level, especially in the field of awareness raising, strategic planning and partnership development.  These activities will complement the assistance given to the Ministry in finalising the NSRD and LRD, and elaborating the appropriate programmes as well as initiating and supporting the coordination mechanisms, required by NSRD/LRD, as well as for the Structural Funds at central and regional level.

In June/July 2008 the Ministry and the Project took the initiatiave to invite the counties and CDAs of each of the 3 NUTS2-regions for a workshop regarding raising awareness on Croatian national regional development policies and the implications of the NSRD/LRD, as well as the implications of the Structural Funds, strategic planning, and partnership development.  Contacts have also been established with the Counties (sometimes through the CDA or PMU) of Primorsko Goranska, Karlovac, Lika, Osijek and Baranja, and Dubrovnik and Neretvanska, where also presentations were delivered and discussions took place (in some of the cases to the County Partnership Council (CPC)) in relation to the topics indicated. Follow-up discussions are foreseen in these and many more regions, including Zagreb City (counties will be selected in accordance with TNA and Training and support plan for the counties, see Table 6.2).

The Law on Regional Development (LRD) envisages that each county will be required to develop its ROP and turn it into a County Development Strategy (CDS).  For each county, and ultimately the CPC, the following will have to be articulated:

· Implementation process;
· Composition of partnership ( capable of developing both the CDS and proving input in terms of priority issues for IROP and other Structural Funds programmes);
· Partnership working – which will require the development of guidelines, including guidelines on the cooperation and coordination with the NUTS 2 Partnership/Monitoring Sub-Committee;
· Prioritisation of issues;
· Project selection;
· CDS <-> Budget.
Ensuring these outcomes requires that the activities described below be undertaken both at the level of the Wider Region and the county.  The proposals assume that the NSRD and the LRD will be accepted and implemented, thus enabling the creation of the Wider Regional Partnership Councils (WRPC) and the County Partnership Councils (CPC).  This proposed training will need to start as quickly as possible, aiming at organisations, such as counties, CDAs and other stakeholders, which will play a role in relation to these partnerships or will be represented on the WRPCs and the CPCs. Following agreement on the membership of the WRPCs and the CDAs, training will be extended to them. Some of the planned training is contingent on the implementation of the NSRD/LRD. In addition, the precise level of training in each county will depend upon local capacities.  This (draft)  plan will be modified as new information becomes available. 

The three different levels to which training will be provided, are detailed below.  In addition, there has been some interaction between the Project and the team carrying out the study into the Wider Region Development Priorities to ensure that the research results are fed into work with the Wider Regional Level.  This will ensure the research work receives proper feedback from the groups formed at the Wider Regional Level.  

6.2

Proposed training method

The training will be undertaken by a four or 5 person team from the RDCBF (see Table 5.1 for more details):

· International Key Expert

· Regional Co-ordinator

· Trainee/Interpretation

· Ministry

The team will be supported by an additional specialist trainer (local/international) where a need for specific competences has been identified. Cross-fertilisation between the different regions is foreseen through involving some of the experts from the teams in the other regions.

Table 6.1 DRAFT ALLOCATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES FOR WIDER REGION TRAINING 

	
	ADRIATIC

(7 regions)
	PANONIA

(8 regions)
	NW CROATIA

(6 regions)

	International Key Expert
	Robert Smith
	David Aldworth
	Sjaak Boeckhout

	Ministry
	Marija Rajaković
	Dijana Bezjak
	Mirjana Straus

	Regional Development Co-ordinator
	Tonci Lučić
	X/Maja Hranilovic
	Maja Hranilović/X

	Trainee/Interpreter
	Y-Z/Anja Celio Cega
	Y-Z/Anja Celio Cega
	Y-Z/Anja Celio Cega

	Extra Expert
	A-C
	A-C
	A-C



Form of training

The meetings held so far with individual counties, and groups of counties from within wider regions, indicates the following lack of knowledge and/or information amongst officials at local level:

· Croatia’s regional policy framework

· The regional development implications of Croatia’s accession

· The Structural Funds in general and the Regional Operational Programme in particular and future requirements and implications

· The importance of strategic planning and partnership development

Training on some of these issues is problematic at present because of the evolving situation as Croatia’s regional policy framework, the NSRD is developed and legislation is enacted, hopefully well before the end of 2008 (or have at least a general consensus on the proposed drafts from the Ministry's highest level).  Currently, it is not clear to local authorities what policy framework they will have to operate under in the future.  As far as EU accession is concerned, the structure of Croatia’s Structural Funds implementation framework has been officially announced (see Official Gazette announcement of 4 July 2008). This makes clear that the MRDFWM will be the Managing Authority and Intermediate Body for the Integrated Regional Operational Programme (IROP).  More information on IROP (priorities, precise implementation arrangements, money available, etc.) is not yet available. However, the timeframe of activities in relation to Croatia's preparation for EU cohesion policy (Action plan for meeting EU CP requrements)  is still not available to the wider public so both county and regional level still have not received a clear (political) message on  the challenges ahead and their tasks and responsibilites vis a vis EU accession and EU cohesion policy. Of course, some information that local authorities require to develop their own planning and development priorities will become clearer as the outcome of the studies into the Wider Regions Development Priorities becomes available.
However, most of the counties have expressed strong committment to continue with implementation of their ROPs independently of the NSRD and LRD adoption date but are requesting further support in their current regional development process from MRDFWM and the RDCBF Project Team.

In order to minimize the potential adverse effects of uncertain national regional policy context, the approach of the RDCBF team is to provide support to at least 3 counties in each NUTS 2 region, both in the segment of strategic planning (implementation of current county ROPs) and partnership development (strenghtening the consultation process and positioning of county partnerships and participation in wider region partnerships). The approach will be piloted in Primorsko-goranska county (implementation of ROP in the current policy context in Croatia) and Karlovačka county (Partnership development on county and wider region level). This approach in supporting the regions takes into account the proposed framework of NSDR and LRD, keeps perspective of EU cohesion policy (in terms of adopting all the EU principles of strategic planning) while the activities remain less dependent on the offical  adoption date of NSRD and LRD, which is still uncertain. 

By keeping the regular contact with the counties/wider regions and especially by participating in the workshops organized in the framework of the study on the Wider Regions Development Priorities (thus having better insight into issues the counties are facing), the RDCBF Project Team is able to continue with somewhat custom-made support to the counties/wider regions in this process.
Nevertheless, it is possible to impart a substantial amount of information to local actors on what the implications will be of Croatia’s accession. This is because the Structural Funds OPs will be governed by the EC regulations, which are already well known and whose effects can be judged from their operation in the “new” and “old” Member States.
The proposed training schemes therefore will follow the approach already employed on training events organised by the Project: to explain as far as possible the current NSRD/LRD proposals, the proposed institutional arrangements for the Structural Funds and what Structural Funds’ requirements involve and their implications for Croatia.  

6.3
Training and support activities

Training activities are foreseen for 3 types of actors:

· Training at wider regional level/NUTS2 (counties and CDAs)

· Training for wider region partnership councils/Monitoring (sub-)Committees

· Training for county administrations/CDAs and County Partnership Councils

TRAINING AT WIDER REGIONAL LEVEL/NUTS 2 LEVEL (COUNTY ADMINISTRATION AND CDA)- ACTIONS TO BE UNDERTAKEN
Round  1
June/July 2008 (already finished)
· Awareness raising

· Strategic Planning

· Partnership Issues

Training sessions on these topics have already been undertaken with groups of counties at wider regional level as well as to individual counties.

Round 2
 September/Beginning October 2008 (partly finished)
· Development Priorities NUTS 2

· Identifying and developing specific partnerships at NUTS 2 or inter-county level  

The discussion on the development priorities at NUTS2 level relates to one of the strategic studies that have been outsourced to the Economic Faculties of Zagreb and Split. The Project Team will be closely involved in the discussions that the study team(s) will organise with the regions and counties.

Another topic of this training and support round is partnership development. Partnerships within the wider regions can be organised on a thematic or geographic basis (sub-regional partnerships), where they can consider activities which fall within key themes which have been identified as important for the development of the wider region.  Account will also be taken of partnership development work which has already been undertaken on earlier CARDS Projects (see hereafer).

Round 3
November/Beginning December 2008

Feedback from the studies on the NUTS2-development priorities and the evaluation and re-design of government interventions in the assisted areas: 

· Assessing the impact these studies have on the views of the partnership

· Follow up on development priorities and checking whether these fit in with the partnership expectations
· Start of developing and/or elaborating partnerships at regional and local level for wider issues and specific projects fitting into the development priorities of the NUTS2 region
Round 4
February/March 2008

· Training on general and specific partnership issues

· Follow-up on partnership development for specific projects
Round 5 
June/July/September 2009

· Wrap-Up 

· Regional Level Meeting

· National Conference

· Identification of Legacy 

· Ways forward

NUTS 2 REGION PARTNERSHIP COUNCILS/MONITORING SUB-COMMITTEES – ACTIONS TO BE UNDERTAKEN

Round 1
December 2008/January 2009

· Establish partnership

· Outline Goals

· Feedback to counties/CPCs in relation to results from NSRD studies and eventually final draft of NSRD (priorities, measures/projects, institutional aspects, etc.) 
Round 2 
May 2009 

· Agreement on ways of working

· Establishment of support mechanisms (secretariat)

· Understanding of their role in the implementation of SF and national programmes and projects
· Follow-up discussion on priorities, measures, projects 
TRAINING FOR COUNTY ADMINISTRATION/CDA/CPC

Consideration will need to be given as to whether this should be done on basis of county by county or groups of counties. Because capacity is currently higher in some counties than in others, it is likely that awareness raising, and other basic training elements, will be delivered to groups of counties. Once a basic standard has been reached, then training will be delivered at the county level. Where joint projects and/or priorities have been identified, then the relevant groups of counties will be supported in the development of such projects/priorities. 

This approach will result in the training events at county level taking the following format:

· Presentation: Strategic Planning in the context  of support from the National Funds and the EU’s  Structural Funds.  This will enable the counties to see what funding framework they will be operating under in the future.

· Workshop:  This will be a facilitated discussion with officials enabling them to identify their county’s development priorities and how those priorities could receive support through National or EU funding.  Where counties have insufficient capacity to develop such thinking, then extra support to be given through the project.

· Work on county ROPs. The Project Team has already identified issues relating to each county ROP. This training session will consist of facilitated discussion identifying how the ROP can be developed so that it can be turned into a CDS.  Since the obligatory content and methodology for preparation of CDS will be known only after the nacional policy framework would be clear (NSRD and LRD adopted), the project team will assist the counties in further implementation of their current ROPs. The support will be provided for:

· Drafting three year ROP Action plan (prioritizing the priorities and measures)

· Developing project prioritization criteria, indicators of achievement

· Elaborating implementation plan (individual tasks and responsibilities)

· Project generation, project data base (incl. JDPs)

· Funding opportunities

· Partnership management (incl. participation in Wider region partnership)

· Structural Funds, with special emphasis of the SF-underlying principles:

-
CONCENTRATION:  Implications for the counties on having to make strategic choices
-
PARTNERSHIP:  How the counties can develop their partnerships and ensure that the views of all partners are taken into account when developing strategies.  How to ensure that partnerships work.  How to take account of earlier partnership training.
-
ADDITIONALITY:  Although this will be demonstrated at the national level, it will be essential for counties to understand this basic SF principle and to be able demonstrate it in their project applications.
· PROGRAMMING (multiannual): the implications of multi-annual funding streams on the  project development and financing process
· COMPATIBILITY: implications of being able to demonstrate projects’ compatibly with EU principles and issues including procurement.
The counties which would be supported by the RDCBF team would be selected accorting to assessment of their needs (see Table 6.2). Indicative list would be (still to be discussed with the MRDFWM):

- 
In NW Croatia: City of Zagreb, Krapinsko-zagorska and Koprivničko-križevačka county

- 
In Panonia: Virovitičko-podravska, Bjelovarsko-bilogorska and Vukovarsko-srijemska

- 
In Adriatic: Primorsko-goranska, Splitsko-dalmatinska and Zadarska.

 Where the County/CDA needs further support, further training plans will be developed. When the obligatory content and methodology for preparation of CDS will be elaborated (in the framework of NSRD) an Action Plan stipulating how the ROPs could be best turned into CDS will be drafted and discussed with the Ministry. 
Although individual counties will not be involved directly in the implementation process, except as beneficiaries, the projects they develop will have to contribute to the IROP’s objectives.  It is not too early  for beneficiaries to start to consider the project development process.  In many  Member States, problems have occurred at the start of programmes because insufficient consideration has been given to the issue of ensuring that projects are developed which fit in with OPs overall strategic objectives.   Consequently, part of the training will focus on giving counties the tools they need to start the SF project development process.

As with the NUTS2/wider regions 5 rounds of activities will be undertaken with the counties (see also Scheme 6.1):

Round 1 
September/October (partly finished)
· Awareness raising NSRD

· Initiating upgrading ROP →CDS

· Funding Opportunities and roles and responsibilities (IPA , International Funds and SFs)

Round 2 
November

· Relation to Wider Region
· ROP →CDS

· Identification of intra- and intercounty partnership cooperation and projects 

· Partnership development CPC 

Round 3
January 2009

· Follow up ROP →CDS

· Stimulate good working of CPC

· Follow-up on intra- and intercounty partnership cooperation and projects
Round 4
March/April 2009

· Training in counties, depending on specific needs per (group of) counties

· Follow-up on upgrading ROP into CDS

· Follow-up on intra- and intercounty partnership cooperation and projects
Round 5 
June/July/September 2009

· Final  Conference 

· Identification of Legacy 

· Ways forward

In the period July-September 2008 we will work closely with one of the counties (Primorsko Goranska) in assisting them to make an Action Plan (2008-2010) for their recently approved ROP and helping them to organise their partnership in a way that would suit the EU-requirements. Primorsko Goranska would therefore function more or less as a 'pilot' for follow-up actions and support that will also be provided to other counties.

Follow-up support and training to the counties will take into account the results of the assessment of the capacities at county level regarding the awareness of EU related issues, strategic planning, and partnership that was made by the Project Team in April/May 2008. Table 6.2 summarizes the results from this assessment.

Table 6.2 Assessment of level of preparedness of county institutions in relation to awareness of EU related issues, strategic planning, and partnership development

	County
	County Administration
	CDA
	Partnership

	Grad Zagreb 
	II
	n.a.
	I

	Zagrebačka
	II
	II
	I

	Krapinsko-zagorska
	II
	II 
	II

	Varaždinska
	III
	III
	II

	Koprivničko-križevačka
	II
	II
	II

	Međimurska
	II
	II (III)
	II

	
	
	
	

	Bjelovarsko-bilogorska
	I
	I
	I

	Virovitičko-podravska
	I
	I
	I

	Požeško-slavonska
	I
	I
	I (II)

	Brodsko-posavska
	II 
	II 
	II


	Osječko-baranjska
	II
	II
	I

	Vukovarsko-srijemska
	II
	II
	I

	Karlovačka
	II
	II
	II

	Sisačko-moslavačka
	II
	II
	II

	
	
	
	

	Primorsko-goranska
	II (III)
	III
	II

	Ličko- senjska

	I (II)
	I (II)
	I (II)

	Zadarska
	II
	I
	II

	Šibensko-kninska
	II
	II
	II

	Splitsko – dalmatinska
	I
	I
	I

	Istarska
	III 
	III
	II

	Dubrovačko – neretvanska
	I
	I (II)
	I


Counties have been categorized against the following criteria:

County Administration & CDA: 

I) County officials lack understanding of EU integration process and a methodical approach to strategic planning. CDAs and/or PMUs either lack capacity or are not seen by the County as taking on a leading role in providing TA to the County administration and Partnership for the development and implementation of development programmes. There is urgent need to approach the key county administration officials to increase capacity in respect of SF awareness, CDA and partnership role in managing county/regional development.

II) County administration officials are aware, to a greater or lesser extent, about the CDA and Partnership role in the regional development planning and implementation process. CDA’s have been given the freedom to manage the process of ROP preparation without the active involvement of County officials’ or their real understanding of the process of strategic planning.

III) County Officials and administration fully aware of the strategic planning processes, taking an active role in ROP preparation and update, CDA seen by the County as reliable partner in steering the regional development process. CDA is the executive arm for county development policy).

County level Partnerships:

I) Roles, composition structure, commitment and overall functioning of the partnership are very weak. Partnership not recognised by County officials as a strategic development structure, rather as an obligatory institutional set-up for purpose of ROP preparation. In some cases it is under strong political influence. These partnerships rarely met after the first ROP version was prepared. Representation of all stakeholders is not adequate. Communication by partnership members with their constituency groups is not sufficient. There is little or no monitoring of ROP implementation is not functional.  There is a need to urgently reinforce its functioning, composition and in some cases procedures. 

II) Partnership is formed with clear definition of roles, high level commitment of members and tried and tested procedures over at least2-3 years. Communication by partnership members with their constituency groups could be improved. Meetings are held on regular basis to maintain structures and assure functionality. Composition involved representatives of the Ministries (often MRDFWM, MELE, and Fund for Regional Development) whose presence or absence can threaten consistency and commitment of local representatives. Problems closely related to above described group II of County administration and CDA.

