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Executive summary

The rapid assessment of policies, institutions@odesses for sustainable agriculture and rural
development in mountain regions (SARD-M) in the €zRepublic (CR), conducted in the
framework of the FAO SARD-M Project, summarizeseyahinformation on agriculture and rural
development, its historical evolution with a foarsspecificities of the Czech Carpathians;
addresses SARD-M policies as well as SARD assatiagtitutions and processes. The assessment
is looking to assess the strengths and weaknetpedi@es, institutions and processes for SARD-

M.

It also describes economic and social aspectsraf mountain areas to give sufficient background
for the assessment of the SARD — M related poljcresitutions and processes.

There is no policy specifically designed for the Gaathian Region in the Czech Republi¢
therefore this assessment focuses on the natioheigs, which also influence processes in the
Czech Carpathian Region. As neither SARD policyspecific mountain policy has been
formulated so far, the report concentrates on tipodieies and strategic documents, which can have
impact on the processes in the agricultural anelstoy sectors and rural development.

These policies were established on the basis off@mmAgriculture Policy of the European Union,
so they present a huge step forward in the Czecltéltural Policy. However, some specificities
of the Czech Republic can complicate their impletaon.

The situation in CR differs from other EU countrieparticular in the size of the agricultural
holdings and processing companies. Much biggerdfifand parcels is naturally connected with it.
The whole system of the Czech agriculture includaggslation, economic system, governance, etc.
is still being adjusted to these huge corporatimose than to small family companies. This

situation has a negative influence on the suply sf the market as it hampers supply
diversification and complicates development of ueidépcal products. Large size of the land parcels
has negative influence on biodiversity, causesi@nasnd changes the character of the landscape.

The major weak point of the agricultural policy@ is absence of any SARD or SARD-M policy.
The implementation of the EU policy framework se¢mscrease the bureaucracy, pedant
methods of the public service and degradation ®fdhmers from the position of food producers to
maintenance workers. On the other side, the firuscipport is enormous and it helps to stabilize
the critical financial situation of people employiedhe agricultural sector.

The institutions in CR are generally well functiogiand able to implement agricultural and other
policies, although several key issues should betioresd. The long standing tension between the
Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Environent seems to be serious topic, as it can bee
seen almost at all levels. Connected with bad conication it creates barrier in good cooperation
in the area of SARD-M.

Policy processes have been positively influencedgpfication of the rules used in EU, still full
transparency is missing especially in final proesss formulating policies and preparation of
strategic documents. On the other side the invobreraf NGOs, public and other stakeholders has
improved a lot.

In the final chapter, which summarizes the maidifigs of the assessment, some recommendations
for the improvement of policies, institutions andgesses for SARD-M in CR are provided.



1. Introduction

1.1 Background information on the Czech Republic

Although the analysis should concentrate on theR&arpathian Region, this report often makes
uses of information related to the entire courtiing to stress the differences and specificities
captured in the Czech Carpathian Region. Noneeéstisting delineations of the Czech Carpathian
Region corresponds to any of the existing admiliiste units at whatever level, which makes it
impossible to complete an exact set of data fohgathian Region in the Czech Republic. For
the purpose of this assessment, most of the diéxieal at the district level was used (see Chapter
2.1: Political history and system of governanceep20).

The delineation of the Czech Carpathian Regiordé&ining the scope of application of the
Carpathian Convention was made by the Ministryhef Environment of the Czech Republic based
on geomorphology, where the Moravian valleys wendugled. (Czudek, 1997).

Map 1: Location of the Czech Carpathian Region inhhe Czech Republic

Ostrava @

Source: MoE

According to this delineation, the Carpathians cc65% (7,139 ki) of the Czech territory.
Another delineation based on biogeography (Cul®Rg) declares that the Carpathians may cover
13.1% (10,339 ki) of the territory of the Republic. According tchet Carpathian delineations,
this percentage may vary.

The delineations used in this assessment are loaste temporary decision of the Ministry of
Environment, but the definitive scope of the Canjats must be defined by the Parties.



Map 2: The Czech Carpathian Region, the regions (laje) and the districts (okresy)

Source: MoE
Geographical description of the Czech Carpathian Rgion

The Czech Carpathian Region includes four mounggions — the Palava Mountains, the White
Carpathians, Chriby Mountains and the Beskydy Mawnst The Moravian valleys were excluded
from the delineation used by the Ministry of Envinoent.

Palava lies in the northwest promontory of the Paimm lowlands. It is the warmest and almost the
most arid area in CR. Arid rock grass, fringe comies, thermophilous bushes and
thermophilous oak woods all together called kayetst steppe are the typical ecosystems of this
mountain range. They originate partly due to tHience of grazing. The Devin forest plateaus are
dominated by sparse loess oak woods together vefieaies-rich herbaceous layer, while
Pannonian oak-hornbeam dominates the north-fatopgs and valleys. The vine growing is the
most important agricultural activity here. The etwon of Palava is from 153 to 550 m above sea
level.

The White Carpathians range represents a countgllofg hills intersected with stream valleys,
and lies between elevations of 175 to 970 m abeadeyel. It represents an extraordinary area for
reason of its vast areas of species-rich calcanemaglows with an exceptionally rich flora and
entomofauna, and its old-growth beech forestsohtrast to the neighbouring areas, whose
landscape is mostly dominated by ploughed fielabsgpruce stands, the White Carpathians reveal
an age-old symbiosis between the humans and né#utegacy is manifested in the rich folk
culture, but it is also imprinted in the landscapth its colourful patchwork of meadows and
forests.

The Chriby Mountains represent the most westerhgfahe Carpathians. From the other part of
the region, they are separated by the Morava Raakey. Reaching the highest elevation of 586 m
above sea level, they are almost completely covieyddrest, often still close to the original



species composition (deciduous forests with beed®ss, lime tree, maples etc.). They are not as
rich in botanical and animal species as the othmintain ranges, but still represent the unique
ecosystems.

The Beskydy Mountains also possesses t uniqueatateasures, especially indigenous primeval
forests with rare Carpathian fauna and flora, distersity of meadow coenosis, unique surface and
also underground pseudokarstic phenomena and éxcalphesthetic qualities and diversity of rare
landscape type shaped by man in coexistence withenal he Beskydy Mountains are also the
highest of the Czech Carpathian Mountains withatiewn from 350 to 1328 m above sea level.

Map 3: Detailed map of the Czech Carpathian Region

Source: MoE
1.2 Short overview of agricultural and forestry sectorin the Czech Carpathian Region
Development of agriculture in the Czech CarpathiarRegion

The Czech Carpathian Region in East Moravia orbtrder with Slovakia was one of the last
settled regions within the current area of the @ZRepublic. Agriculture moved in quite late — with
Wallachian colonisation, which cut or burned dowrests in the 16th and 17th century. Poor soil
shaped the agricultural sector with a focus onysadarming with cattle and sheep, while only
small strips of land were ploughed for some ceraatspotatoes.

Lack of information and education as well as lopuhand low mechanisation of farming practices
in the remote (marginal) area of the Carpathian® e reasons why, even in the first half of 20
century, the agricultural villages were poorer &s$ developed, in comparison with the rest of the
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country. The extensity of land cultivation resultea specific symbiosis of agriculture and
wildlife. However, during the collectivisation di¢ 1950s and the next four decades, the Czech
Carpathian Region experienced intensification ofcadiure, in keeping with the rest of CR,
however it came later and with less intensity cormpao the central mountain areas. Particularly,
concentration of milk and beef cattle productiocr@ased and moved from pastures to sheds and
meadows which became subject to the intensifietigtion of fertilisers and use of mechanisation
to boost the harvest of grass and hay.