III) Partnership formed within process of preparation of ROP, and continues to be active in updating the ROP. Well defined partnership structure, participation in decision making process is high and maintained on regular basis. Present high level acceptance of partnership by county administration. Commonly present in counties described in group III. Needs fine tuning, presentations of SF PCM process and ROP update in relationship to IROP preparation.  
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6.4
Partnership issues

The work carried out under the CARDS 2003 Sustainable Development of Croatia’s War Affected regions, which finished early in 2007, was aimed, inter alia, in the development of ROPs and enhancing the capacity  for regional development planning and implementation in Karlovac, Lika-Senj, Pozega-Slavonska and Brod-Posavina Counties. One of the results to be achieved from this work was that regional development partnerships were to be established and formalised in these four counties. In fact, regional development partnerships were established with their own rules.  Since the completion of the project, the lack of NSRD implementation may have contributed to a lack of partnership development. The need to develop the NSRD and implement the LRD, together with Croatian accession and access to the SF, should provide the necessary impetus for the further sustainable implementation of partnership structures at county level. 
Preliminary discussions indicate that there are at least three separate issues to be discussed when considering partnership issues:
a) The level at which the partnership operates;

b) The types of partnership which need to be stimulated  and developed

c) The objectives of stimulating the partnership 

d) Desired Outcomes

PARTNERSHIP LEVELS

National
Partnership Council for Regional Development.  Although they have to be included, it may be advisable to work with them at a later stage, perhaps after the start of programming.

NUTS2/Wider Region

NUTS 2 Region Partnership Council. An initial start will be made in the context of the studies, but the composition and working operations will have to be revisited later and afterwards re-inforced.

County 

Work will have to be done with the counties for them to work on the County Partnership Councils (CPCs) in respect of: 

· Membership

· Functionality (Regulations)

· Preparation and empowerment

· Examples of partnership

· Awareness raising

· ROPs → CDS

· Stimulate specific partnerships
Multi-county
This could be partnerships for specific themes and/or (parts of) several counties that will be establshed on a more permanent basis or just for specific project reasons.

TYPES OF PARTNERSHIP TO STIMULATE

Formal Organisations

· PCRD

· WRPCs

· CPCs

Thematic or Geographic partnerships

· Tourism  

· studies and action plans

· attraction developments

· development strategies

· tourism infrastructure improvement

· tourism service enhancement and training support

· Business

· Business support infrastructures, including Incubators

· Grant schemes, including advice, business expansion and development and training support

· Land reclamation and regeneration

· Support for new technology acquisition

· Infrastructure – Inter and Intra- County

· Transport

· Environmental

· Public Utilities

The underlying principle is to train those developing partnerships in processes which will help make sure that partnership represents all relevant organisations and bodies.  It is clear from discussions with counties/CDAs that they generally thought is not given to the development of such processes.  Questions such as “how do we involve the private sector” and “what should the partnership look like” are indicative of difficulties in evolving ways of involving others in policy development  and decision making processes.  Important to stress that the work proposed will not be prescriptive in determining who should be involved in any form of partnership.

OUTCOMES

The work on developing effective partnerships at county and wider regional level will support the development of and agreement on tools for deciding relevant development priorities.  This will help ensure that the wider partnership is not in disagreement with emerging development strategies, from either the NRDS or the Structural Funds.  Ensuring effective partnership development and involvement will also provide the groundwork for work on the project pipeline.  In many of the new Member States, there has been a substantial amount of development work on project pipelines.  Such support work has often taken place almost in a policy vacuum, which has meant that ideas for projects are canvassed without regard for priorities of the partnership or the any likely strategy.  The work we are proposing to do will enable partnership to be developed which can relatively early on start to consider strategies and develop priorities to be support by Structural Funds projects.

As far as memberships of individual partnerships are concerned, the proposed training will focus on some basic issues concerning the level of partnership working in Croatia.  For example, there appears to be a lack of recognition that involvement of those with specialist knowledge often enables a more considered judgment of priorities, which enables the partnership as a whole to bring a more considered judgement to a proposal.

In addition, there appears to be a lack of knowledge of organisational structures which should be included in partnerships.  Consequently, it is suggested that some basic research should be done on the situation here in Croatia, particularly on the involvement of the private sector and civil society.  The lack of basic knowledge could be resolved by developing the list of organisations which were consulted in the Strategic Development Framework for 2006 – 2013 (see Annex 17).  It is suggested that it  would be useful to describe in detail these organisations, including their aims and objectives and to see whether they operate just nationally or whether they have a regional or local structures, whether this list is exhaustive and finally whether the Counties/CDAs make use of these organizations in developing plans, strategies and programmes.

7. 
Objectives and deliverables of the Project according to the revised work programme
The successful proposal for the RDCBF-contract contained a logframe sheet with all objectives, deliverables and verifiable indicators of the Project. In the Inception Report this logframe sheet was not revised as no major changes took place. As a result of the refocusing of the project, there is a need now to adapt especially the deliverables and verifiable indicators of the Project. Table 7.1 presents these in detail.
Table 7.1 Objectives, deliverables and verifiable indicators of the RDCBF-project (adapted to changes in the work programme)
	
	Objective Verifiable Indicators
	How to assess the indicators
	Assumptions, Risks and Conditions

	Overall Objective
	
	
	

	Economically and socially balanced development throughout Croatia’s territory
	GRP growth

Employment growth

Employment rate men/women
	National statistics


	

	Specific Project Objectives
	
	
	

	Improve development planning & implementation capacity on county level
	County Development Strategies upgraded

Input to development strategy at wider region level
Implementation county development strategies runs

Number of people that feel confident in their role in development planning and implementation 

Partnerships and cooperation networks functioning and contributing to the regional and county development strategies
	No of strategies upgraded
Training evaluations/

Questionnaire under final beneficiaries 

Number of decisions reached consensus
	Assumptions

· Continued government support to the European integration process

· Croatian government committed to supporting regional development process

· National Strategy for Regional Development will be endorsed by the Croatian government and Parliament
· Counties committed to improve their performance with regard to management of the regional development process, and working in partnership with relevant stakeholders

Risks

· An (unlikely) slow down of the European integration process

· Insecurity over funding allocation to counties (both from national and EU sources), e.g. due to lack of budgetary commitment for the NSRD

· Lack of appreciation of the role of the local (county & municipality) level within an overall Structural Funds management system

· Lack of capacity at central level to support the Project Team in iets actions towards the regions

· Unfavourable political environment on local level with regard to openness, transparency and public participation



	Enhance county & municipality capacity to work effectively with development funds
	Local stakeholders know role and have developed capacity

People on local level feel confident in working with Structural Funds

Assistance to partnerships provided

Assistance to beneficiaries provided

Number of people feeling confident in GS management

Number of GS successfully implemented

5 junior experts feeling confident in their work
	Questionnaire participants

Evaluation training/ questionnaire participants

Number of sustainable partnerships, total and in specific topics
Number of good applications

Evaluation training/ questionnaire participants

Budget committed under the GS

Evaluation
	

	Strengthen the capacity of the Ministry of Regional Development, Forestry, and Water Management in the co-ordination and management of development programmes and projects on county & municipality level
	Enhanced vertical communication

MRDFWM staff confidently performing their role of PIU for EU programmes

MRDFWM strengthened in their role as coordinator of county development 

National Strategy for Regional Development fully integrated in the Croatian Structural Funds system
	Communication means (e.g. number of events/meetings, website, newsletters)

Evaluation training/ questionnaire participants

Working procedures in place, agreed upon and implemented


	

	Results
	
	
	

	I. County development planning & implementation
	
	
	

	All counties have a good quality County Development Strategy, and are aware of the strategic issues facing their county
	Upgraded County Development Strategies covering the key development issues

Capacity in strategic planning improved

MRDFWM strengthened in their role as coordinator of regional and county development
	Number of good quality County Development Strategies

Good input to instruments and support framework for regional development and to IROP

Number of people that successfully took part in TA activities
	

	All counties have a system in place for implementing their County Development Strategy
	A system for the implementation is set up and operational


	Document describing the implementation system

Human resources and offices in place


	

	Counties and municipalities are aware of the importance of co-ordination, partnership and networking, and actively engage. In that respect the project will in particular deliver:

· Counties’ Partnerships enhanced and well functioning

· At least 5 new (or significantly improved) formal & functioning inter-county (wider region) co-operation initiatives (networks) for the purpose of programme or project preparation/implementation

· At least 10 new (or significantly improved) formal & functioning intra-county partnerships/networks for the purpose of programme or project preparation/implementation (including monitoring). These partnerships should bring together a plurality of actors that don’t naturally co-operate (business, NGO, academia, public sector)
	SWOT analysis inter-county coordination

SWOT analysis intra-county coordination 

Improved capacity inter-county coordination 

Improved capacity intra- county coordination

At least 5 inter-county cooperation networks covering relevant stakeholders established/improved and functioning
At least 10 intra-county partnerships covering relevant stakeholders established/improved and functioning

Results networking activities (inter- and intra-county) disseminated

 
	Reports SWOT

Number of people that successfully participated in the workshops

List of members 5 coordination networks and minutes meetings networks

List of members 10 partnerships and minutes meetings partnerships

National event

Publication on project website


	

	II. Working with development funds on local level
	
	
	

	Local level (counties & municipalities) aware of their role and responsibilities as stakeholders & beneficiaries of EU funds – awareness campaigns reached at least 500 local relevant stakeholders
	Roles and responsibilities stakeholders/beneficiaries in EU SF defined

Capacity existing county PMUs/county development agencies assessed with regards role as County Development Agencies

500 local stakeholders aware of their role, responsibilities and capacity requirements
	Report describing roles and responsibilities that has been agreed upon by the relevant stakeholders

Assessment report with clear recommendations regarding future role as SF management

Number of people that successfully participated in workshops 
	

	Local level (counties & municipalities) capable of effectively working with EU funds – training and coaching sessions reached at least 300 relevant beneficiaries
	Capacity building and TNA assessment made

Training programme developed

300 beneficiaries successfully trained


	Report

Training material and schedule

Number of participants that are more confident in related tasks
	

	Enhanced capacity of counties’ CDAs/PMUs in providing assistance to County Partnerships and potential beneficiaries in programme/project preparation and implementation
	Improved capacity inter-county coordination 

Improved capacity intra- county coordination 

Number of workshops and number of participants
	Number of people that successfully participated in the workshops 


	

	Comprehensive inventory of local level capacity for regional development exists
	Capacity existing  CDAs/PMUs assessed with regards role as County Development Agencies


	Assessment report with clear recommendations regarding future role as SF management


	

	EU PHARE 2005 grant scheme for business related infrastructure successfully implemented according to EU standards and procedures; GS beneficiaries fully confident in grant project management according to EU standards
	Support to beneficiaries of grant scheme business infrastructure
	Number of people that successfully participated in targeted TA
	

	At least five junior experts completed trainee programme of at least 250 hours each
	Improved skills 5 junior experts
	Defined learning objectives reached
	

	III. MRDFWM capacity
	
	
	

	Enhanced vertical communication (national – local level), systems and procedures for effective communication and co-ordination between MRDFWM (and CODEF) and the local level (county) with regard to regional development in place
	System and procedures for effective vertical communication established
	Documents on communication procedures
	

	MRDFWM confidently performing their role of PIU for EU programmes, especially with regard to programme (grant scheme) management & monitoring; functioning monitoring system in place
	Sound monitoring procedures in place


	Monitoring procedures


	

	MRDFWM strengthened in their role as coordinator of county development
	Guidelines developed

Advice on process


	Guidelines

Process description/plan available


	

	National Strategy for Regional Development fully integrated in the Croatian Structural Funds system
	Work plan for process integration draft NSRF in SF system and agreed upon

Best practices guide and action plan developed and agreed upon
	Work plan

Report
	


ANNEX 1
EXTERNAL MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS 1 APRIL-1 OCTOBER 2008
Workshops and visibility events organised by RDCBF-Team

· 9 April: 6 counties workshop in Zagreb

· 16 May: High level visibility event of project, titled Preparing Croatia’s regions for the Structural Fund: Opportunities and Challenges in Zagreb

· 13 June: Workshop NSRD/SF awareness raising for County Administrations and County Development Agencies NUTS2 Panonia in Bjelovar

· 17 June: Workshop Measuring Regional Competitiveness in Croatia in Zagreb

· 18 June: Workshop on Guidelines for Applicants and Management of IPA BRI Grant Scheme in Zagreb

· 19 June: Workshop on ROP-Institutional structures in the Czech Republic and Hungary: lessons for Croatia in Zagreb
· 7 July: Workshop NSRD/SF awareness raising for County Administrations and County Development Agencies Adriatic NUTS2 region in Dubrovnik

· 15 July: Workshop NSRD/SF awareness raising for County Administrations and County Development Agencies NUTS2 North-West Croatia in Zagreb
Other workshops and seminars
· 23 July: Participation in introductory workshop Economic Faculties of Zagreb and Split regarding strategic studies for NSRD in Zagreb

· 1 September: Participation in  workshop SWOT-analysis NUTS2 region North-West Croatia in Koprivnica

· 5 September: Participation in workshop SWOT-analysis NUTS2 region Panonia in Virovitica

· 8 September: Participation in workshop SWOT-analysis Adriatic NUTS2 region in Rijeka

· 17 September:  Participation in workshop Development Priorities Adriatic NUTS2 region in Šibenik

· 17 September: Meeting with RDA Šibenik-Knin county to assist in development of the joint regional project for IPA

· 22 September: Participation in workshop Development Priorities NUTS2 region Panonia in Vukovar

· 23 September: Attending Regional Competitiveness conference in Zagreb

· 24 September: Participation in workshop Development Priorities NUTS2 region North-West Croatia in Krapina

Meetings and workshops with individual counties
· 15 April: Participation in Lika County Partnership Council eeting 

· 22 April: Participation in Slavonija Baranja County Partnership Council meeting in Osijek
· 5 June: Meeting with Mr. Hrvoje Marušić, County of Primorsko Goranska, in Zagreb

· 20 June: Participation in Karlovać County Partnership Council meeting

· 4 July: Meeting in Rijeka with representatives from Primorsko Goranska County and PORIN to discuss the inputs from the Project Team in setting up their ROP Action Plan 2008-2010 and in creating a new basis for involving stakeholders in the County Partnership Council
· 8 July: Meeting with Mrs. Ane Sindik, director DUNEA (RDA Dubrovnik region) in Dubrovnik

· 28 August: Meeting with Lika County PIU team in Gospić to discuss support to revitalisation of the CPC and facilitation of regional joint project for IPA 

· 2 September: Meeting with RDA  and County Administration in Split-Dalmatia County in Split to discuss support that Project team could provide to revitalise the County Partnership Council and RDA

· 3 September: Meeting with Eva Sobotik-Pavan from Karlovac County in Zagreb to discuss support that Project Team could provide to revitalise the County Partnership Council  

· 8 September: Meeting with Mr Lonić from Zadar County to discuss potential assistance to County Development Agency 

· 9 September: Meeting in Rijeka with representatives from Primorsko Goranska County and PORIN to discuss progress on tasks in relation to ROP Action Plan 2008-2010  and the involvement of the County Partnership Council
Meetings at central level

· 27/28/29 May: Meetings with the Project’s Monitor, Mr. Nikos Kessissouglou

· 9 July: Meeting with Jakša Puljiz (IMO) regarding the work on the development model calculations in Zagreb
Meetings with Monitoring Committee (MC)/Steering Committee (SC)
· 8 April (SC)

· 20 May (MC)
· 10 July (MC)

· 18 September (MC)
 ANNEX 2
ToRs for studies in context of NSRD

ANNEX 3
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Regional development capacity building facility,CROATIA 

 (CARDS 2004)

 
STRUCTURAL AND MANAGEMENT ISSUES FOR THE PROPOSED MANAGING AUTHORITY FOR IROP
Zagreb, 19. June 2008
1. INTRODUCTION

This paper presents issues for discussion and decision regarding the establishment of the organisational structures that will be necessary to prepare for and implement the proposed Integrated Regional Operational Programme (IROP) following  Croatia's accession to the European Union. The paper makes the working assumptions that 1. there will be an IROP as one of the Operational Programmes for implementing the Structural Funds in Croatia, and that 2. the IROP will be the responsibility of the Ministry of Regional Development Forestry and Water Management (MRDFWM) .

The Regional Development Capacity Building Facility (RCDBF) project includes as one of its key aims the strengthening of the capacity of the Directorate of Integrated Regional Development to prepare for the management of Structural Fund Programmes in the context of Croatia's accession to the EU. Accordingly, the project team has drafted, discussed and finalised with the Ministry a training and support plan 'Developing Capacity at the MRDFWM for Managing and Implementing the Structural Funds'. This training programme includes assistance for setting up and training the necessary structures to perform the responsibilities of an MA as set out in the Structural Fund Regulations, including both  formal requirements for implementing the proposed OP, and in the management and HR techniques that will be necessary to run the implementing organisations.   

This paper is intended as the first step in that process. It sets out the fundamental decisions that need to be taken in order to design an efficient and effective organisation to deliver the Structural Funds IROP in Croatia. It draws on experience from elsewhere, both in new and old Member States, and where appropriate offers recommendations. It is important to recognise that there is no 'right' or 'wrong' way of devising an implementing structure for a Structural Funds OP. What matters is that the MA and its implementing structure fully meets the requirements of the SF Regulations and is accepted by the Commission as doing so. Besides it is important that it is accepted by all stakeholders in the programme, and that it operates efficiently and effectively as an organisation. 

2. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE MANAGING AUTHORITY

These are set out in the General Structural Fund Regulation 1083/2006 and apply to all Operational Programmes in all EU Member States.  Article 59.1 of the Regulation requires the Member State to designate a Managing Authority; a national, regional or local public authority or a public or private body to manage the operational programme. The same authority may be designated to manage more than one OP. Article 59 also requires the Member State to designate a Certifying Authority and an Audit Authority for each operational programme. The Member State may designate one or more intermediate bodies to carry out some or all of the tasks of the Managing Authority under the responsibility of that authority. 

Article 60 of the Regulation then states that the Managing Authority shall be responsible for managing and implementing the operational programme in accordance with the principle of sound financial management and in particular for :

· Selecting projects according to the agreed criteria and Community and national rules.

· Verifying the delivery of co-financed projects and declared expenditure.

· Maintaining a computerised accounting record system.

· Ensuring that beneficiaries maintain  an accounting record system

· Carrying out evaluations of the OP

· Maintaining an audit trail

· Providing CA with necessary information to certify expenditure

· Guiding the work of the PMC

· Submitting annual and final reports to the Commission

· Complying with the Information and publicity requirements of Article 69.

· Providing EC with information to enable it to appraise major projects

The Managing Authority is accountable to the Commission, via the Member State, for the satisfactory performance of these responsibilities. It is important to recognise that the MA is equally responsible for any responsibilities that are delegated to an IB. The implications of this are that :

· The MA and IB must both have sufficient trained staff to perform their responsibilities, and

· There must be effective management systems, both within the MA and the IB, and between the MA and the IB, to ensure the delivery of the MA responsibilities. 

As part of Croatia's accession negotiations, and also as part of the approval process for the IROP, it may confidently be expected that the Commission will thoroughly scrutinise Croatia's proposed implementation structures and challenge them where it perceives any weaknesses. Croatia must therefore be prepared to defend its proposed MA and IB structures and management systems.  

3. IROP MANAGING AUTHORITY AND INTERMEDIATE BODIES

Under Article 59.2 the Member State may designate one or more intermediate bodies to carry out some or all of the tasks of the managing authority under the responsibility of that authority. It has already been decided that the MA for the Croatian IROP will be based in the Ministry of Regional Development Forestry and Water Management. The first issue for MRDFWM to decide is therefore what (if any) IROP MA functions will be delegated to an Intermediate Body, how many IBs there will be, and who they will be. This issue may of course be resolved in the context of central guidance provided by CODEF, but it would be helpful for the MRDFWM to form some views of its own. 

3.1. CENTRAL INTERMEDIATE BODY

At present it is proposed in the Chapter 22 Action Plan that there will be one central intermediate body for the IROP based in the MRDFWM, probably in the Directorate for Local and Regional Infrastructure (DLRI). However this idea seems to have been proposed without considering why there should be a centrally based IB, located closely to the MA, in the first place. 

In principle, the main pros and cons of a centrally-based IB are as follows :

For

· Delegation of operational activities would enable the MA to focus on the more strategic aspects of the MA role

· The DLRI already has some expertise in project contracting

· There is currently no official NUTS2 organisation that could form the basis of an IB, which would therefore need to be built from scratch.

Against

· The DLRI would need to allocate staff (sufficient numbers, fully trained) to its IB role. The number of staff would obviously depend on the final list of delegated activities and whether or not there are regionally based IBs, but could be anything from 25 to 50 or even more. The prospects for the DLRI to reallocate existing staff  would depend partly on their own staffing situation and in particular their workload in the new NSRD regime. 

· It would complicate the management structure to add an additional layer at the centre that would need to be managed by the MA located almost next door. Any NUTS2 IBs would also need to be managed by the central IB.  

· If there were to be a central IB, the need for a central IB becomes questionable and at the very least the distribution of IB functions between the central any regional IBs would need to be carefully considered. 
On balance it would seem simpler and more efficient to focus all central MA functions in the MA itself including if appropriate the incorporation of any surplus staff from DLRI into the MA itself rather than create a separate IB, and not to have a separate central IB located adjacent to the MA.

Recommendation 1: do not establish a central IB but incorporate all core MA functions (see below ) in the MA. 

3.2. REGIONAL INTERMEDIATE BODIES

Although not mentioned in the Action Plan, Croatia is open to exploring the possibility of regionally based IBs.   Certainly the majority of the activities that are proposed in the Action Plan to be carried out at IB level are best performed at regional level.  There are also strong practical and policy arguments in favour of this, including:–

· Distances in Croatia are large and if the OP management (MA and IB) were to be totally based in Zagreb it would be expensive and time consuming to undertake the regular meetings with local and NUTS2 stakeholders in distant parts of the country that are necessary to administer and monitor the OP.

· Regionally-based IBs would complement the NUTS2 level partnership committees envisaged under the revised NSRD and provide a platform for further capacity-building for the 2013-2020 financial perspective.

Against, if the decision were to be made to have regional IBs there would as noted above need to be a concerted programme to establish and train NUTS2 organisations where none exist at present (the need to establish an IB from scratch applies also to the central IB, of course).

On balance it would be desirable to create an IB organisation in each NUTS2 region. Moreover, if this principle is accepted, it is worth considering whether the NUTS2 regional IB should have a sub-office at least in the larger regions such as Adriatic and Pannonia. Given the need for extensive day to day contact between the IB and local beneficiaries and stakeholders there would be considerable efficiency gains in having an IB sub-office no more than say 150km from the furthest regional centre for which it is responsible (Dubrovnik and Istria in Adriatic, Vukovar and Karlovac in Pannonia).

· Location decisions for the regional IB offices should primarily be based on accessibility to the wider region and to the MA. This would suggest somewhere like:

· NW Croatia; Varaždin

· Pannonia; Požega, or Osijek+Sisak, or even Osijek/Zagreb 

· Adriatic; Zadar, or Rijeka+Split

In those countries that have regionally-based IBs (the majority of new EU Member States), the IB is based in the Regional Development Agency.  At present this option is not open to Croatia which has no recognised RDAs at NUTS2 level.  Accommodation options would therefore need to be explored. The critical requirement would be to separate the IB from the CDA in spatial and organisational terms, both to maintain independence and to avoid any suspicions of favouritism to the host county.

Recommendation 2: establish an IB in each of the NUTS2 regions, and consider an IB sub-office in the larger regions of Pannonia and Adriatic.

3.3 DISTRIBUTION OF ACTIVITY BETWEEN THE MANAGING AUTHORITY AND THE INTERMEDIATE BODIES

The Chapter 22 Action Plan proposes that the MA and IB will each perform the following functions:

	Managing Authority
	Intermediate Bodies
	Beneficiaries

	· Preparing the OP (with inputs from ministries, agencies and other partners as appropriate)

· Managing and Reporting

· Information and publicity at OP level

· Coordinating calls for projects

·  Overseeing project selection (quality assessments)

· Overseeing IBs (and preventing / detecting any systemic irregularities)

· Assuring the Certifying Authority on procedures & verifications for reimbursement claims to the Commission

· Setting up, maintaining and updating the OP Management Information System (MIS)
· Programme monitoring (spending, outputs & results), using the MIS

· Organising / chairing the OP Monitoring Committee

· Preparing annual & final implementation reports

· Programme adjustments (managing N+3)

· Commissioning ex-ante, interim and ongoing evaluations, and liaising with EC on ex-post evaluation (results, impact)

· Programme closure
	· Project Development?

· Publicity/Info at NUTS II level?

· Launching calls for projects

· Receiving applications, administrative & eligibility checks

· Coordinating project selection committees (quality assessments) 

· Signing agreements with beneficiaries / contractors

· Entering data into the MIS

· Overseeing project contracts (including compliance with information, publicity & visibility requirements, document retention, accounting and audit trail requirements)

· Receiving payment requests from beneficiaries & making checks (financial controls)

· Project monitoring (spending, outputs & results), using the MIS

· Verifications (100% on-site project checks)

· Detecting, reporting and correcting any irregularities (including financial recovery from projects)

· Project adjustments (contract variations)

· Project closure
	· Preparing projects 

· Signing contracts or agreements with IB 

· Implementing projects in compliance with the contract or agreement with the IB, and all appropriate laws and regulations (including procurement of works, services and supplies, environmental protection, equal opportunities and non-discrimination, etc)

· Incurring expenditure, before reclaiming the Community contribution (up to 85%)

· Submitting performance data on outputs (and results) with their reimbursement claim 

· Agreeing to checks / visits, audits and evaluations

· Documents retention


This allocation of activities seems sensible, and can be refined at the stage of detailed planning and in the light of experience. To repeat however, the majority of the activities that are proposed to be carried out by IBs are best performed at regional level. This raises a major capacity-building issue given the absence in Croatia at present of any official level administrative organisation operating  at NUTS2 level.

Recommendation 3: use the proposed MA-IB allocation of activities as the basis for business planning.
4. ORGANISATIONAL  STRUCTURE OF THE MANAGING AUTHORITY

As stated earlier, it will be essential for the MA to have a full complement of trained staff to deliver its functions from day 1 of the Operational Programme. Indeed, the MA, together with the IBs and the Programming Monitoring Commitee, should be building up its organisation and gradually running in shadow form for a year or so prior to the formal start of the programme. The basic approach should initially be to create the Managing Authority as a programming organisation, and gradually  develop it into the formal MA with capacity in terms of numbers and expertise to manage the programme

4.1 MA STRUCTURE PRE-ACCESSION

 The abover approach implies initially structuring the MA in two Departments, as soon as possible

· Programming Department, responsible for statistical analysis, preparing the OP (possibly with support from Technical Assistance ), liaising with CODEF and regional stakeholders. Initially this Department is likely to require:

· 1-2 data analysts

· 4-5 policy analysts (say 1 per priority)

· 2-3 regional liaison experts (1 per NUTS2 region)

· There would need to be a designated Head of Department.

· 7-10 people in total

· 'Corporate' Department, responsible for building up the MA structure, establishing the IB(s), establishing the Programme Monitoring Committee, drawing up formal MA-IB agreements, financial, legal, training and development programmes etc.  To begin with this Department would need:

· 1 corporate development expert

· 1 finance expert

· 1 legal expert

· 1 HR expert (training, recruitment, HR policy)

· 1 communications and publicity expert

· 1-2 horizontal themes experts (Sustainable Development, Equal Opportunities)

· 1 State Aids expert.

· 6-7 people in total

Some of these posts could be combined, or part-time, at the beginning.  Exact numbers would also depend on the extent (if any) to which CODEF would provide expertise on issues like State Aids. 

This structure should be put in place as soon as possible, ideally starting in September 2008.

4.2 MA STRUCTURE POST-ACCESSION

 Over time, and as accession draws closer, the Programming Department will become the Programme Management Department. The Corporate Department will remain, but change its role to supporting the MA. A separate Finance Department would need to be set up.  The ultimate requirement would be for a Managing Authority on day 1 of the IROP which would comprise the following:

· Head of MA plus Personal Assistant

· Programme Management Department comprising Head of Department , 3-5 priority/IB managers (depending on number of IROP priorities and what activities are delegated to IBs), together with a similar number of support managers. This Department is the core of the MA in managing the OP.

· Finance Department comprising Head of Finance plus up to 3-4 finance staff depending on the role of the MA vis-a-vis the certifying authority.

· Corporate Department comprising Head of Department plus approximately 10 posts to act as PMC Secretariat, OP reporting, information and publicity, HRM, legal advice and programme strategy.

· In total approximately 25 posts. 

A plan should be prepared for building up the organisation in terms of recruitment and training, as well as office accommodation (see Business Planning below).

5. ORGANISATIONAL  STRUCTURE OF THE INTERMEDIATE BODIES

The structure of an Intermediate Body clearly depends largely on the functions that are delegated from the Managing Authority and can only be finalised once these are determined. 

Experience elsewhere is that an IB carrying out the normal range of programme management activities on behalf of an MA in one NUTS2 region would need to have a staff of approximately 20, organised into the following Departments: 

· Director + PA (2)

· Project Management Office – recieving applications, project appraisal (4)

· Contracting Office (4)

· Financial Control (4)

· Programme Monitoring (4)

· Plus project development advice to potential applicants (separate from other IB roles)

RCDBF will work with the Ministry to prepare detailed organisational structures for the IBs once underlying decisions have been made on number and  structure of IBs.

6. HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUES

The Managing Authority, although part of the Ministry and therefore subject to normal Croatian Civil Service codes, will be a semi-detached self-contained operational unit that should maintain its own procedures and where possible adapt  standard HR policies to the requirements of the Managing Authority. There are two basic aspects of HRM that will be addressed by the RDCBF support plan for the Ministry : 

· Preparation of job descriptions for each post in the MA and IB, once structures and responsibilities are agreed. JDs will be based on the current format in use in the Ministry but will be presented in a more 'SMART' format to facilitate monitoring.

· Drafting an HR Manual describing procedures for recruitment and promotion, performance management and appraisal, training and development, and disciplinary procedures.

7. BUSINESS PLANNING ISSUES

A Business Plan is a practical document setting out the steps to be taken to achieve the goals of the organisation. For an MA these goals are clearly prescribed in the Regulations and must be met in order to successfully deliver the OP.

 The Business Plan should be prepared in consultation with stakeholders and staff, kept under review and used as a practical tool for monitoring the progress of the organisation in meeting its target. It will be a useful document to have when negotiating the IROP with the Commission prior to approval, since DGREGIO is likely to be particularly interested in the administrative capacity of the IROP management structure to absorb the allocated funds. 

The Business Plan will cover the work delegated to IBs, and set out in detail how each Department in the MA wil contribute to the overall objective of successfully delivering the IROP. 

8. SUMMARY OF NEXT STEPS

1. Decide (position on) MA activities and activities delegated to IBs

2. Decide (position on) number and location of IBs; central IB or not? NUTS2 IBs or not? Sub-offices?
3. Prepare detailed management structures for MA and IBs, including build-up plan between now and accession

4. Prepare job descriptions for MA and IB posts

5. Prepare Business Plan and HR Manual for MA/IB

ANNEX 4
Slides on Seminar ROP-Institutional structures in the Czech Republic and Hungary: lessons for Croatia

ANNEX 5

ROP-Institutional structures in the Czech Republic and Hungary

ANNEX 6
Draft programme study trip Hungary, November 2008

Attached please find the draft programme for the study trip to Hungary. This programme has  initiated the following comments from within the RDCBF-project:

· Maybe too long for some of the expected participants of the Inter-Ministerial Coordination Committee for Regional Development. Programme could be shortened by a day through skipping of visit to RDA Central Hungary

· Programme could be intensified by having some additional speakers and eventual visits (e.g. include visit to Central Hungarian RDA on Wednesday)

Would welcome your reactions. Also in relation to planning the week of the study trip (week 43: 20-25 October, or week 44: 27-31 October) and developing some ideas on the total number of participants.

Background

Croatia is preparing for EU-accession. One of the areas of preparation is regional policy. This area directly links to the EU-objective of pursuing economic and social cohesion among the different parts of the European territory and important social groups. Through the CARDS-programme the EU is providing support to Croatia in this preparation. In the context of CARDS the project Regional Development Capacity Building Facility (RDCBF) is providing assistance to the Ministry of Regional Development, Forestry, and Water Management (MRDFWM) in the field of regional development.

The main objectives of the RDCBF-project are:

· Strengthen MRDFWM capacity in coordination and management of development strategies, programs and projects at regional/local level and prepare the Ministry for its future role in managing the EU-Structural Funds regarding regional development;

· Enhance capacity to plan and implement development activity at county/wider region level; 

· Strengthen capacity of regional and local level for the effective use of funds for development (enhancing absorption capacity).

The Croatian Government has approved the Action Plan for meeting the EU Cohesion Policy requirements (Chapter 22 of the negotiations with the EU). The Action Plan provides an outline of the actions that are foreseen, including details on programming and institutional structures. 

In the context of both programming and institutional structures further discussions still have to take place on how the central level will organise itself and what roles will be defined for the regional level. The latter is especially relevant in relation to the anticipated Integrated Regional Development Operational Programme for which MRDFWM is foreseen to become the Managing Authority (MA) and the Intermediate Body, if any.

Study trip

The objective of the study trip is to gain in-depth knowledge on how Hungary has organised the programmes and institutional structures in relation to the regional development programmes in the context of the SFs and how these programmes are linked to domestic policies, funding and structures.