Before 1989, more than 90% of agricultural land wasivated in the form of co-operatives and
state farms supported by state subsidies. Theypgeglintensive farming methods even in the
mountain areas.

After 1989, the centralised economy collapsed aedtocess of restitution of the agricultural land
started. During the next years, most of the aguical land was privatised and at present, the
majority of the agricultural land is owned by prig#antities. The system of financial support for
agriculture has changed as well. The use of asiffertilisers and other chemicals rapidly
decreased and in mountain areas, in particuladyatéon became more extensive. However, the
least productive areas with limited accessibilitgd @nvironmental restrictions were neglected. The
definition of the problem has changed meanwhilenfpreventing agricultural intensification to
maintaining extensive farming and environmentatlgeptable management.

The decrease in, or cessation of, human intervesi(withdrawal of grazing, abandonment of
meadows, etc.) in the Carpathian grasslands hakeesn the overgrowth of dominant species,
degradation of mountain grassland habitats, anehdshred diversity of landscapes/ecosystems,
habitats and species. While collectivised agrigeltuas the principal cause of the abandonment of
upland grasslands, the land remains abandonedneweras it is no longer profitable for the
average farmer to continue to utilise these upmadslands given the low market incentives and
the current time/labour and transport costs, atagdahe one-off costs associated with fencing and
procuring additional animals.

Development in the Morava river valley, neighbogrthe Czech Carpathian Region and in the
lower parts of the region, has been differenthasaggriculture in these fertile areas can be
financially profitable. The cooperatives underwamirocess of transformation to the cooperatives
of the landowners and only a small number of faserciding to farm independently. At present,
these cooperatives continue farming at a scaldasinai that practiced before 1989. The situation
has changed in terms of land ownership, with lante® now having the power to influence the
management of the cooperative, even though theo$iiaems has not changed greatly.

The most positive change is the settlement of tineeos’ rights: the landowners could now freely
decide if they would like to join the cooperativermt. Stabilization of smaller agriculture
cooperatives seems to be the most economic andinaale way to continue farming in these areas.

The development of agriculture after the stabil@abf the1990s is characterized by a slow
permanent decline of the area of arable land andaease in the area of forests and grassland. CR
submitted the official request to become a memb#reEuropean Union (EU) in 1996 and

became a member in 2004. CR has adopted the EtlLHgre policy, including the support
measures for less favourable areas (LFA), suppogdological farming, reforestation, creation of
permanent grasslands and many other areas. Abethalhof all agriculture land within CR is in

LFA areas, the portion of LFA within the Czech Gattpan Region is smaller, and constitutes about
30%.



Currently (beginning of 2007), CR has two years)gierience approximating EU agricultural
policy and using EU funds. This process has be@oitant in gaining an enormous number of
important experiences, not to mention the fact thatyeneral income of agriculture has been
doubled.

Forestry in the Czech Carpathian Region

Forest coverage in the Carpathian Region of CRyrdatg to the Forest Management Institute, is
44.8%. The highest proportion of forest coveraga tbe northern part of the region, in the
Beskydy Mountains (71%). Carpathian Mountains aoeenoften covered by beech forests and the
proportion of the leaf forests is generally muchhi@r here. There are several tens of small-
protected areas (SPA) with natural or virgin foiadBeskydy and the White Carpathians. Although
their area is not very big, together with the fashes of protected landscape areas (PLAS), they
represent a very important source of the origiralagic material of the natural Carpathian forests.
One of the main problems of forestry is the veny level of natural species composition of the
forests. The forests in the Czech Carpathian Ragidade a higher percentage of forest with
inadequate natural species composition, but they @ntain twice as many forests with a fully
natural species composition. These forests arelynastcentrated at the higher altitudes of the
mountains.

Table 1: Species composition of the forests in CRhd in the Czech Carpathian Region

Level of natural species composition Czech Republic as a whol{ Czech Carpathian Region
of the forests % %

Inadequate, natural species composition 26.7 33.7
less than 10%
Very low, exotic species, natural species 5.0 5.16
composition 11 — 30%
Low, monoculture, natural species composition 25.3 15.66
11 — 30%
Average, monoculture, natural species 17.1 13.23
composition
31 - 50%
High, natural species composition 10.9 10.7
51 -70%
Very high, natural species compaosition 8.6 8.3
71 -90%
Unique, natural species composition 5.1 11.36
more than 90%

Source: Forest Management Institute, 2005

Poor forest composition can lead to low resistangeests, low water absorption capacity that can
influence the flood situation, and decrease tharahbiodiversity of forest ecosystems. With the
exception of the first and second zones of proteateas and natural reservations, the clear cut
method is usually used in forest management, wimieans destroying entire ecosystems, including
the soil cover (due to the use of heavy vehickasy, renewal of the forest by planting out new trees
that have been grown artificially. In most cas@syuse monocultures are still being planted.

General overview of agricultural sector in the Czeles Republic

About 4,236 thousands of ha are used by farme@Rirconstituting 54% of the state area. More
than one-third of the land is covered by forestge @rea of the agricultural land decreased by 15
thousand ha, but the area of the forestland inetebg 16 thousand ha since 1995. While the area
of the arable land is continuously decreasingatie@ of permanent grassland has increased by 71
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thousand ha. About one-half of the agriculturatli@ias in LFA, where the creation of the
permanent grassland is supported.

Most of the agricultural land is owned by individsiand corporations. In 2004, only 559.7
thousands ha were owned by the state and rentegjgtinthe Land Fund (Pozemkovy Fond). High
fragmentation of the ownership and enormous amolrgnted land (90%) are typical for the
Czech agriculture. Farms with more than 50 ha aceapy 92.2% of the managed agriculture land.
In 2004, about 141 thousand people were employeadrigulture; this number has decreased from
10.3% in 1989 to 2.9% of all employed people arddécline is continuing.

Since 1989, the share of the agriculture withingtess domestic product has been decreasing step-
by-step from 7% in 1989 to 1.88% in 2001. Agrictdtproduction dropped by more than 30% in

the period 1989 — 2001, with livestock producti@etasing more than plant production.

In addition, the consumption of industrial fertdiz decreased since 1989 to 1999 from 230 kg/ha to
65.6 kg/ha. Since 2001, the consumption of indaistertilizers has slowly increase@HRDP, 2004;
MoA)

Organic farming (OF) began its formation in CR frdme mid 1980’s. The first three farms in the
Jeseniky Mountains and the White Carpathians belganging over to OF in 1989. Since 1990, the
first financial support was paid out, later it wascinded in 1990 without a substitute and then
renewed in 1998. Since 1998, there has been agaiserin both the number of enterprises and the
acreage of agricultural land farmed organically.