The programme of the trip

Monday

The long term Hungarian regional policy is defined in the National Regional Development Concept (NRDC). After the change in the political regime the first overall strategic document was based on EU principles and endorsed by the Parliament in 1998. The XXI./1996. Act on Regional and Spatial Development regulated the supervision of the Concept. The revised NRDC is based on the experiences gained in the previous years, studies on spatial processes, the new social-economic challenges, the increasing significance of spatial approach in the development policies, the EU membership and also that ESDP, the most important policy paper for regional development contains the recommendation for MS to have a regional development strategy and a legitimate document of it. 

The National Regional Development Concept (2005 – 2020) contains:

· the vision of future territorial structure of the country,

· the objectives of the long term regional development policy,

· the main territorial objectives for the entire country  - defining the territorial priorities for sector priorities,

· principles for the institutional set up implementing the policy, and 

· the objectives of the regions in the field of regional development.

The official programme of the study trip starts in the Ministry for National Development and Economy in the afternoon providing the information of the policy framework on regional development in Hungary.
Presentation on the Hungarian regional development policy is made by Peter Szaló State Secretary in the Ministry for National Development and Economy.

Tuesday morning
The Hungarian National Strategic Reference Framework (the New Hungary Development Plan) for the 2007-2013 programming period is based on the strategic objectives contained in the National Development Policy Concept and the National Regional Development Concept, both as approved by the Parliament.  In the process of compiling the NSRF several guidelines and regulations (Community strategic Guidelines, Integrated Guidelines for Growth and Jobs, Sustainability Requirements etc) adopted by the EU were taken into consideration. In addition several key Hungarian underlying documents (programs and strategies, sector concepts) were used.

The experiences of the first National Development Plan were also utilised involving those officials who had practical knowledge on the management of SF financed programmes.

The planning process was co-ordinated by the National Development Office and its legal successor, the National Development Agency (NDA) involving the representatives of the science community and NGO’s in addition to public administration, the planning department of relevant ministries. Stakeholders from the society could join in the preparation of the NSRF through several dozens of events on county and regional level.

The NSRF

· Sets out the development strategy for extended employment and economic growth

· Outlines the most important development tasks that can secure the improvement of the social, economic and environmental circumstances in a sustainable fashion

· Defines development programmes that are adjusted to the expectations of and changes in the society and the economy for the purpose of efficiency

· Sets the objective that national and regional programmes should mutually support each other, so that their joint and synergic impact can go beyond the successful implementation of partial objectives

· Gives a broad outline of a transparent, simple and efficient structure of institutions that is able to effectively implement the programmes.

Presentation on the planning process of the NSRF and the linkages to the objectives of underlying documents is made by Péter Heil State Secretary in the Ministry of National Development and Economy.

Tuesday afternoon
Community legislation defines the responsibilities of the Member States in connection with the elaboration of managing and control systems and the principles of their operation. It is the legal and institutional framework of the Member State which provides the basis for the institutional set up of SF programmes. The arrangement can vary according to what is considered to ensure the most effective and efficient implementation of the Plan and the programmes.

In Hungary a new institutional system was developed for the current programming period, utilising the experiences of the previous one and creating a set up in compliance with managing requirements of the NSRF. As part of the new institutional set up:

· Standardised procedures and

· Performance-based incentive system were introduced both at organisational and staff level

· The common background MA tasks are concentrated and carried out by the horizontal units of the NDA for all MAs. 

Presentation on the lessons learnt from the implementation of the previous programme, the reasoning for the current institutional set up and the role of National Development Agency, the body which is coordinating and supervising the institutional system for the programming and implementation of the OPs is made by the Head of the Coordination MA.
Wednesday morning
The Regional Operational Programme Managing Authority operates as independent department of the NDA. It is coordinating the implementation of 7 ROPs in Hungary, 6 Ops under the convergence objective and one under the regional competitiveness objective. The ROP MA delegates part of its tasks to Intermediate Bodies (IBs) concluding service level agreements with the IBs. Regional Development Agencies operate as IBs in the regions, involved in the implementation of their regional Ops. VATI Public non-profit company also takes part in programme implementation in relation to human and social infrastructure type of priorities of the ROP.

The MA operates two Monitoring Committees one for the ROPs under the convergence objectives and another one for the ROP under the regional competitiveness objective.

Presentations will be made at the ROP MA on the coordination of the ROPs, on how to work with IBs and the operation of the MCs from practical operational point of view.

Wednesday afternoon
VATI Public non-profit company has wide ranging experiences as an IB. In the programming period 2004-20006, VATI, in its IB quality was responsible for the contracting of the beneficiaries, the project monitoring and the verification of the invoices. There were regular Project Implementation Review meetings held, where all the problems were raised in relation to the implementation of the different measures of the ROP and a special Technical Committee was set up for proposing the amendments of the Grant Contracts.

In the current programming period VATI continues its activity as an IB for the ROPs applying the standardised rules and procedures of programme implementation.

Presentation will be made on IB tasks, best practices that have been developed, and the co-operation with the ROP MA.  
Thursday and Friday 

In Hungary there are seven so called statistical regions. Six regions consist of three counties, the territory of the seventh one, the Central region covers only one county and the City of Budapest.

There are substantial and growing regional disparities in Hungary. There are 4 regions which are considered to be lagging behind: the two north-eastern regions are the most backward ones from economic point of view and the two south ones are struggling with structural problems. Regions in the West and North Transdanubia develop faster than the national average. There are also significant differences in the development within the regions of Hungary on the level of small regions. These 6 regions fall under the Convergence objective.

The structure of the Regional Operational Programmes which cover the seven year programming period is very similar. Regional specificities are represented in the 2 year Action Plans and the Call for Applications. 

The recommendation is that the participants of the study tour visit a region which development is considered to be more advanced (North Transdanubia) and also one which is lagging behind the development of the others (South Transdanubia) and study how the problems are tackled in the framework of the regional programmes and 

In relation with the institutional set up, the role of the Regional Development Agencies as IBs and regional level partnerships will be presented through the operation of regional evaluation committees and the regional monitoring sub-committees from a practical point of view. 
Logistics

The Croatian delegation travels by bus to Hungary and back.

	Date
	Institution
	Adress
	Subject

	Monday

14.00-17.00
	Ministry of National Development and Economic Affairs
	1077 Budapest

Kéthly Anna tér 1.
	National Regional Development Concept

	Accomodation
	3* Hotel in Budapest

	Tuesday

9.00-12.00
	Ministry of National Development and Economy
	1055 Budapest

Honvéd utca 13-15.


	Planning process of the NSRF/the New Hungary Development Plan

	Tuesday

14.00 – 17.00
	National Development Agency – MA for Coordination
	Budapest

Wesselényi utca 22.
	Institutional structures and the role of the central coordination

	Accomodation
	3* Hotel in Budapest

	Wednesday

9.00-12.00
	National Development Agency – ROP MA
	Budapest

Wesselényi utca 22.
	Programme

management: institutional and operational issues

Coordination of the regional Ops

Working with the IBs

Monitoring Committee

	Wednesday

14.00-17.00
	VÁTI – National Agency for Regional Development
	1016 Budapest

Gellérthegy utca 30-32
	

	Accomodation
	3* Hotel in Budapest

	Thursday

9.00-12.00
	Central- Transdanubian Regional Development Agency
	8000 Székesfehérvár

Rákóczi út 25.
	

	Thursday

14.00
	Travel to Pécs

	Accomodation
	3* Hotel at Pécs

	Friday

9.00-12.00 
	South Transdanubian Regional Development Agency
	7621 Pécs

Mária utca 3.
	

	Friday afternoon
	Travel back to Croatia/Zagreb
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ANNEX 12
Results of the development categorisation of Croatian territorial units using 2004-2006 data

Zagreb, September 2008

1. INTRODUCTION
The objective of this report is to update the results of the categorisation of local and regional (county) units in Croatia according to their development level on the basis of the latest available statistical data. The assignment has been undertaken in the context of the CARDS 2004 project ‘Regional Development Capacity Building Facility’. Basis for the categorisation is the model which has been elaborated within the framework of CARDS 2002 “Strategy and regional development capacity improvement” project. The feature of the new model will be briefly elaborated followed with the outcome of the categorisation on the basis of 2004-2006 data.

The new model includes important changes compared to the current practice. Most important ones are listed below:

a) Assessment on county and local level

Unlike the practice so far, according to which the separation of units receiving special state support was conducted exclusively on the municipal level, the new system proposes assessment and categorisation of units on county and municipal level. The basic reason lies in the new approach which among other things aims at securing quality basis for designing level of development incentives. Taking into account that incentives are designed both at county and municipal level leads to the conclusion that besides categorisation of local units it is also necessary to categorise county units as well.
b) Application of assessment and categorisation of all units 

Important change in comparison with the current system for designating disadvantaged units is the application of unique criteria to the entire territory of the Republic of Croatia. 

c) Deviation from national average as the main criterion

Deviation from the national average becomes key criterion for categorisation of county and local units. It enables easier tracking of the socio-economic status of every single unit as well as the categorisation of all units and not only part of them as is the case now.
d) Granting and losing status of disadvantaged area

The threshold value for granting the disadvantaged status is set to 75% of the national average. In other words, a unit must fall behind the national average by at least 25% in order to be claimed as disadvantaged. As for the time period during which units keep their categorisation status, the proposal is that five years minimum is a period until the results of new categorisation are being officially accepted. 

e) Data series

Unlike the practice of using data for the last available year until now, the new system uses average data obtained on the basis of data series for last three available years. In case there is no available yearly data, census data shall be used.

2. 
APPLIED INDICATORS AND CONSTRUCTION OF DEVELOPMENT INDEX

The list of the selected indicators and used data sources is shown in table 1.

Table 1: Indicators and data sources
	Indicators
	Data sources
	Time period

	Personal incomes per capita
	Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Croatia, Tax Office - data on paid wages and pensions at municipal level;

Central Bureau of Statistics –Population Census 2001, number of population at local and county level
	Average value of 2004-2006 data

	Budget revenues without subsidies per capitaa
	Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Croatia – data on budget revenues for local and county units without subsidies from central and county budgets

Central Bureau of Statistics – Population Census 2001, number of population at local and county level
	Average value of 2004-2006 data

	Unemployment rate
	Croatian Unemployment Service - number of registered unemployed persons at local and county level

Ministry of Finance - number of employed persons at local and county level, data extracted from the report on tax applications
	Average value of 2004-2006 data

	Population trend 2001/1991
	Central Bureau of Statistics – Population Census 2001, 1991, number of population at local and county level
	2001/1991

	Educational attainment rateb 


	Population Census 2001 - number of population with secondary education and higher; number of population over 15 years
	2001


a Subsidies include subsidies from abroad and government (63), donations from legal and natural persons (663), and tax incomes conceded from the side of the central government (1200, 1606). At county level indicators include both local and county unit data.

b Measured as ratio of population with secondary education and higher in population over 15 years

After selecting indicators, categorisation of units has been performed in three steps:

1) calculation of the relative value of indicator (national average set at 100)

2) calculation of development index as the weighted average of indicators’ values

3) defining categories on the basis of index value and assigning units to corresponding categories

The development index is calculated as the weighted average of five basic indicators. As table 2 shows, unemployment rate has 30% weight, incomes per capita 25% and other three indicators 15% weight. 
 The weights have been assigned on the basis of expert opinion about their relevancy for development level assessment.
Table 2: Calculation of development index

	INDEX
	INDICATORS
	WEIGHT

	DEVELOPMENT INDEX   

 
	1) Incomes per capita
	25%

	
	2) Budget incomes of local and county units per capitaa       
	15%

	
	3) Unemployment rate    
	30%

	
	4) Population change 
	15%

	
	5) Educational attainment rate   
	15%


a When assessing and categorizing county units, data on county budgets as well as local budgets are used. 

The next step is to define criteria for categorisation at county and local level. County units have been divided in four different categories in accordance with their relative positions when compared to the national average. Thresholds for categorisation are presented in table 5. 

Table 3: Categorisation of county units 

	Category
	Criteria 

	Category I
	· counties with development index value below 75% of national average

	Category II
	· counties with development index value between 75% and 100% of national average

	Category III
	· counties with development index value between 100% and 125% of national average

	Category IV
	· counties with development index value above 125% of national average


In case of local units the number of categories has been increased from four to five. The reason is that differences in development are much more accentuated at local than at county level and therefore there is sense to add new extra category to isolate the most disadvantaged group of units, those lagging behind more than 50% from the national average. Criteria for categorisation of local units are presented in table 4.

Table 4: Categorisation of local units 
	Category
	Criteria 

	Category I
	· local units with development index value below 50% of national average

	Category II
	· local units with economic development index value between 50 and 75% of national average

	Category III
	· local units with development index value between 75% and 100% of national average

	Category IV
	· local units with development index value between 100% and 125% of national average

	Category V
	· local units with development index value above 125% of national average


As it has been previously mentioned, categorisation of all units enables easy identification of disadvantaged areas. Since a threshold is set at 75% of the national average, it is clear that the first category of county units, and the first and second category of local units would represent disadvantaged units. Despite the fact that both units are termed as disadvantaged ones, their geographical level is different and therefore they should be targeted with different policy measures. 

3. RESULTS OF NEW CATEGORISATION OF COUNTY AND LOCAL UNITS BASED ON 2004-2006 DATA

Categorisation at county level

Table 5 shows the results of the categorisation at county level.

Table 5: Results of the categorisation at county level 

	
	Number of units
	Share in total number of units
	Number of inhabitants
	Share in total number of inhabitants

	Category I (disadvantaged units)
	6
	28,6%
	793.393
	17,9%

	Category II
	10
	47,6%
	1.920.507
	43,3%

	Category III
	3
	14,3%
	738.071
	16,6%

	Category IV
	2
	9,5%
	985.489
	22,2%


The results at county level confirm the existence of significant regional disparities. Only five out of twenty one counties have above the average development index. The majority of county units is placed in category II, while only two units exceed the national average for more than 25%. Most disadvantaged counties are situated in the central and eastern part of the country which fall now within the NUTS2 region Panonia. 

Map 1: Categorisation of county units
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Categorisation at local level

In case of categorisation of units at local level, results from table 6 indicate that almost one fifth of the total number of local units is lagging behind in development with more than 50% from the national average. The same category encompasses only 9,0% of total population, indicating that these units are also facing significant demographic difficulties. Calculation shows that share of inhabitants living in disadvantaged local units is around 23,8% of the total population.

Table 6: Results of the categorisation on local level 

	
	Number of units
	Share in total number of units
	Number of inhabitants
	Share in total number of inhabitants

	Category I
	111
	20,0%
	398.479
	9,0%

	Category II
	143
	25,7%
	659.069
	14,8%

	Category III
	162
	29,1%
	1.128.885
	25,4%

	Category IV
	98
	17,6%
	1.202.096
	27,1%

	Category V
	42
	7,6%
	1.050.059
	23,7%

	Disadvantaged units (Category I + II) 
	254
	45,7%
	1.057.548
	23,8%


Map 2 confirms that the majority of disadvantaged units is situated in the central and eastern part of the country and especially along the border with Bosnia and Hercegovina and Serbia. It also shows that in some counties with relatively good results like Dubrovnik-Neretva  a significant number of local units is considerably lagging behind. Most balanced county development has been identified in Istria county, where all local units have above the average development index. A totally opposite situation is found in some disadvantaged counties like Brod-Posavina, where all units except the county seat are lagging behind the national average by more than 25%. Interestingly, many of the local units on islands, especially in the northern Adriatic, have average or above the average results confirming that the socio-economic situation on the islands is relatively stable.

Map 2: Categorisation of local units
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Table 7: Basic data on disadvantaged areas according to new model

	
	Disadvantaged areas
	Share of disadvantaged areas (Croatia=100%)

	
	Total
	County units
	Local units
	

	Number of inhabitants
	1.385.982
	793.393
	592.589
	23,7%

	Surface (sq. km)
	32.349 
	13.615
	18.734
	57,2%


a  Only those category 1 and 2 local units which are situated outside counties in category 1 (disadvantaged counties)

The results from Table 7 show that almost one quarter of total population live in disadvantaged areas. Most of them are places in disadvantaged counties, but a significant number of population also resides in disadvantaged local units outside disadvantaged counties. This result justifies the decision to introduce a categorisation at both county and local level.
Table 8: Comparison of new disadvantaged areas with existing ones
	
	Number of units
	In %

	Number of ASSC units classified as disadvantageda
	140 (out of 170)
	82,3%

	Number of ASSC group 1 units classified as disadvantaged*
	44 (out of 48)
	91,7%

	Number of ASSC group 2 units classified as disadvantaged *
	40 (out of 53)
	75,5%

	Number of ASSC group 3 units classified as disadvantaged
	56 (out of 69)
	81,1%

	Number of HMA units classified as disadvantaged
	9 (out of 45)
	20,0%

	Number of new disadvantaged units
	104 (out of 550)b
	18,9%


aOnly those local units which are included as a whole in ASSC are taken into consideration

bNew local units established in 2006 are not taken into consideration due to lack of data

HMA – hilly and mountainous areas

The results from Table 8 also indicate that current ASSC coverage is highly coherent with criteria applied by the new system of categorisation. In other words, ASSC areas indeed represent areas with most significant socio-economic difficulties. This is particularly the case with the first category of ASSC where 91,7% units fulfil the new criteria defining disadvantaged units. The opposite is in the case of HMA. Only 20% of current HMA units would keep their status as disadvantaged areas. Such result indicates that the majority of HMA units do not justify their inclusion in a special state support scheme which would be based on socio-economic criteria exclusively. The results also suggest that there exists a considerable number of local units facing significant socio-economic difficulties which have not been yet “covered” by any special government law, i.e. support system.