In 1993, a unified system of control was introduaed organic products and food were labelled
with the uniform graphical logo BIO. In 1995, thentrol and certification system was accredited
by IFOAM (International Federation of Organic Agritire Movements) and a contract was signed
on supervision in accordance with Council Regura{teEC) 2092/91 with an authorised control
organisation. This enabled the Czech organic prisdodoe exported abroad and increased the
international prestige of the Czech organic farmBgbsequently, in 1999 the Ministry of
Agriculture entrusted all the controlling functioos organic farming to the public benefit
corporation KEZ, which, until 2005, has been thiy @ontrolling organisation in CR. An
appreciable shift came in 2000 through the acceptahthe Act on Organic Farming No. 242/2000
coll., which fully harmonised the Czech organiafiarg standards with those of the EU. This was
also the year in which CR entered the “List of @@ountries”, enabling it to export to the EU
countries.

Currently, the areas of legislation, control aratessupport are ensured to a sufficient levelhen t
other hand there are areas (for instance, the dammearket of organic food, processing organic
products, research, consultation and educatioaraidrs), which are not sufficiently developed and
need systematic support.

In the course of 2005, there was, for the firsetim history of the Czech organic farming, a dnop i
the acreage of land farmed organically. This drag ®,317 ha and the number of farms dropped by
seven. As of 31 December 2005 there were 829 ardarms farming a total of 254,982 ha, which
was 5.98% of the total agricultural land. The causfethis fall in the development of OF is not
formally backed up by investigation. It can onlydssumed that the 47 farms that have left the OF
system did so due to the strict and administratideimanding controls and complications when
upholding the OF standards. Another eight orgaarim$ had their registration rescinded by the
Ministry of Agriculture. However, on the contragnother 48 new enterprises registered in the OF
system(Organic Farming in the Czech Republic, 2006 Y eanlg
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Land use, agriculture and forestry in the Czech Capathians

Table 2: Land use in the Czech Carpathian Region

In it Non- In it Total
Agricultural Arable|Gardens Permanen agricultural | Forest water | g it up| Other
land body
land |orchardg grassland land land areas | areas
areas
In ha 520,450 |367,609 35,42% 103,558 444,572 | 322,546 21,144 19,436 40,58(0965,022
% 53.93 38.04 3.67 10.73 46.07 33.42 2.19 2.01 4.21 100.0(

Source: Czech Office for Surveying, Mapping andaSae — district level data

Approximately 54% of the Czech Carpathian Regionsed as agricultural land, mostly as arable
land. Only 10.7% represents meadows and grassla@dio of the region is covered by forest.
However, these numbers can differ because theedion of the Czech Carpathian Region does
not correspond to any administrative unit.

According to the Forest Management Institute, fooeserage in the Czech Carpathian Region is
44.8%. The highest proportion of forest coveragenighe northern part of the region, in the
Beskydy Mountains (71%). The forest coverage in White Carpathians is 45%. (National
assessment of the national policy, legislative iasttutional frameworks related to the Carpathian
convention; 2006)

The percentage of the land use in the whole Czexpdathian Region does not differ very much
from the average of CR, but the situation look$ed#nt in the central mountain areas.

Table 3: Size of agricultural holdings in CR and Cech Carpathian Region

Holdings with agricultural land (ha)
Total [smallerthan| 5—-9.99| 10 —49.99 50— 99.99 100- |500 ha and
4.99 ha ha ha ha 499.99 ha over
Czech Republic 54,639 33,259 5,898 9,462 1,864 2,259 1,897
% 100 61 11 17 3 4 3
Czecr%g;gprf‘th'a” 13,438| 10,625 1,164 1,038 192 205 214
% 100 79.07 8.66 7.72 1.43 1.53 1.59

Source: Czech Statistical Office, 2004

Table 3 shows that the number of small farms @less 5 ha) is significantly higher in the Czech
Carpathian Region than in the whole country. Indéetral part of the mountains, this number
increases and the average size of farms is eveltesma

Within the whole country, the holdings bigger tf#hha occupy 92.2% of agricultural land, the
numbers for the Czech Carpathian Region do no¢rdéignificantly. For instance, within the White
Carpathians only a small number of large commefarahs, bigger than 500 ha, cultivate half of
the agricultural land in the protected landscapasfPLA). Generally, about 90% of farmers farm
on leased land rather than land they own.

On the other side, the higher number of small fasnhelps to preserve the high diversity of
landscape and even biodiversity, as they are thests who keep alive the way of farming, most
close to the traditional farming patterns. Theseppeusually farm on their own land, sometimes
still use their own seeds and often at least soeralmers of the family also have an additional
occupation besides farming.
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Farming in the central (highest) areas of the Garaa Mountains is now mostly oriented
towards pasturing and grazing, production of haylass towards producing potatoes, crops and
vegetables. In the lower areas (river valleys) fémming is specialized in intensive production of
vegetables, corn, cereals, industrial crops arshine areas — in vine production.

There are more than 165 organic farmers in the IC@acpathian Region, covering about 35,244 ha
of arable land and meadows, which is about 6.8%efgricultural land. The percentage of the
organic farms within the area is slightly highearthin the rest of CR. The reasons could be the
suitable conditions for the OF in the Carpathiaruktains (e.g. long tradition of nature protection
and cooperation between nature conservationist$aainers, less damage done by the socialist
period in the sector of agriculture), but alsoltthregest tradition of the OF within the country (the
first organic farms in the CR were establishechm White Carpathians).

1.3 Survey of rural development in the Czech Carpdians

Overall economic and social situation in rural regbns

For the classification of rural regions, the EUsuiee Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) methodology based on the coiteoif the calculated population density.
According to this method, the NUTS 3 regions camlib&led into three types:

Predominantly rural regions — more than 50% ofgbygulation living in rural municipalities
(for this purpose defined as municipalities wittvée than 150 inhabitants per 1 Rm
Significantly rural regions — 15 to 50% of the ptgtion living in rural municipalities ,
Predominantly urban regions — less then 15% optplation living in rural municipalities.

In significantly and predominantly rural regionstive Czech Republic there are 9,050,006
inhabitants, who constitutes 88.6% of the Czectufaiijpn and they cover 78,370 kmwhich is
99.4% of the territory of CR.

The statistical standard, commonly used in CR &exdnining rural municipalities, is 2,000
residents. Municipalities with fewer than 2,000idests are considered rural. On the other hand,
there are typical rural municipalities, which hawere residents and thus, according to this criterio
do not fall into the rural municipality categorytkare still not classified as towns (mostly in
southern Moravia and the Ostrava Region, both pérttse Czech Carpathian Region).

Therefore, there are 5,612 municipalities in CR fakinto the rural category, which constitutes
89.82% of all municipalities. Rural municipalitigevern an area that constitutes 73.6% of the area
of the Czech Republic. However, only one quarteghefpopulation (26.3%), which is 2,690
thousand residents, live there as of 1 January.2005

Rural areas in CR are classified as suburbannm@éiate or remote ones. At present, an
unambiguously adopted definition of the above tyg@ss not exist. This is connected, in particular,
with the fact that, in order to make the abovesifastion, Czechs must apply a lower territorial
unit than the regions or districts, or even the iaistration districts of municipalities with enlaad
operation (206 units) or municipalities with deleghmunicipal offices (394 units). The individual
municipalities (6,248 units) are, in contrast, tierse, so that the most convenient level of detai
is the small sub-regional unit (about 1,000 — 1,80ids) representing, in principle, municipalities
with the basic infrastructure (school, post officeedical centre) and their nearest catchment areas.
By means of the units defined above, it is consetiy@ossible to define more coherent lands of
three types: suburban rural areas, remote rurabaed intermediate areas. The suburban rural
areas can be considered to be the rural muniggmlit the framework of urban agglomerations, or
13



closely delimited urbanized areas (with more th@y®80 inhabitants), the remote rural areas
include, in particular, the so-called peripheralds, i.e. the lands with adverse social and economi
characteristics of the population and settlemeahsgquently, the intermediate areas include the
remaining territory of CR.

While a natural process of spreading housing andauic activities from towns to the surrounding
rural municipalities is ongoing in suburban aread should be completed with the development of
infrastructure, in the intermediate and remote @re@ necessary to use an entire set of instrtgsnen
to enhance the diversification of activities ashaslfor the improvement of the quality of life to
attract housing and enterprise.

From the comparison of the age structure of wonmehraen, a higher difference is seen only for
categories of the oldest age group (65 years and)maehere in rural regions there are 16.5% of
women in comparison with 11% of men from the tot@inber women/men in rural regions. In the
medium age group, there are 68.9% of women and42fdmen; in the youngest group, 14.5% of
women and 16% of men.

Rural municipalities have a lower share of prodiecage population. The lowest share of
population in productive age (66.5%) is in the destltowns (up to 100 inhabitants) and its
increase depends on the size category of the muraicipality. The depopulation of the countryside
has stopped since the nineties; however, thisesathe massive construction boom of single-
family houses in the vicinity of large towns ane ttreation of dense satellite towns in these areas.

In other areas, however, the depopulation of thatgside has not stopped. Amongst the main
reasons are the absence of services, poor actidgsibhealthcare and schools, poor public
transportation and the lack of basic technicakisifiructure. This is also the case of the smallest
municipalities (up to 200 to 500 inhabitants). Toeintryside is also threatened by the migration of
young people to cities.

According to the census for population, apartmants houses (CPAH), there were over 1.3 million
economically active inhabitants in rural municifias (according to the Czech Statistical Office,
approximately 600,000 self-employed persons workedral regions in 2004). In comparison with
cities, there is a lower level of economic activitythe countryside — less than one half of the
inhabitants are active (49.35%), while in citieis s 52.06%. Unemployment in the country is
higher and is more prevalent amongst women. Theralao great differences amongst individual
rural areas. The highest unemployment rate is inreMan-Silesian Region (women - 17.8%, men -
11.9%), Ustecky Region (women 15.1%, men 13.9%)kartbvarsky Region (women 10%, men
8.6%).

GVA (Gross Value Added) created in the rural regiarade up 76.8% from the total GVA in the
Czech Republic. The tertiary sector had the higBa&&A (56%) with the highest rate of

employment (53.2%), the secondary sector rate.#%@employment 42%) and primary sector rate
is 3.6% (employment 4.9%). In the rural regions284 of the working population were employed.

The major problem of the countryside is not anykamthe preservation of agriculture, but the
stabilisation of the rural populatiomhe share of the workforce in the agricultural se¢11% in
rural areas and 3.8% overall) is not a sufficiestibilising factor of the rural population. Thése
need for change in the economic structure of thetgside and the creation of an attractive
environment for living as well as favourable bussmenvironment, including the conditions for
small entrepreneurs, i.e. to support a creatiame®f jobs by the diversification of economic
activities, as well as to use general policy meastor improvement of the quality of life in the
rural areas.

14



The economic activity structure in rural areas ihmpoorer than the nationwide average. Only
18.8% of farmers engage in other profitable agésibutside agriculture. This is particularly
marked for market services, including advisory &y for enterprises. These activities are
concentrated in towns, and Prague significantlyesithe nationwide average. In CR, rural tourism
has not yet been fully developed and the poteatiafyricultural farms in the area of agrotoursim is
not utilised. The tourism infrastructure and proimiotn these areas are at a low level and do not
conform to European Union standards and supporicesr(accommodation, dining, information).

The countryside in CR has a large potential of rtand cultural heritage, which could be used for
economic and social development of the rural ardarsy often, this potential is underestimated and
unused.

Villages are not well prepared for new constructibne countryside has a high natural heritage
potential. In many places, this potential is undérgd and not utilised. Some villages have public
spaces without much public greenery, while othergain architecturally inorganic buildings or
constructions which have lost their purpose. Im&eof the equipping of rural municipalities with
civil and technical infrastructure, most (approxietg 62%) have basic civic facilities.
Improvements are continually being made in the ggjng of rural municipalities with technical
infrastructure, but the level is far from sufficiem 2004, more than 80% (63.7% in a size category
of up to 199 inhabitants) of municipalities hadublic water main distribution system. The
percentage of municipalities with a sewage netveorknected to a water treatment plant increased
to 26.1% (to 7.7% in the smallest municipalitiéf)e condition of local roads is highly
unfavourable. Poor transport accessibility andaistiiucture together with insufficient equipment
inhibits from further development of housing andegprise activities in remote municipalities.

CR is well covered by high-speed internet (90%hefterritory in 2005). Nevertheless only 3.8% of
the total number of inhabitants in rural areas tisesonnection to it. (RDP, 2006)

Specificities of the Czech Carpathian Region

In comparison with the whole CR, the structurehaf $ettlement in the Czech Carpathian Region
greatly differs. For the entire eastern part ofdbantry, bigger villages with a high number of
inhabitants are typical. The villages of 500 to0® @eople present almost 60% of all the
municipalities here. Municipalities of this size amemore stability in the rural development, as it i
simpler to provide the public services and job oppaties in bigger municipalities.

For the central part of the Carpathian Mountaihe {iVhite Carpathians and Beskydy) a different
type of the settlement is typical. Small villageshwndividual houses, spread within a wide area,
surrounded by small meadows, fields, orchards arebts, can be found in the central part of the
White Carpathians, called Moravske Kopanice. Anotigge of small village with individually
located houses is also typical for Valassko — tr¢hern part of the Czech Carpathian Region.

Although from the statistical point of view, thagpes of landscapes and settlements do not appear
to be very important, they present a significanttdgbution to the landscape, as well as to biolalic
and cultural diversity. Similarly, just these typd#small villages are the least stable municipedit
with a large number of local people leaving forestplaces (in some villages the number of
inhabitants decreased by 70% since the 1960s).
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Table 4: Size of municipalities, comparison of CRrad the Czech Carpathian Region

Number of By population
municipalities, Under 200 200- | 500- | 1,000-( 5,000 - {20,000 50,000
total - 499 -999 | -4,999| - 19,999 |- 49,999 and over
Czech Carpathian
Region 885 62 248 267 249 40 15 4
% 100% 7.01% |28.02%|30.17%|28.14%| 4.52% | 1.69% | 0.45%
Whole CR 6,248 1,614 2,016 1,302 1,047 206 41 22
% 100% 25.83% |32.27%|20.84%| 16.76%| 3.30% | 0.66% | 0.35%
. In municipalities with population
Poﬁgg'on’ Under 200] 200 - | 500 - | 1,000 -] 5,000 - |20,000 50,000
- 499 -999 | -4,999| - 19,999 - 49,999 and over
Czech Carpathian
Region 1,863,490 8,990 86,076 191,96506,045 335,348 | 448,972 286,093
% 100% 0.48% 4.62% | 10.30%| 27.16%| 18.00% | 24.09%| 15.35%
Whole CR 10,251,079 | 197,865 655,16910,087 24%28 1,893,621 1é$%7 3,328,18(
% 100% 1.93% 6.39% | 8.88% | 20.18%| 18.47% | 11.68%| 32.47%

Source: Czech Statistical Office, 31 December 2005

Map 4: Population density per district in CR

Source: Czech Statistical Office, 2003

The Czech Carpathian Region belongs to the part &R with a high population density, which
can also be seen as a sign of certain stabilitg.géneral depopulation rates of the Czech
Carpathian Region do not differ from the averagthefcountry. While the total number of
inhabitants in the Carpathian Region is continud#greasing, this trend is critical in the most

16



valuable parts of the Carpathian Mountains: ingtmall marginal villages of the White
Carpathians and Beskydy.