ANNEX 1: List of county units according to development index
	County
	Average income per capita

2004-2006  
	Average local and county budget revenues per capita

2004-2006  
	Average unemployment rate

2004-2006  
	Population trend 2001/1991
	Educational attainment rate 2001
	Development index (Croatia =100%)
	Category

	Vukovarsko-srijemska           
	13.156
	1.410
	27,1%
	90,3
	48,3%
	59,6%
	1.

	Virovitičko-podravska          
	13.193
	1.423
	26,4%
	90,8
	42,8%
	59,8%
	1.

	Brodsko-posavska               
	12.805
	1.346
	25,2%
	102,6
	50,0%
	64,8%
	1.

	Bjelovarsko-bilogorska         
	14.315
	1.746
	22,9%
	93,4
	44,8%
	70,0%
	1.

	Sisačko-moslavačka             
	17.479
	2.074
	24,0%
	74,8
	51,0%
	72,1%
	1.

	Osječko-baranjska              
	16.336
	2.113
	23,1%
	91,6
	53,1%
	75,5%
	2.

	Karlovačka                     
	17.960
	2.089
	22,4%
	79,1
	52,3%
	76,6%
	2.

	Šibensko-kninska               
	17.264
	2.391
	22,3%
	76,8
	56,6%
	77,9%
	2.

	Požeško-slavonska              
	14.267
	1.456
	17,5%
	87,5
	46,4%
	78,0%
	2.

	Ličko-senjska                  
	17.882
	2.148
	18,0%
	65,1
	47,5%
	81,5%
	2.

	Koprivničko-križevačka 
	15.422
	2.283
	16,8%
	97,0
	41,5%
	84,7%
	2.

	Međimurska                     
	14.855
	1.811
	14,6%
	101,0
	51,3%
	89,0%
	2.

	Zadarska                       
	18.277
	3.074
	17,2%
	76,8
	58,6%
	92,3%
	2.

	Splitsko-dalmatinska           
	18.722
	3.055
	19,9%
	98,5
	65,6%
	92,9%
	2.

	Krapinsko-zagorska             
	17.377
	1.691
	10,6%
	96,4
	46,7%
	97,2%
	2.

	Varaždinska                    
	18.046
	2.104
	12,8%
	98,8
	53,8%
	98,0%
	2.

	Dubrovačko-neretvanska 
	19.556
	3.303
	14,9%
	98,6
	65,1%
	104,2%
	3.

	Zagrebačka                     
	20.835
	2.689
	10,0%
	109,3
	55,9%
	111,6%
	3.

	Primorsko-goranska             
	23.838
	4.650
	12,1%
	95,5
	69,3%
	121,4%
	3.

	Istarska 
	23.795
	4.905
	6,5%
	101,4
	62,8%
	132,1%
	4.

	Grad Zagreb                    
	28.669
	6.921
	10,8%
	100,8
	74,5%
	142,2%
	4.

	Republika Hrvatska
	19.838
	3.355
	16,3%
	93,9
	59,0%
	100,0%
	-


ANNEX 2 List of local units according to development index 

	Local units
	Average income per capita

2004-2006  
	Average local and county budget revenues per capita

2004-2006  
	Average unemployment rate

2004-2006  
	Population trend 2001/1991

(Croatia =100)
	Educational attainment rate 2001
	Development index (Croatia =100%)
	Category

	Ervenik                       
	8.718
	149
	82,9%
	26,3
	28,1%
	-69,92%
	1.

	Kistanje                      
	5.920
	167
	71,0%
	44,2
	22,2%
	-50,03%
	1.

	Donji Kukuruzari              
	6.991
	210
	62,4%
	69,2
	30,8%
	-26,37%
	1.

	Krnjak                        
	6.794
	419
	57,5%
	78,4
	30,8%
	-14,93%
	1.

	Dvor                          
	10.510
	507
	56,5%
	42,2
	40,4%
	-11,38%
	1.

	Gvozd                         
	9.016
	363
	54,3%
	51,7
	30,0%
	-10,98%
	1.

	Vojnić                        
	6.949
	472
	54,0%
	72,7
	34,8%
	-7,97%
	1.

	Okučani                       
	7.703
	329
	54,3%
	76,1
	39,9%
	-6,40%
	1.

	Biskupija                     
	9.937
	246
	47,9%
	44,8
	31,1%
	0,48%
	1.

	Jagodnjak                     
	9.243
	899
	51,6%
	76,3
	34,3%
	2,20%
	1.

	Voćin                         
	9.205
	518
	45,6%
	59,8
	22,1%
	5,42%
	1.

	Plaški                        
	12.714
	378
	49,3%
	55,6
	42,8%
	6,90%
	1.

	Gornji Bogićevci              
	8.132
	410
	47,2%
	82,9
	33,6%
	7,22%
	1.

	Đulovac                       
	7.247
	278
	42,8%
	78,0
	21,6%
	9,60%
	1.

	Markušica                     
	7.056
	454
	45,8%
	86,9
	40,0%
	10,95%
	1.

	Sunja                         
	10.535
	342
	43,9%
	58,0
	32,9%
	11,65%
	1.

	Civljane                      
	4.260
	90
	31,2%
	9,4
	8,1%
	11,95%
	1.

	Cetingrad                     
	8.015
	352
	41,0%
	61,3
	24,0%
	12,18%
	1.

	Gunja                         
	6.505
	300
	45,0%
	100,2
	41,1%
	13,23%
	1.

	Vrbje                         
	6.152
	211
	41,0%
	92,6
	24,8%
	14,26%
	1.

	Donji Lapac                   
	13.849
	726
	45,7%
	43,7
	40,4%
	14,29%
	1.

	Trpinja                       
	7.865
	273
	42,0%
	86,4
	38,5%
	17,45%
	1.

	Zrinski Topolovac             
	4.311
	244
	36,3%
	92,4
	13,8%
	17,94%
	1.

	Podgorač                      
	8.423
	452
	41,2%
	83,1
	30,4%
	18,08%
	1.

	Drenovci                      
	6.320
	526
	41,2%
	104,0
	28,5%
	18,62%
	1.

	Glina                         
	13.028
	748
	41,9%
	45,2
	34,8%
	19,21%
	1.

	Gradina                       
	7.395
	462
	39,8%
	86,3
	28,6%
	19,45%
	1.

	Hrvatska Dubica               
	10.722
	525
	40,5%
	59,0
	42,8%
	21,87%
	1.

	Mikleuš                       
	8.715
	456
	38,4%
	76,4
	33,5%
	23,31%
	1.

	Vrhovine                      
	12.406
	769
	39,0%
	43,9
	34,0%
	23,39%
	1.

	Levanjska Varoš               
	6.908
	347
	36,0%
	92,6
	22,3%
	24,59%
	1.

	Viljevo                       
	7.986
	895
	38,5%
	91,3
	27,0%
	25,17%
	1.

	Majur                         
	12.232
	258
	38,2%
	61,1
	36,0%
	25,19%
	1.

	Borovo                        
	9.588
	371
	39,9%
	94,0
	47,8%
	27,57%
	1.

	Drenje                        
	8.519
	306
	35,2%
	91,2
	24,2%
	28,12%
	1.

	Stara Gradiška                
	10.112
	680
	37,2%
	69,4
	42,5%
	29,58%
	1.

	Berek                         
	8.368
	467
	33,4%
	83,6
	21,4%
	30,15%
	1.

	Štefanje                      
	9.088
	387
	35,0%
	92,0
	28,9%
	30,92%
	1.

	Babina Greda                  
	6.429
	405
	33,8%
	100,5
	27,8%
	30,96%
	1.

	Tompojevci                    
	10.369
	452
	33,9%
	63,5
	31,3%
	31,12%
	1.

	Špišić Bukovica               
	8.490
	320
	32,8%
	97,3
	26,6%
	34,10%
	1.

	Draž                          
	10.648
	514
	33,6%
	72,9
	33,5%
	34,27%
	1.

	Veliki Grđevac                
	10.960
	517
	33,5%
	72,9
	32,4%
	34,68%
	1.

	Nova Bukovica                 
	9.395
	667
	34,2%
	85,8
	34,1%
	34,69%
	1.

	Podravska Moslavina           
	7.185
	335
	31,3%
	92,9
	27,1%
	34,80%
	1.

	Šodolovci                     
	7.543
	274
	32,0%
	85,0
	37,2%
	34,92%
	1.

	Trnava                        
	7.821
	288
	30,5%
	86,4
	25,1%
	35,27%
	1.

	Dragalić                      
	13.020
	611
	34,3%
	51,5
	42,8%
	35,48%
	1.

	Suhopolje                     
	10.511
	544
	33,9%
	87,7
	32,8%
	35,90%
	1.

	Bogdanovci                    
	10.230
	452
	32,7%
	76,7
	34,6%
	35,99%
	1.

	Čađavica                      
	8.192
	638
	31,8%
	80,2
	32,3%
	36,14%
	1.

	Staro Petrovo Selo            
	9.139
	411
	33,3%
	90,3
	37,8%
	36,24%
	1.

	Knin                          
	14.664
	633
	38,9%
	73,2
	57,4%
	36,33%
	1.

	Cista Provo                   
	6.820
	554
	30,4%
	75,1
	35,2%
	36,36%
	1.

	Popovac                       
	13.011
	861
	35,6%
	69,4
	39,1%
	36,39%
	1.

	Orehovica                     
	7.097
	433
	31,7%
	100,9
	29,8%
	36,44%
	1.

	Bošnjaci                      
	9.165
	495
	34,5%
	105,5
	36,4%
	36,70%
	1.

	Lećevica                      
	15.272
	380
	34,3%
	71,8
	28,8%
	36,77%
	1.

	Đurđenovac                    
	11.424
	912
	36,7%
	89,2
	43,4%
	36,79%
	1.

	Zagvozd                       
	9.662
	576
	31,0%
	73,3
	30,8%
	37,55%
	1.

	Kloštar Podravski             
	9.018
	593
	32,1%
	93,4
	28,9%
	37,59%
	1.

	Severin                       
	9.725
	1.365
	34,8%
	93,5
	32,5%
	38,58%
	1.

	Erdut                         
	11.726
	586
	34,9%
	86,3
	44,7%
	38,75%
	1.

	Nova Rača                     
	9.101
	491
	31,1%
	92,1
	30,7%
	39,18%
	1.

	Gundinci                      
	6.443
	318
	28,9%
	104,8
	23,2%
	39,21%
	1.

	Ružić                         
	12.739
	322
	29,6%
	53,5
	30,2%
	39,43%
	1.

	Vladislavci                   
	10.879
	489
	32,3%
	88,9
	33,8%
	39,56%
	1.

	Podbablje                     
	11.423
	316
	34,1%
	84,2
	50,8%
	39,57%
	1.

	Koška                         
	11.663
	648
	33,1%
	80,0
	38,3%
	39,60%
	1.

	Sopje                         
	6.693
	551
	27,2%
	81,5
	23,3%
	40,11%
	1.

	Proložac                      
	8.451
	288
	31,9%
	94,0
	46,7%
	40,28%
	1.

	Lukač                         
	9.816
	535
	31,8%
	95,7
	33,7%
	40,40%
	1.

	Vrbanja                       
	8.464
	638
	30,2%
	93,2
	29,6%
	40,71%
	1.

	Grubišno Polje                
	12.141
	708
	33,6%
	78,8
	43,5%
	40,76%
	1.

	Negoslavci                    
	11.536
	287
	32,4%
	93,9
	38,0%
	40,97%
	1.

	Gradište                      
	9.050
	446
	31,5%
	103,0
	36,0%
	41,33%
	1.

	Bebrina                       
	8.862
	258
	30,0%
	102,0
	31,9%
	41,52%
	1.

	Donja Motičina                
	11.679
	384
	32,4%
	95,2
	36,8%
	41,57%
	1.

	Velika Trnovitica             
	8.105
	451
	28,6%
	92,0
	30,1%
	42,25%
	1.

	Darda                         
	14.145
	815
	36,0%
	85,1
	51,5%
	42,44%
	1.

	Rovišće                       
	10.066
	391
	31,5%
	109,7
	33,5%
	42,76%
	1.

	Gračac                        
	18.464
	1.157
	34,3%
	35,7
	43,6%
	42,96%
	1.

	Zmijavci                      
	10.821
	549
	33,2%
	85,0
	56,5%
	43,23%
	1.

	Magadenovac                   
	9.199
	2.476
	34,3%
	92,6
	27,8%
	43,26%
	1.

	Šestanovac                    
	8.831
	242
	28,5%
	83,7
	39,8%
	43,41%
	1.

	Kneževi Vinogradi             
	12.335
	774
	31,7%
	77,8
	38,7%
	43,43%
	1.

	Hrvatska Kostajnica           
	16.123
	859
	34,3%
	52,4
	54,4%
	43,72%
	1.

	Petlovac                      
	12.721
	656
	30,2%
	72,9
	35,8%
	44,52%
	1.

	Runovići                      
	10.304
	440
	29,4%
	76,5
	44,5%
	44,53%
	1.

	Lovas                         
	13.376
	869
	31,5%
	71,0
	39,4%
	44,67%
	1.

	Rešetari                      
	11.031
	328
	30,7%
	97,6
	43,6%
	45,77%
	1.

	Ribnik                        
	9.723
	816
	26,8%
	72,0
	28,6%
	45,88%
	1.

	Vuka                          
	11.497
	676
	31,2%
	96,4
	39,2%
	45,90%
	1.

	Rakovec                                           
	8.773
	8
	25,8%
	94,8
	29,2%
	46,00%
	1.

	Obrovac                       
	17.420
	1.590
	33,7%
	37,8
	51,7%
	47,39%
	1.

	Kapela                        
	8.573
	442
	25,4%
	91,0
	26,3%
	47,45%
	1.

	Dežanovac                     
	8.111
	422
	25,7%
	92,1
	31,2%
	47,64%
	1.

	Otok (Vinkovci)               
	9.426
	606
	29,7%
	98,0
	46,2%
	47,78%
	1.

	Stari Jankovci                
	11.592
	613
	28,8%
	81,7
	40,2%
	47,99%
	1.

	Slavonski Šamac               
	7.010
	266
	25,9%
	102,4
	35,9%
	48,01%
	1.

	Pitomača                      
	11.020
	779
	28,7%
	94,7
	31,4%
	48,12%
	1.

	Feričanci                     
	13.108
	608
	31,1%
	90,9
	46,8%
	48,78%
	1.

	Gorjani                       
	9.962
	592
	27,1%
	96,2
	31,0%
	48,87%
	1.

	Topusko                       
	15.307
	936
	29,2%
	49,0
	42,4%
	49,07%
	1.

	Trilj                         
	10.532
	528
	27,8%
	79,1
	47,1%
	49,48%
	1.

	Cernik                        
	11.304
	542
	28,5%
	91,9
	40,5%
	49,56%
	1.

	Udbina                        
	15.224
	689
	25,6%
	39,3
	30,3%
	49,57%
	1.

	Nijemci                       
	9.657
	740
	26,0%
	86,6
	30,2%
	49,69%
	1.

	Slunj                         
	14.712
	681
	28,5%
	62,5
	40,4%
	49,82%
	1.

	Novo Virje                    
	7.091
	1.246
	24,0%
	88,4
	17,8%
	49,95%
	1.

	Podcrkavlje                   
	10.409
	392
	28,0%
	106,5
	37,3%
	49,99%
	1.

	Marijanci                     
	10.223
	822
	26,8%
	91,4
	30,7%
	50,13%
	2.

	Lovreć                        
	8.849
	606
	24,1%
	72,1
	37,3%
	50,81%
	2.

	Nova Kapela                   
	10.934
	449
	26,3%
	90,7
	37,0%
	51,47%
	2.

	Garčin                        
	10.908
	517
	28,0%
	101,2
	41,4%
	51,56%
	2.

	Punitovci                     
	9.954
	403
	24,7%
	92,0
	31,0%
	51,70%
	2.

	Crnac                         
	9.641
	915
	24,7%
	83,6
	27,2%
	51,81%
	2.

	Privlaka (Vinkovci)           
	9.190
	670
	24,2%
	75,8
	36,6%
	51,83%
	2.

	Dekanovec                     
	10.106
	614
	27,5%
	91,9
	47,2%
	51,87%
	2.

	Sikirevci                     
	8.386
	209
	23,6%
	99,1
	33,8%
	52,59%
	2.

	Skradin                       
	15.518
	736
	25,8%
	51,1
	34,4%
	52,74%
	2.

	Semeljci                      
	9.912
	638
	25,7%
	98,2
	34,2%
	52,76%
	2.

	Velika Pisanica               
	8.473
	376
	21,4%
	79,7
	26,9%
	52,82%
	2.

	Ferdinandovac                 
	9.090
	1.276
	25,9%
	92,8
	29,9%
	52,83%
	2.

	Čaglin                        
	7.882
	284
	20,5%
	86,5
	24,0%
	53,54%
	2.

	Viškovci                      
	11.206
	395
	25,5%
	95,9
	36,2%
	53,62%
	2.

	Donja Voća                    
	8.288
	296
	21,8%
	93,4
	32,3%
	54,90%
	2.

	Velika Kopanica               
	8.677
	315
	22,5%
	100,6
	31,8%
	55,29%
	2.

	Saborsko                      
	13.704
	2.159
	27,2%
	61,8
	27,7%
	55,45%
	2.

	Stari Mikanovci               
	12.033
	444
	26,2%
	100,6
	40,6%
	55,53%
	2.

	Ivanska                       
	9.000
	422
	21,0%
	92,2
	27,7%
	56,65%
	2.

	Beli Manastir                 
	16.664
	1.060
	31,9%
	88,8
	57,8%
	56,72%
	2.

	Jarmina                       
	12.004
	369
	26,3%
	109,9
	45,3%
	57,61%
	2.

	Satnica Đakovačka             
	9.281
	361
	22,4%
	100,7
	37,4%
	57,86%
	2.

	Dubrava                       
	10.769
	372
	23,2%
	99,9
	36,0%
	57,93%
	2.

	Veliko Trojstvo               
	12.048
	1.324
	25,5%
	94,6
	32,3%
	58,53%
	2.

	Vođinci                       
	11.349
	428
	24,4%
	101,5
	42,2%
	58,55%
	2.

	Cerna                         
	11.192
	500
	24,7%
	105,5
	41,7%
	58,72%
	2.

	Gornja Rijeka                 
	8.053
	312
	18,2%
	87,9
	25,8%
	58,75%
	2.

	Petrinja                      
	18.331
	820
	29,0%
	68,4
	54,8%
	58,89%
	2.

	Tovarnik                      
	12.754
	974
	24,8%
	79,3
	42,4%
	58,98%
	2.

	Brestovac                     
	12.057
	448
	21,4%
	75,7
	34,4%
	58,99%
	2.

	Promina                       
	14.004
	589
	21,0%
	49,7
	36,0%
	59,04%
	2.

	Sokolovac                     
	10.441
	438
	20,0%
	91,7
	22,9%
	59,09%
	2.

	Kalnik                        
	8.324
	508
	18,2%
	85,9
	22,8%
	59,21%
	2.

	Imotski                       
	13.748
	1.413
	31,4%
	103,5
	62,1%
	59,28%
	2.

	Gola                          
	8.547
	1.486
	20,8%
	87,5
	19,9%
	59,33%
	2.

	Žakanje                       
	10.004
	862
	23,1%
	85,1
	44,6%
	59,52%
	2.

	Davor                         
	10.530
	573
	21,5%
	94,5
	30,9%
	59,56%
	2.

	Barilovići                    
	15.295
	492
	22,8%
	72,3
	32,9%
	59,73%
	2.

	Šandrovac                     
	8.484
	1.134
	19,9%
	89,9
	21,0%
	59,75%
	2.

	Martinska Ves                 
	11.116
	375
	20,9%
	87,0
	33,3%
	59,75%
	2.

	Zdenci                        
	12.209
	847
	23,7%
	83,5
	41,4%
	60,02%
	2.

	Farkaševac                    
	8.462
	372
	18,5%
	97,3
	24,0%
	60,25%
	2.

	Tordinci                      
	12.018
	375
	20,9%
	81,0
	35,1%
	60,45%
	2.

	Preseka                                           
	9.859
	505
	18,4%
	90,4
	20,6%
	60,79%
	2.

	Vrpolje                       
	9.188
	389
	21,2%
	103,3
	38,6%
	60,84%
	2.

	Sveti Đurđ                    
	11.231
	434
	21,1%
	95,2
	32,7%
	61,06%
	2.

	Sveti Petar Orehovec          
	6.250
	218
	14,5%
	90,6
	17,4%
	61,13%
	2.

	Klakar                        
	11.553
	408
	23,0%
	106,5
	40,8%
	61,71%
	2.

	Končanica                     
	10.898
	521
	20,7%
	89,8
	36,7%
	62,01%
	2.

	Ilok                          
	12.622
	680
	23,1%
	86,7
	46,4%
	62,57%
	2.

	Zažablje                                          
	12.019
	190
	20,6%
	86,2
	42,1%
	62,60%
	2.

	Nuštar                        
	14.368
	459
	24,1%
	89,4
	48,9%
	62,86%
	2.

	Prgomet                       
	16.556
	1.013
	22,8%
	74,4
	27,2%
	62,91%
	2.

	Ivankovo                      
	11.934
	473
	23,1%
	105,4
	44,5%
	63,01%
	2.

	Čazma                         
	14.274
	1.005
	25,4%
	101,4
	42,8%
	63,64%
	2.

	Vrgorac                       
	13.001
	637
	24,3%
	101,9
	50,1%
	63,86%
	2.

	Ražanac                       
	12.045
	585
	20,8%
	83,8
	42,6%
	64,12%
	2.

	Kutjevo                       
	10.827
	546
	20,5%
	101,8
	36,3%
	64,14%
	2.

	Bosiljevo                     
	12.431
	686
	18,4%
	62,4
	35,8%
	64,38%
	2.

	Hlebine                       
	11.701
	639
	19,3%
	93,2
	27,5%
	64,42%
	2.

	Vukovar                       
	18.454
	927
	27,4%
	70,7
	61,6%
	64,61%
	2.

	Žumberak                                          
	9.490
	440
	14,1%
	69,1
	21,6%
	64,83%
	2.

	Oprisavci                     
	10.905
	264
	17,7%
	91,0
	31,8%
	65,07%
	2.

	Hercegovac                    
	13.406
	539
	21,8%
	90,3
	43,8%
	65,09%
	2.

	Brodski Stupnik               
	11.063
	436
	21,6%
	107,6
	46,2%
	65,26%
	2.

	Pleternica                    
	10.904
	397
	19,8%
	98,9
	40,8%
	65,56%
	2.

	Unešić                        
	13.425
	406
	16,1%
	62,5
	24,6%
	65,60%
	2.

	Nova Gradiška                 
	14.958
	1.140
	26,8%
	95,3
	58,8%
	65,68%
	2.

	Rasinja                       
	10.729
	414
	17,8%
	95,3
	31,4%
	66,00%
	2.

	Županja                       
	14.020
	1.052
	26,3%
	113,6
	52,0%
	66,05%
	2.

	Virje                         
	11.689
	1.236
	21,7%
	96,0
	37,6%
	66,10%
	2.

	Slatina                       
	14.591
	1.109
	25,3%
	95,4
	52,4%
	66,13%
	2.

	Gornja Vrba                   
	11.083
	958
	24,8%
	129,6
	47,9%
	66,18%
	2.

	Podravske Sesvete             
	9.286
	3.399
	24,3%
	91,4
	26,2%
	66,21%
	2.

	Sibinj                        
	12.132
	381
	22,4%
	114,0
	47,3%
	66,21%
	2.

	Donji Miholjac                
	14.453
	1.009
	24,8%
	97,6
	50,5%
	66,30%
	2.

	Perušić                       
	13.728
	1.437
	20,1%
	65,7
	32,9%
	66,64%
	2.

	Peteranec                     
	13.655
	552
	20,2%
	97,0
	33,0%
	66,77%
	2.

	Strizivojna                   
	10.515
	367
	18,3%
	103,0
	36,0%
	66,99%
	2.

	Andrijaševci                  
	13.783
	533
	22,6%
	105,4
	46,0%
	67,06%
	2.

	Koprivnički Ivanec            
	14.323
	861
	20,8%
	93,5
	33,5%
	67,64%
	2.

	Ozalj                         
	14.926
	827
	21,1%
	83,5
	39,9%
	67,69%
	2.

	Polača                        
	12.442
	945
	17,1%
	52,9
	39,9%
	67,77%
	2.

	Mali Bukovec                  
	10.330
	387
	16,2%
	93,3
	30,1%
	67,83%
	2.

	Legrad                        
	11.412
	879
	17,8%
	88,6
	29,7%
	67,88%
	2.

	Čačinci                       
	13.971
	589
	19,5%
	74,5
	44,4%
	67,92%
	2.

	Kijevo                        
	15.358
	741
	15,4%
	42,4
	25,1%
	68,01%
	2.

	Belišće                       
	15.926
	941
	24,6%
	95,4
	51,1%
	68,02%
	2.

	Jasenovac                     
	14.102
	569
	17,2%
	67,1
	33,4%
	68,29%
	2.

	Lasinja                       
	13.728
	984
	17,8%
	69,5
	30,2%
	68,51%
	2.

	Garešnica                     
	14.134
	920
	22,1%
	96,3
	44,1%
	68,51%
	2.

	Ernestinovo                   
	17.520
	788
	23,4%
	81,4
	49,0%
	68,57%
	2.

	Lokvičići                     
	7.881
	414
	13,8%
	76,4
	38,4%
	68,65%
	2.

	Otok                          
	11.845
	744
	19,6%
	88,9
	46,2%
	68,74%
	2.

	Štrigova                      
	8.877
	577
	16,0%
	96,7
	34,3%
	68,88%
	2.

	Drnje                         
	14.203
	1.012
	21,3%
	97,2
	37,1%
	68,97%
	2.

	Donji Andrijevci              
	11.398
	528
	19,5%
	105,0
	43,5%
	69,04%
	2.

	Vrlika                        
	14.298
	1.239
	17,5%
	48,6
	35,8%
	69,09%
	2.

	Oriovac                       
	12.525
	627
	20,5%
	98,8
	47,1%
	69,13%
	2.

	Opuzen                                            
	14.487
	1.265
	25,4%
	99,0
	59,9%
	69,19%
	2.

	Sveti Martin na Muri          
	9.875
	594
	17,9%
	103,0
	42,4%
	69,75%
	2.

	Slivno                                            
	8.753
	941
	20,2%
	114,5
	50,2%
	69,92%
	2.

	Hrvace                        
	15.732
	894
	21,1%
	79,1
	46,1%
	70,01%
	2.

	Stankovci                     
	12.702
	764
	16,6%
	70,2
	37,3%
	70,07%
	2.

	Velika                        
	11.827
	494
	18,0%
	97,5
	40,0%
	70,11%
	2.

	Kaptol                        
	9.317
	320
	16,4%
	112,7
	35,7%
	70,28%
	2.

	Đelekovec                     
	13.703
	569
	18,2%
	94,1
	34,3%
	70,50%
	2.

	Poličnik                      
	12.891
	775
	17,8%
	78,6
	40,9%
	70,54%
	2.

	Bednja                        
	11.728
	587
	16,8%
	84,6
	40,5%
	70,74%
	2.

	Koprivnički Bregi             
	14.648
	670
	19,5%
	96,5
	36,6%
	70,76%
	2.

	Kotoriba                      
	14.352
	665
	21,2%
	95,3
	52,0%
	70,94%
	2.

	Našice                        
	17.286
	1.344
	25,8%
	100,1
	53,7%
	70,96%
	2.

	Bizovac                       
	13.804
	731
	20,5%
	99,0
	46,7%
	71,09%
	2.

	Kula Norinska                                     
	13.079
	430
	19,9%
	104,0
	49,5%
	71,17%
	2.

	Selnica                       
	9.160
	469
	16,5%
	108,4
	40,6%
	71,27%
	2.

	Muć                           
	15.849
	1.106
	20,2%
	87,5
	34,7%
	71,47%
	2.

	Benkovac                      
	14.449
	1.648
	17,4%
	37,8
	42,0%
	71,55%
	2.

	Čepin                         
	14.861
	579
	22,0%
	105,6
	53,4%
	71,70%
	2.

	Podturen                      
	8.870
	398
	14,9%
	98,8
	40,3%
	71,75%
	2.

	Bukovlje                      
	12.293
	537
	25,2%
	167,4
	52,2%
	71,79%
	2.

	Bibinje                       
	14.004
	919
	22,5%
	105,1
	55,3%
	71,94%
	2.

	Generalski Stol               
	15.581
	527
	18,0%
	86,3
	35,1%
	72,00%
	2.

	Lovinac                       
	16.919
	1.789
	17,9%
	39,9
	30,9%
	72,11%
	2.

	Pakrac                        
	17.855
	847
	19,6%
	56,1
	48,5%
	72,12%
	2.

	Duga Resa                     
	20.138
	1.051
	25,8%
	87,2
	58,7%
	72,19%
	2.

	Sirač                         
	14.397
	932
	17,6%
	71,9
	40,3%
	72,32%
	2.

	Drniš                         
	17.376
	913
	19,9%
	59,6
	50,8%
	72,47%
	2.

	Rakovica                      
	15.457
	998
	17,7%
	66,2
	39,0%
	72,69%
	2.

	Cestica                       
	10.450
	490
	16,5%
	99,1
	45,5%
	72,71%
	2.

	Kamanje
	11.403
	657
	16,5%
	88,4
	45,0%
	73,09%
	2.

	Donji Martijanec              
	12.720
	633
	16,7%
	94,1
	38,3%
	73,43%
	2.

	Petrijanec                    
	13.473
	793
	18,7%
	102,8
	41,2%
	73,57%
	2.

	Donja Dubrava                 
	12.324
	530
	17,4%
	92,0
	49,6%
	73,60%
	2.

	Brinje                        
	14.232
	1.249
	16,2%
	70,6
	30,8%
	73,77%
	2.

	Bilje                         
	16.856
	889
	20,6%
	86,3
	48,1%
	73,90%
	2.

	Vratišinec                    
	12.155
	607
	16,9%
	92,9
	46,3%
	73,96%
	2.

	Novigrad (Zadar)                 
	15.151
	607
	17,3%
	82,8
	40,6%
	73,97%
	2.

	Jakšić                        
	12.082
	507
	17,9%
	109,1
	45,8%
	74,01%
	2.

	Mala Subotica                 
	11.231
	497
	16,3%
	102,0
	44,1%
	74,31%
	2.

	Visoko                        
	10.698
	418
	11,7%
	89,0
	26,0%
	74,90%
	2.

	Čeminac                       
	15.017
	1.194
	18,8%
	82,2
	44,2%
	74,98%
	2.

	Josipdol                      
	17.328
	1.139
	20,5%
	83,9
	45,3%
	75,07%
	3.

	Galovac                       
	15.451
	592
	17,4%
	84,2
	44,5%
	75,26%
	3.

	Pojezerje
	9.462
	217
	11,6%
	90,0
	36,7%
	75,29%
	3.

	Sveti Ivan Žabno              
	9.854
	424
	12,0%
	95,3
	29,8%
	75,29%
	3.

	Komiža                        
	17.437
	1.422
	20,7%
	75,1
	47,6%
	75,51%
	3.

	Janjina                                           
	12.026
	2.654
	22,7%
	101,0
	47,5%
	75,55%
	3.

	Marina                        
	14.589
	1.749
	21,7%
	108,4
	43,1%
	75,89%
	3.

	Zagorska Sela                 
	12.092
	701
	14,5%
	90,2
	36,7%
	76,05%
	3.

	Škabrnje                      
	15.365
	553
	16,3%
	79,2
	44,1%
	76,13%
	3.

	Lišane Ostrovičke             
	12.868
	329
	9,5%
	47,6
	31,9%
	76,17%
	3.

	Mihovljan                     
	13.429
	485
	14,7%
	90,7
	37,3%
	76,33%
	3.

	Breznički Hum                 
	11.800
	450
	12,8%
	90,7
	32,8%
	76,46%
	3.

	Donji Vidovec                 
	11.349
	469
	14,4%
	93,8
	44,2%
	76,50%
	3.

	Zemunik Donji                 
	19.849
	850
	17,3%
	42,8
	47,6%
	76,55%
	3.

	Desinić                       
	11.096
	416
	11,7%
	91,6
	29,0%
	76,66%
	3.

	Sinj                          
	16.047
	1.129
	22,1%
	98,0
	62,4%
	77,08%
	3.

	Pokupsko                                          
	12.931
	562
	13,3%
	92,5
	29,8%
	77,10%
	3.

	Belica                        
	10.630
	601
	13,9%
	99,0
	41,0%
	77,29%
	3.

	Đakovo                        
	13.768
	763
	18,5%
	104,1
	52,5%
	77,29%
	3.

	Tounj                         
	15.697
	916
	14,5%
	73,5
	30,3%
	77,43%
	3.

	Posedarje                     
	14.977
	900
	17,1%
	88,7
	44,3%
	77,54%
	3.