Figure 1: The population size in CR and in the CzdtCarpathian Region (1990 — 2005)
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The unemployment rate in the Czech Carpathian Regfithe end of 2006 was 8.85% compared to
7.7% for the entire country. Differences in the mpéoyment rates within the country are rather
striking. In the bigger towns, the unemploymeneratlower than 7%, but in the marginal
countryside it often exceeds 10%. In some villagesan temporarily reach 20%, which is critical
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for the local economy. It is also higher withinfdient age and gender groups: e.g. women and
older people as well.

Generally, most of the trends described in the @wrdverall economic and social situation in
rural regions” of this report can be seen in thed@zCarpathian Region, withe following
characteristics typical for the mountain area:

. The landscape value and the diversity are higher;

- The connection between traditional forms of agtin@ and the value of the landscape are
more evident and stronger;

- The tendency of migration from small villages anchat areas is stronger, especially in the
central parts of the mountains;

- The age structure of the inhabitants is less faafglerand the unemployment rate is higher;

- The social equipment (like shops, schools, doctirs) and civil infrastructure are in poorer
condition;

- Within the Czech Carpathian Region, there are Hdiffierences in the social structure and
age structure, stability of the settlement andsrafeunemployment.

1.4 Entry point of policy assessment and justificatiorof its choice

The key issues for the formulation of the entrynp@ippeared during interviews with the
stakeholders and experts. After the completiormefinterviews, all informants were requested to
summarize the priority issues for SARD from thesirt of view. During identification of the key
issues, the study also took into account the resdilsome previous projects and activities,
especially the ANPED project “Public Participatiornthe Implementation of the Carpathian
Convention” (2006), which had collected a wide raiofj stakeholders’ opinions; and the National
Assessment of the National Policy, Legislative arsditutional Frameworks Related to the
Carpathian Convention prepared in the frameworthefUmbrella Project financed by the Italian
Ministry of Environment, Land and Sea (IMELS) ambiemented by the Regional Environmental
Centre (REC) in partnership with the European AcagéEURAC). The analysis of the
specificities of the Czech Carpathian region wanttaken into account as a basis for the
formulation of the entry point.

In light of the literature review and discussiontrviews with key informants, the following key
issues were identified as being important for SARD-

Agriculture
In the area of agriculture, the biologic/naturefidly, sustainable methods of management
are necessary, including organic agriculture, suppfdocal products and bio-products,
preservation and restoration of traditional methaid®ianagement (or, where this is
impossible, replacing them by modern environmewtaikndly methods with desired results),
conservation of traditional breeds and plant vaaset
Protection of the gene pool - biodiversity, cons¢ion of native breeds and plant varieties
together with the complex protection of species amsystems, reintroducing native breeds
and plant varieties to the landscape.

Forestry

In the forestry sector, application of environmdgtaiendly management systems and
solving the issue of allocation of subsidies areessary.
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Rural development
- Respect for and support of the unique Carpathi@mpmena, knowledge and awareness of
the local culture, preservation of traditional knegge, skills and architecture.
Providing support to the local people, promotingnthand helping them to keep or build a
respected social status, based on the sense oignaioto the Carpathians as inhabitants of
the region as well as their financial self-suffrug.

Biodiversity and landscape protection
Preservation of the unique character and high berdity of the landscape.
Protection and renovation of the water regime enldmdscape as one of the basic conditions
for keeping the countryside alive.

Regarding the fact that there is no SARD-M policyCR, policies and policy frameworks relevant
to the identified issues will be examined in theessment.
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2. SARD-M policies within the Czech Republic’s franework

2.1 Political history and system of governance

Following the First World War, the closely relat€dechs and Slovaks of the former Austro-
Hungarian Empire merged to form Czechoslovakia®®2tober 1918. During the interwar years,
the new country faced a 20-year period of demaxrate, with a well-developed economy.
However, World War Il interrupted this developmethie country was separated into an
independent Slovakia and the Protectorate of Boaamd Moravia, controlled by Germany. After
World War I, a truncated Czechoslovakia fell witlihe Soviet sphere of influence. In 1948, the
Communist Party won the election, took control aver entire country and opened a 40-year long
period of centralised control of the economy. Dgrihat time all private property was nationalized,
property rights were seriously damaged, as welhadraditional relationships between people and
landscape in rural areas. With the collapse oftltlority of the Soviet Empire in 1989,
Czechoslovakia regained its freedom. The counamstestt the process of rebuilding its democratic
structures, restoring private properties and pisuaj state controlled properties. The Czech
Republic and Slovakia have existed separately sintanuary 1993. Integration with the European
Community and European security structures becanubgective of both states. Mutual relations
were kept above standard due to the intermixtui@tiziens after almost 90 years of coexistence in
one state.

CR became a member of the North Atlantic TreatyaDization (NATO) on 12 March 1999. CR is
now a formal member of NATO and the United Nati¢dbl), and its military or peacekeeping
forces have participated in missions to Iraq, Gapd€osovo, Afghanistan and many other countries.
An affiliation agreement between CR and the Eurapg@éammunity was concluded on 4 October
1993 and took effect on 1 February 1995. The psoésonvergence with the European
Community culminated with CR becoming a membeihefEuropean Union, along with nine other
states, on 1 May 2004.

Currently, CR isa fully democratic country with a stable politicallture and growing economic
power. The positive results of economic transforamand democratic administration are apparent:
increasing living standards of its population anéiceable and are approaching the standards’ levels
of the European Union.

Public administration, or the management of pubditvices, is decentralized. Currently, there are
only a few issues managed directly and purely lyhilghest administrative level - the state - which
are not partly or fully transferred to the regionalocal level (like the security of the state,
international policy etc.).

Modern Europe implements decentralization procesaassidiarity is the key principle for further
development, as it sets basic criteria for dividoegnpetences between the state and its
administration units. This principle ensures tHhisgsues are to be solved at the lowest possible
level and in consideration of effectiveness. Thagyple of subsidiarity is not applied only in the
cases where other principles, such as the contsgmaration of powers, need to be respected.

The territory of CR is administratively divided @13 regions and the capital city of Prague. The
Czech Carpathian Region overlaps with four regioesupying different parts of them. The basic
territorial units are municipalities and corporaiens. Earlier, 77 districts were abolished andrthe
power was conferred upon regions and chosen muatitgs. However, for some purposes, such as
collecting statistical data, the districts arel stded.
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There are 6,249 municipalities in CR (as of 20@&&ch municipality is administrated by a mayor,
and the head of corporate towns is a lord mayogid®s are administrated by a marshal; only in
the capital city of Prague is this position resdrf@ Prague’s lord mayor.

2.2. Policies

There is no SARD policy formulated in the Czech &Radje, as well as no specific mountain
focused policy. The National Biodiversity Stratagyhe only strategic document, which tried to
formulate specific aspects for mountain policy. Heer, the Strategy is not yet followed by an
action plan or other concrete steps and the onlyfaait to implement its measures was in another
strategic document, related to a distribution offidbids (Rural Development Programme - RDP).
This process was partly successful, as the cohgreas one of the priorities during preparation of
RDP.

Almost all of the agricultural processes in the €z€arpathian Region are influenced by existing
strategies, during the years 2004 — 2007 the lgadituence was the OP (Operational Programme)
Agriculture and HRDP (Horizontal Plan for Rural [2éspment). The only measure oriented
towards mountain agriculture was support for LF&aintenance of the grassland. The main inputs
of these policies to agriculture and landscapéglerCzech Carpathian Region were generally
higher income in the agricultural sector, applicatof agro-environmental programmes which
helped to stabilize agriculture in the mountairagreaining practical experience with
implementation of EU policy in the existing condits of the Czech Republic. However, not all
measures, which are considered successful in tingtisins of the other European countries, seem to
be successful in CR.

There is a large difference in the size of the faand parcels of land, and the result is that
measures which can successfully support the prasenvof biodiversity in the countryside
consisting of smaller meadows, fields and farmisjrighe countryside consisting of larger
meadows and fields. One size does not fit all. dire scale of the Czech agriculture is still lasase
on big farms and big agricultural processing conmggrit is very complicated for the smaller units
to find their place under the sun.

Another difficult point is the inadequate feedbgckvided for all the implemented strategies —
there is practically no evidence of their impaatdandscapes, biodiversity or mountain areas.

The implementation of the OP Agriculture and HRDBuUght many concrete impacts on
agriculture, forestry and rural development in @mech Carpathian Region. They are described
further in detail in the section on Policies — 8g#hs and Weaknesses.

It is necessary to admit that although the curagmicultural and forestry policy is oriented on the
environment, it is more the result of acceptingeheent EU policy than the result of a real
political will to pay attention to sustainable aditure or the specific needs of mountain areas. On
the other side, the necessary part of the preparafithese strategic documents was a wide set of
discussions on different levels, which helped twease awareness of this topic.

The controversial point of the SARD-M assessmel@hhis the evaluation of the macroeconomic
policies, as there is no attention paid to thdiuence on rural areas and mountain areas.
Discussions are held currently on the consequenicidne planned tax reform, which is under
preparation. The currently valid Act on the Budg#ocation of Taxes discriminates against small
villages and limits their budgets. However, at pnesent moment nobody can predict the result of
these discussions or if and when the tax reforrhiveiladopted by Parliament. The reform would
also change the support farmers currently receitee form of “green oil”. Currently “green oil” is
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a poorly hidden subsidy, based on a remission of ¥Am the oil used during the agricultural
work. The support is not related to the environnaard has an influence on transport in agriculture.
Part of the tax reform would change this suppdd support for the use of renewable sources of
energy in transport in agriculture.

Sustainable development

Sustainable Development Strategyapproved by Government decree No 1242/2004 of 8
December 2004)

Its primary role is to provide timely warning ofyaexisting or potential problems that might
endanger the Czech Republic’s transition to susbdéndevelopment and to initiate measures
designed to prevent such threats or at least natidpeeir impact and deal with any consequences.

The Strategy defines strategic goals within thregnmpillars — economic (strengthening the
competitiveness of the economy), environmentaltgmting nature, the environment, natural
resources and the landscape, environmental limid)social (strengthening social cohesion and
stability); and in the areas of research and dgretnt, education; European and international
context and good governance.

The adoption of the Strategy itself does not reisudiny increase in the financial demands placed
on the State Budget. The Strategy’s goal is tabéistaa broad consensual framework for
drafting of other conceptual documents (sectorét@s or programmes of action) and it should
serve as a basis for strategic decision-makingdividual sectors and for co-operation between
sectors and with interest groupings, and thusdukhbe noted that the impacts referred to above
will not be triggered until the implementation aflividual sectoral strategies, policies or other
programming instruments.

The Strategy is not followed (and is not meanteadddlowed) by any action plan or any other
detailed documents, describing concrete steps aasunes. The intention is to apply it through
other sectoral policies which may aim at implemgataat different levels in different sectors. It
may depend on a level of commitment to and undedstg of the principles of sustainable
development. It also strengthens the need for disdtiplinary discussions within preparation of
the sectoral strategies. The Strategy will be r@dyupdated; a new version is under preparation
during 2007.

The responsible body had been the Council of ttetgthable Development, under the
jurisdiction of the Government, until the last y@dren the Council was removed to the
competency of the Ministry of Environment. It hackased its role as a multidisciplinary body.
The evaluation report on the SAD was publisheddd&2 It describes the development within all
three pillars of the strategy, but slightly repessthe significance of the mutual interactions
between the pillars. The evaluation does not shoywérect impact on SARD.

Agriculture

Concept of Agrarian Policy for 2004 — 2013 (CARPjadopted by Governmental Decree No
584/2004 on 9 June 2004)

CARP formulates the strategic goals of agricultypalicy in CR, such as preventing the
abandonment of agricultural land; increasing thepetitive advantage of agricultural and food
products based on higher quality, security, divgmsnd added value; preserving the cultural
agricultural landscape; reducing the pressure chlbgegriculture on biodiversity; making a
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deeper connection between agriculture and ruratldpment; and enhancing agricultural
production using renewable sources of energy. Tmeigant vision of CARP is a multifunctional
agriculture and countryside with strong environmaéaspects. CARP was assessed using
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).

CARRP is a key strategy used for formulation of detadocuments, which created a basis of
distribution of the financial support from the Ebusces in agriculture, such @perational
Programme “Rural Development and Multifunctional Agriculture” andHorizontal Plan for
Rural Development 2004 — 2006 he application of these two documents increasedyémeral
income in agriculture and has brought a wide rasfgexperiences at all levels that were used
during formulation of a new strategic documenRwal Development Programme. The
Programme will serve in implementing next steps of the im@n process with the EU
agriculture policy.

The influence of the implemented measures on SARB essential — and has many positive
and some negative aspect¥hey are summarised in the next part of this adrapt

Operational Programme (OP) “Rural Development and Miltifunctional Agriculture”

The “Rural Development and Multifunctional Agricufe” Operational Programme (Agriculture
OP) represented a detailed elaboration of the fiftbrity axis of the National Development Plan
(NDP) of CR for the period 2004-2006.

In accordance with the fifth priority axis of theDR, the Agriculture OP applies to the regions of
CR falling under Objective 1 (the territory of CRcept for the capital city of Prague). The
content of the Agriculture OP has been definectlation to the other operational programmes
and there are no overlaps with them.

The purpose of the Agriculture OP is to supponnany competitiveness of agricultural sector as
a whole, a higher level of the processing of adtical products, good forest and water
management as well as fisheries and to provida frstainable development of rural areas.

The objective of the Agriculture OP is, in accordamvith the global and specific objectives of
the National Development Plan, to support sustdénatonomic growth as well as growth in the
quality of life of the population, based in parteuon:

Increasing competitiveness of the sector

Providing for employment and human resources deveént
Reducing disparities in social conditions

Preserving the cultural landscape

Protection and improvement of environment.