	Vinica                        
	14.422
	586
	16,9%
	96,0
	48,4%
	77,76%
	3.

	Otočac                        
	16.660
	1.121
	17,1%
	65,7
	47,8%
	78,11%
	3.

	Netretić                      
	14.263
	548
	11,8%
	67,3
	32,6%
	78,13%
	3.

	Brod Moravice                 
	20.539
	957
	20,7%
	83,5
	47,9%
	78,38%
	3.

	Jesenje                       
	14.807
	1.660
	18,3%
	89,3
	40,8%
	78,40%
	3.

	Pirovac                       
	14.218
	2.435
	23,1%
	104,4
	54,0%
	78,64%
	3.

	Valpovo                       
	16.426
	1.054
	20,2%
	98,5
	55,1%
	78,75%
	3.

	Đurđevac                      
	16.602
	1.619
	20,4%
	94,2
	47,5%
	79,01%
	3.

	Novska                        
	16.433
	1.072
	17,9%
	84,2
	47,9%
	79,02%
	3.

	Petrijevci                    
	14.759
	834
	18,0%
	103,8
	49,8%
	79,09%
	3.

	Omiš                          
	16.905
	1.617
	22,5%
	100,0
	58,1%
	79,13%
	3.

	Lekenik                       
	17.006
	800
	17,7%
	98,8
	41,0%
	79,24%
	3.

	Ston                                              
	13.883
	1.376
	17,5%
	93,7
	46,6%
	79,41%
	3.

	Orahovica                     
	17.170
	1.062
	20,4%
	93,2
	58,4%
	79,44%
	3.

	Mursko Središće               
	12.866
	794
	16,7%
	100,6
	54,6%
	79,50%
	3.

	Đurmanec                      
	16.353
	681
	16,9%
	94,5
	44,8%
	79,54%
	3.

	Lipik                         
	16.108
	935
	14,1%
	60,9
	43,9%
	80,06%
	3.

	Metković                                          
	14.951
	976
	21,0%
	116,7
	64,7%
	80,34%
	3.

	Dicmo                         
	15.784
	1.275
	18,0%
	94,2
	47,5%
	80,53%
	3.

	Dugi Rat                      
	15.971
	799
	20,9%
	112,7
	66,1%
	80,71%
	3.

	Sukošan                       
	15.606
	1.426
	19,7%
	101,7
	54,1%
	80,84%
	3.

	Novigrad Podravski            
	13.962
	1.791
	16,9%
	95,3
	38,5%
	80,97%
	3.

	Smokvica                                          
	13.058
	788
	14,3%
	91,4
	48,9%
	81,33%
	3.

	Petrovsko                     
	14.120
	595
	12,9%
	95,1
	36,7%
	81,59%
	3.

	Slavonski Brod                
	16.110
	1.421
	21,9%
	113,8
	63,1%
	81,78%
	3.

	Kumrovec                      
	16.110
	1.040
	16,9%
	97,5
	45,9%
	81,93%
	3.

	Primorski Dolac               
	18.687
	1.240
	16,9%
	84,8
	37,8%
	82,11%
	3.

	Gradec                        
	13.446
	636
	12,7%
	103,8
	35,7%
	82,51%
	3.

	Sali                          
	19.566
	1.524
	16,8%
	64,1
	42,2%
	82,69%
	3.

	Jalžabet                      
	13.221
	466
	11,3%
	100,1
	33,4%
	82,71%
	3.

	Velika Ludina                 
	14.771
	1.478
	15,7%
	98,7
	38,0%
	82,97%
	3.

	Ploče                                             
	18.381
	1.116
	20,5%
	96,8
	64,9%
	83,34%
	3.

	Breznica                      
	12.342
	512
	9,6%
	92,1
	32,2%
	83,51%
	3.

	Klenovnik                     
	14.633
	504
	12,5%
	92,0
	42,3%
	83,60%
	3.

	Sveti Juraj na Bregu          
	13.580
	562
	13,6%
	106,4
	45,5%
	83,62%
	3.

	Domašinec                     
	9.238
	467
	8,7%
	99,9
	37,7%
	83,64%
	3.

	Krašić                        
	11.657
	714
	9,2%
	84,5
	34,5%
	83,74%
	3.

	Gornja Stubica                
	13.731
	526
	11,6%
	97,0
	38,4%
	83,89%
	3.

	Nin                           
	16.012
	3.318
	21,0%
	77,9
	48,5%
	83,89%
	3.

	Maruševec                     
	16.203
	509
	14,2%
	95,8
	45,6%
	83,91%
	3.

	Kraljevec na Sutli            
	15.069
	674
	12,0%
	92,5
	35,0%
	84,05%
	3.

	Starigrad                     
	16.296
	2.285
	19,1%
	91,5
	48,7%
	84,37%
	3.

	Privlaka (Zadar)                     
	15.227
	2.485
	20,7%
	108,4
	50,6%
	84,40%
	3.

	Lipovljani                    
	15.006
	1.128
	15,0%
	99,0
	44,8%
	84,54%
	3.

	Goričan                       
	11.778
	1.171
	13,4%
	100,2
	49,3%
	84,85%
	3.

	Lepoglava                     
	15.030
	666
	14,2%
	100,5
	50,1%
	85,05%
	3.

	Jasenice                      
	20.709
	1.718
	18,6%
	74,6
	48,0%
	85,06%
	3.

	Budinščina                    
	12.996
	625
	9,5%
	88,9
	34,4%
	85,09%
	3.

	Plitvička Jezera              
	17.199
	1.322
	14,6%
	68,0
	49,6%
	85,21%
	3.

	Antunovac                     
	17.579
	728
	14,2%
	84,4
	46,8%
	85,21%
	3.

	Virovitica                    
	18.624
	1.638
	20,3%
	100,3
	57,1%
	85,24%
	3.

	Senj                          
	19.028
	1.414
	18,7%
	89,0
	55,6%
	85,38%
	3.

	Križ                          
	16.939
	1.338
	16,9%
	102,8
	46,5%
	85,52%
	3.

	Orle                                              
	13.901
	531
	10,8%
	97,9
	37,2%
	85,61%
	3.

	Veliki Bukovec                
	10.886
	568
	8,3%
	96,7
	35,1%
	85,87%
	3.

	Draganić                      
	15.603
	891
	12,6%
	86,4
	42,7%
	85,91%
	3.

	Beretinec                     
	16.339
	524
	13,9%
	102,9
	46,3%
	85,97%
	3.

	Kravarsko                     
	16.223
	769
	13,8%
	108,6
	38,1%
	86,04%
	3.

	Lastovo                                           
	19.810
	1.575
	17,9%
	71,2
	56,1%
	86,06%
	3.

	Vidovec                       
	14.995
	506
	12,4%
	102,3
	43,4%
	86,08%
	3.

	Gornji Mihaljevec             
	9.763
	457
	7,0%
	92,5
	38,4%
	86,41%
	3.

	Ludbreg                       
	17.562
	1.403
	18,4%
	103,2
	56,3%
	86,42%
	3.

	Vinkovci                      
	18.460
	1.721
	19,6%
	94,7
	63,0%
	87,45%
	3.

	Bilice
	15.973
	1.537
	20,6%
	133,7
	62,3%
	87,52%
	3.

	Bedenica                      
	12.846
	519
	8,5%
	95,6
	35,6%
	87,53%
	3.

	Vela Luka                                         
	16.600
	1.362
	16,9%
	99,8
	59,1%
	88,02%
	3.

	Blato                                             
	18.951
	1.765
	17,9%
	91,3
	53,6%
	88,45%
	3.

	Daruvar                       
	17.789
	1.231
	16,8%
	93,8
	62,1%
	88,68%
	3.

	Donji Kraljevec               
	13.757
	884
	11,5%
	96,0
	49,8%
	88,78%
	3.

	Lobor                         
	12.017
	449
	7,0%
	91,6
	38,1%
	88,93%
	3.

	Nedelišće                     
	17.236
	1.221
	15,7%
	103,5
	52,5%
	89,08%
	3.

	Seget                         
	16.772
	1.805
	18,2%
	108,6
	57,7%
	89,19%
	3.

	Kloštar Ivanić                
	15.477
	1.145
	15,5%
	127,5
	46,7%
	89,24%
	3.

	Sveta Marija                  
	14.979
	663
	11,2%
	98,4
	46,4%
	89,31%
	3.

	Križevci                      
	16.129
	1.145
	13,5%
	99,0
	47,6%
	89,43%
	3.

	Kaštela                       
	18.031
	2.151
	21,6%
	117,4
	64,5%
	89,47%
	3.

	Pregrada                      
	15.503
	869
	10,2%
	97,3
	35,2%
	89,88%
	3.

	Karlovac                      
	21.293
	2.131
	20,3%
	81,9
	63,9%
	89,97%
	3.

	Pakoštane                     
	12.985
	2.253
	13,3%
	90,6
	46,7%
	90,12%
	3.

	Karlobag                      
	15.876
	3.702
	19,9%
	100,1
	44,5%
	90,23%
	3.

	Popovača                      
	16.073
	1.380
	14,0%
	107,7
	44,4%
	90,28%
	3.

	Zadvarje                      
	20.440
	4.857
	27,4%
	96,6
	54,7%
	90,37%
	3.

	Tuhelj                        
	17.755
	1.314
	13,4%
	101,1
	39,6%
	90,90%
	3.

	Kalinovac                     
	13.822
	4.542
	19,3%
	93,6
	39,4%
	90,93%
	3.

	Bjelovar                      
	19.193
	1.940
	18,4%
	100,6
	57,3%
	91,22%
	3.

	Klis                          
	16.493
	1.899
	16,4%
	103,3
	55,7%
	91,26%
	3.

	Molve                         
	9.450
	6.830
	20,7%
	95,5
	24,0%
	91,41%
	3.

	Sračinec                      
	17.627
	840
	13,5%
	104,4
	51,2%
	91,44%
	3.

	Ljubešćica                    
	15.782
	1.006
	11,0%
	95,6
	44,5%
	91,61%
	3.

	Sveti Filip i Jakov           
	15.652
	1.550
	13,6%
	98,6
	50,8%
	91,62%
	3.

	Podstrana                     
	15.966
	1.507
	19,8%
	140,6
	69,5%
	91,66%
	3.

	Pribislavec
	15.432
	800
	12,0%
	107,8
	50,6%
	91,69%
	3.

	Sisak                         
	21.719
	2.557
	21,2%
	85,8
	63,5%
	91,70%
	3.

	Mače                          
	13.947
	501
	7,5%
	94,0
	43,1%
	92,41%
	3.

	Trpanj                                            
	13.384
	1.628
	12,4%
	100,6
	54,3%
	92,60%
	3.

	Vrbovec                                           
	16.710
	1.371
	14,1%
	111,6
	49,5%
	92,71%
	3.

	Sveti Križ Začretje           
	16.380
	769
	10,1%
	97,6
	43,5%
	92,73%
	3.

	Hrašćina                      
	14.903
	429
	6,7%
	88,6
	39,2%
	92,84%
	3.

	Tisno                         
	15.353
	2.995
	17,1%
	98,6
	53,5%
	93,05%
	3.

	Nerežišća                     
	16.490
	2.210
	12,3%
	86,7
	37,9%
	93,26%
	3.

	Vodice                        
	15.996
	3.727
	21,0%
	107,6
	60,4%
	93,80%
	3.

	Sveti Ilija                   
	18.417
	638
	12,0%
	99,2
	54,0%
	94,05%
	3.

	Požega                        
	17.792
	1.688
	15,4%
	101,2
	58,6%
	94,07%
	3.

	Rogoznica                     
	15.589
	3.324
	18,1%
	113,0
	48,5%
	94,39%
	3.

	Klanjec                       
	18.751
	1.322
	11,9%
	91,7
	43,5%
	94,43%
	3.

	Gospić                        
	22.598
	1.968
	15,2%
	60,1
	54,9%
	94,52%
	3.

	Lumbarda                                          
	16.029
	2.025
	17,3%
	112,0
	69,6%
	94,72%
	3.

	Prelog                        
	14.968
	1.233
	10,3%
	98,8
	51,0%
	95,25%
	3.

	Tkon                          
	15.739
	2.178
	12,0%
	94,5
	43,5%
	95,37%
	3.

	Trogir                        
	19.322
	2.458
	19,9%
	114,3
	67,0%
	96,08%
	3.

	Radoboj                       
	17.669
	668
	9,2%
	96,2
	47,1%
	96,26%
	3.

	Ivanec                        
	18.406
	937
	12,2%
	99,5
	58,2%
	96,28%
	3.

	Gradac                        
	12.566
	1.445
	14,5%
	136,9
	69,4%
	96,30%
	3.

	Ogulin                        
	20.820
	1.683
	15,2%
	91,0
	57,5%
	96,31%
	3.

	Dubrovačko primorje                               
	20.849
	1.523
	13,3%
	94,8
	44,5%
	96,35%
	3.

	Novi Golubovec                
	14.825
	1.583
	9,0%
	89,1
	46,3%
	96,45%
	3.

	Marija Bistrica               
	16.641
	1.085
	9,2%
	94,3
	46,5%
	96,62%
	3.

	Vrbovsko                      
	20.451
	1.471
	12,5%
	82,7
	50,9%
	96,68%
	3.

	Varaždinske Toplice           
	16.851
	865
	9,0%
	97,1
	47,1%
	96,72%
	3.

	Bedekovčina                   
	17.709
	968
	9,8%
	97,2
	46,2%
	96,74%
	3.

	Jakovlje                      
	19.608
	1.086
	11,9%
	103,7
	45,9%
	96,85%
	3.

	Pašman                        
	16.363
	1.780
	11,1%
	98,8
	46,1%
	97,03%
	3.

	Sućuraj                       
	15.184
	2.472
	10,9%
	87,9
	43,3%
	97,32%
	3.

	Šibenik                       
	20.840
	1.887
	16,6%
	93,4
	66,4%
	97,43%
	3.

	Selca                         
	14.913
	1.696
	9,2%
	86,4
	51,1%
	97,59%
	3.

	Novi Marof                    
	16.673
	961
	9,6%
	98,2
	53,0%
	97,60%
	3.

	Luka                          
	18.449
	1.219
	10,4%
	103,5
	42,3%
	97,85%
	3.

	Trnovec Bartolovečki          
	18.952
	1.125
	11,8%
	105,9
	51,0%
	97,99%
	3.

	Orebić                                            
	13.651
	1.849
	11,8%
	109,2
	60,6%
	98,20%
	3.

	Mrkopalj                      
	20.230
	1.463
	10,2%
	78,1
	45,2%
	98,44%
	3.

	Čabar                         
	19.717
	1.245
	10,9%
	85,7
	52,6%
	98,51%
	3.

	Veliko Trgovišće              
	17.056
	1.015
	8,0%
	97,4
	42,9%
	98,53%
	3.

	Donja Stubica                 
	17.278
	996
	9,5%
	103,6
	49,1%
	98,62%
	3.

	Cerovlje                                          
	16.497
	1.137
	7,1%
	96,7
	37,7%
	98,77%
	3.

	Karojba                                           
	17.667
	1.022
	8,8%
	101,2
	44,2%
	98,81%
	3.

	Motovun                                           
	16.204
	1.889
	8,3%
	90,1
	38,8%
	99,46%
	3.

	Konjščina                     
	19.127
	922
	9,5%
	92,4
	52,7%
	99,67%
	3.

	Oroslavje                     
	19.945
	1.028
	11,3%
	98,0
	56,0%
	99,74%
	3.

	Vis                           
	19.309
	2.797
	15,4%
	94,1
	55,6%
	99,90%
	3.

	Delnice                       
	22.300
	2.474
	16,7%
	91,6
	58,7%
	100,07%
	4.

	Zlatar-Bistrica               
	18.923
	1.071
	10,5%
	99,9
	55,4%
	100,19%
	4.

	Ivanić-Grad                   
	19.318
	2.141
	14,6%
	109,9
	55,0%
	100,33%
	4.

	Osijek                        
	21.513
	2.745
	17,4%
	89,6
	65,9%
	100,77%
	4.

	Kukljica                      
	19.635
	2.682
	11,3%
	76,4
	41,2%
	100,88%
	4.

	Pag                           
	15.859
	3.280
	15,4%
	107,4
	57,9%
	100,96%
	4.

	Primošten                     
	17.416
	3.461
	16,3%
	103,2
	55,8%
	100,95%
	4.

	Jelsa                         
	17.176
	2.256
	12,0%
	95,1
	56,9%
	101,16%
	4.

	Split                         
	22.199
	2.915
	19,9%
	94,7
	75,9%
	101,18%
	4.

	Krapina                       
	20.860
	1.712
	13,7%
	100,2
	59,8%
	101,25%
	4.

	Korčula                                           
	18.574
	2.192
	13,9%
	95,7
	65,5%
	101,42%
	4.

	Dubravica                     
	19.000
	2.134
	11,4%
	100,8
	44,2%
	101,55%
	4.