Horizontal Plan for Rural Development (HRDP) for 2004 - 2006

HRDP was adopted by the Government as a mainaaoiplement EU policy, defined by the

EC Directive No 1257/1999 and to draw support ftbeEuropean Agricultural Guidance

and Guarantee FUnd(EAGGF). It covers financial tools such as paymédotd.ess Favoured
Areas (LFAs), agro-environmental programmes, afftatton and early pension leaves. The main
goals are to protect and enhance the environmgmtelions of rural areas, to increase the
territory of forest on agricultural land; and tcelpeagriculture in LFAs in line with the goals of
environmental protection.
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The Rural Development Programme (RDP) of the CzecRepublic for the period from
2007 to 2013

RDP proceeds from the National Strategic Plan aohRDevelopment. It was prepared in
accordance with Council Regulation (EC) No. 1698&8and operating guidelines of the above-
stated standard.

Rural Development Programme measures will ass@tlimeving goals of the Lisbon Strategy in
all its areas:

- Society based on knowledge
Home market and business environment
Labour market

- Sustainable development.

The Programme, which will be approved by the CZ@okiernment, will encompass the territory
of CR and it will set the rural development polioyCR for the period of 2007 - 2013.

AXIS I: Improving the competitiveness of the agricltural and forestry sector

The development axis is divided into two prioritiaad has a 22.39% share of total EAFRD
financial allocation.

Priority 1.1 Modernisation, innovation and quality

The priority “modernisation, innovation and qudligncompasses groups of measures for
support to agricultural enterprises and their @iy, improvement of the quality and added
value of agricultural and food products, forest agament and improvement of the adaptation
and development of rural areas.

The maximum amount of financial resources — 92. b8%&sources intended for Axis | —is
focussed on this priority.

Priority 1.2 Knowledge transfer

The priority “knowledge transfer” includes grougsneeasures for support of vocational training
and use of advisory services of entrepreneursricwture, food industry, forestry and additional
measures for the support of young farmers and eatibement from farming.

In the priority framework, 7.82% of financial regsoas are allocated to this priority.

AXIS II: Improving the environment and landscape

The development axis contains three prioritiesitgghare of total EAFRD fund allocation totals
55.2%.

Priority 2.1 Biodiversity, conservation and devetopnt of agricultural and forestry systems
with a high added value and traditional agricultutdandscapes

The priority supports increasing biodiversity imdsscape and is focused on the conservation of
natural resources. For this priority, 80.0% of Aitieesources are allocated.

Priority 2.2 Water and soil protection

This priority supports the protection of naturaltgraregime quality in the landscape using
suitable agricultural systems. In the frameworldgis 11, 14.76% of resources are dedicated for
it.
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Priority 2.3 Mitigation of climate change

The priority supports cultivation of renewable epyesources, reducing the emission of
greenhouse gases and maintaining forest functidmes share of the priority in the total volume
of Axis Il equals 5.14%.

AXIS 1lI: Quality of life in rural areas and divers ification of rural economy

The development axis is divided into three priestand its relative share of EAFRD fund
allocation equals 16.93%.

Priority 3.1 Creation of employment opportunitiesid support of use of renewable energy
sources

The planned share of financial resources in thedémaork of Axis Il is 50% for this priority in
total, while the main emphasis will be placed ovedsification of agricultural activities, support
for establishment of enterprises and support afigou In the framework of diversification of
agricultural activities, support of energy selffsiéncy of the countryside and reaching of the
Czech Republic commitments to achieve 8% of enégy renewable resources will be the
main goal. The priority is oriented towards secgr@mompensation for expected decline in job
opportunities in agriculture and food sector, amet¢fore fulfilment of the Lisbon Strategy goals.

Priority 3.2 Conditions for growth and quality offe in the countryside

The priority is oriented towards improvement of twaditions for growth and quality of life in
rural areas (infrastructure, water purity in mupdities, cultural and social infrastructure). The
largest share of financial resources in the franmrewd Axis 11l is allocated for Priority 3.2 in
sum — 48%.

Priority 3.3 Education
The priority is aimed at education and informationbusiness entities to which Axis Il is
applied. The priority shares in total allocationfofis 11l with 2% of financial means.

AXIS IV: Leader

The aim of axis IV - Leader is mainly to improvesthuality of life in rural areas, to strengthen
the economic potential and utilisation of ruralurat and cultural heritage, plus enhancement of
management and administrative skills within ruralncipalities.

The Leader principles provide a good approach dimeg lead to positive effects, following from
connecting various stakeholders active in ruratephocal action groups using the Leader
principles are not antithetical to local governmédnit appropriately complement it in efforts for
the restoration and development of municipalitied eontribute to the development of
agriculture and care for nature and landscape.

The long experience of municipalities, municipa@sations and local action groups with
programme development and with project preparaimhimplementation (POV, SAPARD,
LEADER CR, OP Rural Development and MultifunctioAgriculture) is also significant.

A positive comment from programmes which have ubked_eader programmes to date is that
local action groups are fully aware of the necgdsitcreate reserves of high-quality projects, in
the interest of the use and due evaluation of Ispatifications as preparation for the new EU
programme period 2007 — 2013 and the real useedEtlopean Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development as an instrument of the EU Common Awjrical Policy.
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Despite the short experience with the Leader ambroaCR, it is possible to state that results
achieved to date have displayed their singulanty extraordinary contribution to the
development of rural micro-regions. In the condii®f CR, where there is still a way of
thinking prevalent in many public institutions arted to the past central management with its
targeted limitation of local and individual initie¢s, this new method is a significant innovative
element. It provides sufficient space for activgagement of all rural stakeholders into micro-
region development at the local level, includingedation of responsibility for the results of
these activities to a local level. Already durihg first two years of the Leader approach’s
application in CR, one can see a strong interegtanmplementation of this method in the
countryside, which continues to grow.

The development axis encompasses 1 priority, wighaae of 5.00% of the EAFRD financial
allocation.

Organic Agriculture Action Plan of the Czech Repubic up to 2010 (Government Decree
N0.236/2004)

It contains an analysis of the current state ofiorg farming in CR, including SWOT analysis
and statistics; it describes the main legislatamell as control and certification issues.

It defines the main goals and priorities in sixaare

Relationship to the environment and animal welfare
Strengthening the confidence of consumers and gadjmn
- Processing and management
- Ability to support business and economic vitality
Research, education, counselling
Political tools and solutions.

Forestry
The National Forestry Programme(adopted by Governmental Decree on 13 January)2003

The strategic goals of this programme follow thee$b strategy adopted by the EU on 14
December 1998. The main principles of this prograname:

Sustainable forest management

Limiting administrative interventions to the unasgiable minimum
Motivation to support public interest

Increasing the responsibility of owners.

The strategy adopted the following criteria frore U policy:

Preservation and reasonable increase of forestimes® and their contribution to the global
carbon cycle

Preservation of the health and viability of foresbsystems

Preservation and support for the productive fumgiof forests (production of wood and
other products)

Preservation, conservation and enlargement ofithledical diversity of forest ecosystems
Preservation and increase of the protective funstmf forest management

Preservation of other socio-economic functions esratitions.
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The National Forestry Programme is missing a dedaalction plan including financial costs.