	Zlatar                        
	17.053
	940
	6,4%
	92,6
	48,7%
	101,90%
	4.

	Krapinske Toplice             
	19.331
	955
	7,9%
	96,9
	46,2%
	102,15%
	4.

	Hum na Sutli                  
	18.246
	1.909
	9,9%
	95,6
	47,6%
	102,30%
	4.

	Šolta                         
	22.890
	3.571
	19,1%
	105,3
	50,9%
	102,35%
	4.

	Sveti Ivan Zelina                                 
	16.773
	1.347
	8,0%
	105,0
	47,9%
	102,58%
	4.

	Kali                          
	19.397
	2.127
	9,8%
	79,8
	48,5%
	102,70%
	3.

	Pisarovina                                        
	18.033
	2.449
	8,4%
	89,1
	32,4%
	102,71%
	4.

	Kutina                        
	20.274
	1.791
	12,5%
	99,4
	58,0%
	102,71%
	4.

	Preko                         
	19.296
	2.561
	11,1%
	85,2
	46,5%
	102,81%
	4.

	Brckovljani                   
	15.113
	882
	7,9%
	142,6
	43,9%
	103,19%
	4.

	Jelenje                       
	22.375
	1.615
	13,2%
	100,8
	58,6%
	103,52%
	4.

	Gornji Kneginec               
	20.132
	2.287
	13,2%
	106,1
	53,1%
	103,55%
	4.

	Tinjan                                            
	18.888
	1.233
	6,9%
	97,2
	42,5%
	104,07%
	4.

	Sveti Petar u Šumi                                
	20.245
	1.896
	10,1%
	100,7
	43,4%
	104,09%
	4.

	Rugvica                                           
	15.841
	864
	9,3%
	156,3
	46,8%
	104,34%
	4.

	Pučišća                       
	17.929
	1.650
	7,8%
	93,9
	49,1%
	104,39%
	4.

	Gračišće                                          
	19.146
	960
	5,9%
	99,4
	41,8%
	104,84%
	4.

	Čakovec                       
	21.127
	2.561
	15,0%
	102,7
	63,3%
	105,18%
	4.

	Podgora                       
	16.266
	2.232
	10,8%
	101,2
	65,1%
	105,22%
	4.

	Čavle                         
	22.782
	1.665
	14,0%
	104,9
	65,5%
	105,21%
	4.

	Mljet                                             
	18.135
	2.158
	7,7%
	92,1
	41,4%
	105,30%
	4.

	Murter                        
	14.571
	3.188
	11,8%
	104,3
	60,1%
	105,57%
	4.

	Jastrebarsko                  
	19.394
	1.938
	9,7%
	95,3
	53,4%
	105,62%
	4.

	Stari Grad                    
	17.939
	2.741
	11,9%
	99,0
	58,7%
	105,94%
	4.

	Zadar                         
	21.296
	3.001
	16,1%
	91,8
	71,5%
	106,01%
	4.

	Oprtalj                                           
	16.193
	1.487
	3,3%
	88,5
	38,1%
	106,10%
	4.

	Bistra                        
	20.689
	1.713
	11,4%
	111,7
	55,6%
	106,13%
	4.

	Postira                       
	17.877
	2.062
	9,1%
	105,0
	50,8%
	106,45%
	4.

	Vinodolska općina             
	21.600
	2.531
	14,1%
	100,6
	63,6%
	106,83%
	4.

	Pušća                                             
	23.195
	1.618
	11,8%
	109,8
	53,3%
	107,11%
	4.

	Lanišće                                           
	19.689
	1.901
	2,7%
	66,8
	26,3%
	107,25%
	4.

	Skrad                         
	24.011
	1.507
	10,1%
	86,0
	55,8%
	107,58%
	4.

	Ravna Gora                    
	22.676
	1.922
	9,3%
	86,5
	47,8%
	107,70%
	4.

	Pićan                                             
	19.393
	1.338
	5,4%
	93,8
	45,7%
	108,17%
	4.

	Barban                                            
	22.921
	1.268
	7,4%
	93,7
	51,3%
	110,06%
	4.

	Strahoninec                   
	19.404
	916
	6,5%
	109,7
	59,7%
	110,09%
	4.

	Kolan
	16.757
	5.023
	15,4%
	103,8
	55,3%
	110,12%
	4.

	Solin                         
	22.553
	3.178
	17,3%
	123,7
	66,8%
	110,14%
	4.

	Stubičke Toplice              
	22.039
	1.436
	10,1%
	114,7
	59,4%
	110,24%
	4.

	Vižinada                                          
	18.000
	1.931
	5,0%
	99,2
	44,4%
	110,83%
	4.

	Dugo Selo                     
	21.037
	1.915
	12,8%
	144,9
	59,9%
	111,52%
	4.

	Milna                         
	18.845
	4.497
	13,2%
	98,8
	49,4%
	111,64%
	4.

	Svetvinčenat                                      
	22.090
	1.307
	6,2%
	101,0
	51,1%
	112,42%
	4.

	Koprivnica                    
	24.047
	3.030
	14,0%
	105,3
	59,9%
	112,64%
	4.

	Zabok                         
	22.738
	1.795
	8,8%
	100,1
	58,7%
	112,85%
	4.

	Tučepi                        
	19.860
	3.202
	11,7%
	100,7
	65,0%
	113,15%
	4.

	Okrug                         
	16.832
	4.807
	21,6%
	184,4
	65,7%
	113,19%
	4.

	Šenkovec                      
	21.130
	1.038
	6,5%
	110,9
	60,9%
	113,33%
	4.

	Pazin                                             
	22.702
	2.145
	7,6%
	79,4
	58,5%
	113,59%
	4.

	Grožnjan                                          
	15.284
	2.312
	1,3%
	92,0
	39,3%
	113,79%
	4.

	Višnjan                                           
	20.537
	1.835
	4,7%
	97,3
	45,8%
	114,09%
	4.

	Brela                         
	16.637
	3.642
	10,9%
	106,5
	66,2%
	114,15%
	4.

	Raša                                              
	21.685
	3.141
	8,8%
	86,1
	50,2%
	114,33%
	4.

	Konavle                                           
	23.266
	2.988
	11,1%
	92,1
	59,6%
	114,67%
	4.

	Lupoglav                                          
	20.208
	2.821
	6,1%
	94,8
	42,0%
	115,03%
	4.

	Marija Gorica                                     
	21.687
	1.357
	6,2%
	112,6
	54,9%
	115,12%
	4.

	Biograd na moru               
	20.163
	3.647
	12,1%
	99,9
	65,9%
	115,12%
	4.

	Matulji                       
	24.515
	2.141
	11,5%
	105,0
	70,1%
	115,62%
	4.

	Kraljevica                    
	23.254
	2.008
	9,9%
	101,6
	71,2%
	116,06%
	4.

	Sveta Nedelja                                     
	21.170
	2.119
	6,0%
	95,0
	55,3%
	116,19%
	4.

	Žminj                                             
	22.374
	1.629
	4,8%
	97,8
	49,9%
	116,42%
	4.

	Klana                         
	24.101
	1.764
	7,5%
	96,9
	60,2%
	116,75%
	4.

	Mošćenička Draga              
	21.341
	2.775
	9,1%
	95,8
	66,4%
	117,10%
	4.

	Brdovec                       
	22.830
	2.110
	9,5%
	118,0
	63,0%
	117,44%
	4.

	Župa dubrovačka                                   
	24.198
	2.118
	9,8%
	103,7
	68,0%
	117,44%
	4.

	Klinča Sela                   
	20.313
	1.133
	2,2%
	110,1
	49,3%
	117,72%
	4.

	Rijeka                        
	24.289
	3.789
	13,8%
	88,6
	72,5%
	117,84%
	4.

	Sveti Lovreč                                      
	19.282
	2.284
	3,7%
	103,9
	46,1%
	117,96%
	4.

	Kaštelir - Labinci                                
	19.857
	2.518
	5,1%
	102,8
	49,9%
	118,07%
	4.

	Baška Voda                    
	16.731
	3.653
	11,1%
	132,2
	67,8%
	118,42%
	4.

	Labin                                             
	23.357
	2.978
	9,8%
	95,2
	63,3%
	118,46%
	4.

	Fužine                        
	23.163
	4.699
	12,2%
	90,7
	51,4%
	119,30%
	4.

	Rab                           
	20.126
	3.405
	9,5%
	103,6
	67,0%
	119,58%
	4.

	Bakar                         
	22.412
	4.560
	14,1%
	103,6
	65,7%
	119,70%
	4.

	Makarska                      
	20.297
	3.507
	11,0%
	115,3
	72,7%
	120,81%
	4.

	Vodnjan                                           
	20.573
	3.774
	8,3%
	102,6
	55,0%
	121,13%
	4.

	Novi Vinodolski               
	21.274
	4.623
	13,2%
	108,7
	66,2%
	121,29%
	4.

	Buje                                              
	19.901
	2.322
	3,4%
	98,9
	58,4%
	121,84%
	4.

	Marčana                                           
	23.485
	2.303
	5,8%
	105,0
	56,9%
	122,32%
	4.

	Lovran                        
	25.020
	3.790
	12,3%
	91,5
	73,5%
	122,37%
	4.

	Samobor                                           
	25.381
	2.757
	9,1%
	104,2
	62,8%
	122,59%
	4.

	Velika Gorica                                     
	23.436
	2.387
	7,5%
	112,9
	65,2%
	123,07%
	4.

	Varaždin                      
	25.264
	3.204
	10,7%
	99,8
	71,9%
	123,46%
	4.

	Dubrovnik                                         
	23.491
	4.285
	12,4%
	95,1
	74,4%
	123,60%
	4.

	Brtonigla                                         
	17.684
	3.617
	3,5%
	112,4
	43,7%
	124,20%
	4.

	Kršan                                             
	19.773
	5.694
	9,8%
	93,6
	51,8%
	125,29%
	5.

	Supetar                       
	20.509
	3.924
	9,2%
	117,8
	66,3%
	125,39%
	5.

	Dugopolje                     
	18.435
	7.766
	15,5%
	101,7
	52,4%
	125,47%
	5.

	Vrbnik                        
	22.953
	3.663
	6,6%
	95,6
	55,0%
	125,49%
	5.

	Crikvenica                    
	21.894
	4.815
	12,6%
	109,5
	72,2%
	125,78%
	5.

	Hvar                          
	20.058
	4.305
	8,3%
	100,6
	68,8%
	126,47%
	5.

	Novalja                       
	16.350
	8.051
	13,9%
	106,2
	56,2%
	129,01%
	5.

	Pula                                              
	25.513
	3.526
	7,9%
	94,5
	71,6%
	129,72%
	5.

	Kastav                        
	26.940
	2.465
	10,3%
	149,8
	74,8%
	131,01%
	5.

	Stupnik                                           
	22.051
	4.224
	7,9%
	129,7
	57,7%
	131,08%
	5.

	Ližnjan                                           
	24.186
	2.815
	5,4%
	124,1
	66,9%
	132,40%
	5.

	Mali Lošinj                   
	22.133
	4.340
	5,8%
	95,7
	67,1%
	132,65%
	5.

	Sveta Nedjelja                                    
	26.101
	3.766
	8,3%
	121,4
	62,6%
	132,84%
	5.

	Bol                           
	19.109
	6.534
	10,9%
	110,7
	65,6%
	133,03%
	5.

	Buzet                                             
	26.740
	3.159
	2,8%
	96,3
	54,2%
	134,60%
	5.

	Zaprešić                                          
	26.585
	3.899
	8,3%
	112,5
	69,7%
	134,69%
	5.

	Lokve                         
	22.469
	6.845
	9,7%
	90,2
	53,7%
	134,89%
	5.

	Vir                           
	17.418
	7.701
	17,4%
	188,7
	54,5%
	134,89%
	5.

	Povljana                      
	15.269
	11.531
	18,1%
	105,8
	44,5%
	135,38%
	5.

	Bale                                              
	26.426
	4.411
	4,5%
	99,2
	43,4%
	135,40%
	5.

	Cres                          
	21.966
	4.732
	4,1%
	99,9
	57,8%
	135,93%
	5.

	Viškovo                       
	28.123
	3.967
	10,6%
	129,8
	71,6%
	135,99%
	5.

	Opatija                       
	25.903
	5.893
	9,6%
	94,7
	77,1%
	141,13%
	5.

	Sutivan                       
	18.707
	8.721
	12,3%
	119,5
	62,7%
	142,39%
	5.

	Kanfanar                                          
	25.495
	6.080
	5,1%
	92,5
	50,3%
	142,63%
	5.

	Fažana
	26.848
	4.980
	7,4%
	113,6
	71,7%
	143,03%
	5.

	Punat                         
	25.352
	5.742
	6,3%
	104,9
	68,6%
	145,18%
	5.

	Grad Zagreb                   
	28.669
	6.921
	10,8%
	100,8
	74,5%
	148,03%
	5.

	Krk                           
	25.904
	5.710
	4,8%
	111,1
	66,3%
	148,72%
	5.

	Poreč                                             
	25.160
	5.843
	5,4%
	119,6
	68,1%
	149,20%
	5.

	Umag                                              
	25.217
	6.515
	4,1%
	104,7
	65,9%
	152,41%
	5.

	Vrsar                                             
	22.927
	7.566
	6,7%
	118,6
	66,1%
	152,57%
	5.

	Omišalj                       
	27.216
	7.057
	7,8%
	111,1
	73,2%
	153,75%
	5.

	Kostrena                      
	26.266
	8.845
	11,5%
	105,9
	75,2%
	154,94%
	5.

	Dobrinj                       
	23.589
	8.435
	5,4%
	102,2
	57,5%
	155,63%
	5.

	Rovinj                                            
	27.159
	7.151
	5,3%
	105,4
	67,1%
	156,34%
	5.

	Novigrad (Istra)                                          
	22.046
	7.872
	4,3%
	122,8
	58,8%
	156,40%
	5.

	Baška                         
	24.330
	9.375
	7,1%
	108,4
	66,3%
	161,56%
	5.

	Medulin                                           
	25.921
	6.342
	5,5%
	177,6
	77,2%
	164,21%
	5.

	Malinska-Dubašnica            
	23.613
	9.986
	6,2%
	126,8
	69,5%
	169,34%
	5.
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Guidelines for the County Partnership Councils

ANNEX 14 

Summary of Visibility event Preparing Croatia’s regions for the Structural Funds: Opportunities and challenges

ANNEX 15
Slides Seminar Measuring Regional Competitiveness in Croatia 

ANNEX 16

Envisaged activities by RDCBF Project Team 

(Annex to Ministry letter to EC Delegation, 15 October 2008) 

 ANNEX 17
Partnership in Croatia: sources of information (selection)
National Competitiveness Council

Croatian Chamber of Commerce

Economic and Social Council

Croatian Employers Association

Confederation of Trade Unions

Government Office for Social Partnership

National Foundation for Civil Society development

Government Office for Co-Operation with NGOs

Association of Innovators of Croatia

Association of Small and Medium Enterprises

Green Action

Croatian Youth Network

Association for Civil Society development – SMART

Institute for the Development of Education

Association of the Unemployed of Croatia

Centre for Intellectual Capital
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Round 1





Adriatic 





Initial Seminar





NW 





Panonia  





Round 2





Dev Priorities





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Partnership Dev





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Studies Feedback





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Round 3





 





Studies Impact 





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Partnership Reaction





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





P'ship best practice





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Dev Priorities





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Round 4





Eval Studies Output 





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Partnership Development





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Project Identification





Panonia/Adriatic/NW 





Round 5





Wrap Up





Panonia  





Adriatic





NW





Regional Level Meeting





Panonia  





Adriatic





NW





Legacy





Panonia  





Adriatic





NW





Final National Conference





In Zagreb





Ways Forward





Panonia  





Adriatic





NW





WIDER REGION/NUTS 2 MONITORING SUB-COMMITTEES
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TRAINING FOR COUNTY ADMINS, CDA AND COUNTY PARTNERSHIP COUNCILS





Round 1





Awareness raising





Team 1 Adriatic &
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Team 2 NW &





Funding Opportunities





Team 3 Panonia





Round 2
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Round 3





Stimulate CPC





Teams 1, 2 &  3 
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Teams 1, 2 &  3 
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Teams 1, 2 &  3 





Partnership development





Teams 1, 2 &  3 





Round 4 
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Teams 1, 2, 3 - 21 Ctys





Partnership development
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Round 5
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In Zagreb 
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Teams 1, 2 and 3 in 21 counties





Ways forward





Teams 1, 2 and 3 in 21 counties








� County PMU in process of becoming CDA


� When calculating the development index the value of the unemployment rate indicator is multiplied by -1, since unemployment is the only indicator negatively correlated with the level of development. This was necessary in order to construct a meaningful index, but it has caused that some units at local level with extremely high unemployment rates, now have negative values of the development index, which is at first sight paradoxical. This is, for example, the case with units with unemployment rate three times higher than the average one like Kistanje. Nevertheless, this outcome does not affect the validity of the categorisation, as such units are indeed categorised as most disadvantaged ones.
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