The needed support for the forestry is providedheystate subsidies, which should be based on
the Programme. Much higher support to forestry ballprovided from the EU sources through
the Rural Development Program. The NFS was usédesyround material during its
preparation. Currently, a new version of the Progre is under preparation.

Protection of environment and nature

State Environmental Policy (SEP) 2004 - 201@approved by Governmental Decree No
235/2004 on 17 March 2004)

The basic purpose of the SEP CR continues to bprthasion of a framework and guidelines for
decision-making and activities at an internationakjonal, regional and local level, leading to:

- Achieving a further improvement in the quality bétenvironment as a whole and in the
state of its individual components and parts
Implementing the principles of sustainable develeptrand continuing the integration of
environmental aspects into sectoral policies
Improving the economic effectiveness and socia¢ptability of environmental
programmes, projects and activities.

The priority areas of the updated SEP CR are cablpatith the 6th EAP (Environmental
Action Plan EU). Attention is primarily given tose@lving ongoing and newly emerging
environmental impacts in the following areas:

Nature protection , landscape and biological drgrs

Sustainable use of natural resources, protectiavatérs and protection against floods,
optimisation of material flows and waste management

Reducing the damage to the environment resultimg fnuman activities, improving
environmental standards for the quality of huméa i

Protection of the climate system of the earth amsigntion of long-range transportation of
air pollution.

One of the goals is to promote environmentally sbiamming methods in an attempt to increase
the proportion of the area of the agricultural I&mdd on which environmentally sound
agriculture is carried out to at least 6% by 2008 w at least 10% by 2010, particularly in
specially protected territories and protected ar@as31 December 2005, there were 829 organic
farms farming a total of 254,982 ha, which was %38 the total agricultural land.

The SEP CR is also a document for strengtheningraptbving partner cooperation with other
sectors — corresponding to the principles of snatade development. Consequently, the part
concerned with sectoral policies attempts to pteglieas of further cooperation that would
contribute to a better understanding and the mifeetese integration of environmental aspects
into the activities of partner ministries. This peoation would also support the implementation
of those targets of other sectors that are in a@esare with the principles of sustainable
development. It could also assist in separatingréreds of economic development from the
continuation of the negative impacts of their aitieg on the environment.

It offers a range of instruments for achieving sle¢targets. It is assumed that, for each of these
targets, a combination of regulatory, economidjtugonal, organisational, informational,
voluntary and other instruments will be selectedanperation with all stakeholders to enable the
required results to be achieved with the minimummaled of financial, human, technical and
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other resources. A set of indicators is proposednionitoring the effectiveness and efficiency
of implementing the updated SEP CR, correspondirtbe indicators monitored in the
framework of the European Union and OECD.

National Biodiversity Strategy (NBS) of the Czech Bpublic (adopted by the Government
under No. 620/2005 of 25 May 2005)

The strategy is prepared according to the struafjrend in accordance with, the EC Strategy. It

is prepared as a commitment adopted under thécediifn of the Convention on Biological
Diversity. The division of individual chapters indtrategic themes (ecosystem approach, in-situ
conservation, ex-situ conservation, sustainableetse) and the integration of biodiversity
concerns into sectoral policies (agriculture, fomsystems, water and wetland ecosystems, etc.)
are maintained. Thational Biodiversity Strategy has adopted all the measures of the above-
mentionedState Environmental Policy.

The National Biodiversity Strategy of CRis the only one strategy, which focuses on
mountain ecosystems in a separate chaptand defines the status, the main problematic gssue
and the following objectives:

1. Reduce unfavourable phenomena such as the maatgiicemountain biodiversity; conserve
and, where possible, restore the original mouritadiversity; support the sustainable use of
natural resources or maintain genetic diversitjountain areas in particular through the
preservation and maintenance of traditional knoggeand practices;

2. Monitor the development of biodiversity in mountaicosystems with emphasis on global
climate change, on health conditions, on the pdmrialynamics of native plants and
animals, on increasing the size of selected wédhbpulations, and on invasive species. Pay
increased attention to research and managemeall fimdemic and biogeographically
important populations;

3. Preferentially use geographically indigenous spgeassource populations for further use in
afforestation and reclaiming, particularly suitablelogical ones, with the aim of
ameliorating the soil chemism;

4. Manage in a sustainable manner the non-forest +adiaral and cultural — ecosystems (by
mowing, grazing) depending on the management nafatie individual populations and
municipalities;

5. Eliminate the excessive introduction of xenobistibstances causing unnatural acidification
and eutrophication from global, regional and Iquallution sources. Prevent the excessive
introduction of chemical substances in forestry agdcultural amelioration (fertilization and
liming);

6. Prevent the afforestation of naturally forest-fageas of the arctic-alpine tundra (e.g. cirques,
spring areas, sites with occurrence of importangtacial formations), encourage a gradual
increase in the proportion of indigenous specigbénindividual habitats;

7. Concentrate management on changes in the speag®sdion and spatial structure of
forests aimed at the natural state of affairs, préference to semi-natural measures of forest
management: avoid removing hollow and all deadsirgeve preference to small-scale and
undergrowth management. In forest ecosystem maregense sound technologies with the
aim of minimizing unfavourable impacts on naturabitats;

8. Direct and control tourism, sports activities (istipaths, newly established sports resorts,
mountain climbing, auxiliary infrastructure) andrnsport to less sensitive (vulnerable) and
less important areas from the viewpoint of natumeservation in accordance with the
Principles of Sustainable Tourism in Vulnerable §stems. In areas inhabited by animal
species sensitive to stress factors, establish garees with limitations on the entry of
tourists and on other effects;
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9. Reduce damage to the mountain landscape charadenéry with the construction of

10.

11.

vertical structures (e.g. towers of mobile opemttnransmitters, wind farms, flood-light
towers), including the effects of light pollution;

Consistently direct all developments in mountaeaarby drawing up land-use and

territorial documentation which corresponds toheciples of sustainable development

and the carrying capacity of the environment; and
Encourage cross-border cooperation in biodivesityservation of border mountain
systems (Agenda 21).

The chapter on sustainable agriculture defines théllowing measures

1.

2.

Maintain farming on existing grasslands, particylar habitats belonging to the Natura
2000 network;

Promote and support environmentally sound farmseg (SEP, CARP) characterised by
high heterogeneity (technological approaches, diyatgpe and application of fertilisers

and plant protection preparations, sowing procesjwgte.). Encourage technologies that
increase productivity, but also reduce degrada®well as restore and enhance
biodiversity. These could includmter alia, organic and integrated farming, integrated pest
management, biological control and suitable hamgshethods;

Encourage the restoration and creation of ecoldlgicaportant landscape features (hedges,
hedgerows, line and non-forest greenery, grass)asgecially floodplain meadows, etc.);
Encourage the maintenance of traditional crop ti@seand farm animal breeds; and
Encourage farming by minor entities, enhance tipaciay of local owners of land and rural
municipalities for the sustainable use of biodiitgren agriculturally managed land, and
promote public awareness.

Chapter on grassland ecosystems

1.

Maintain vegetation with high plant diversity a&ssiimportant for the future stability and
resilience of vegetation under the conditions obgl climate change;

Preserve existing species-rich vegetation to ertharattractiveness of the landscape for
tourism, recreation and leisure;

Stop the spread of expansive bushes to selecesimitwhite slopes;

Restore the hydrological function of selected flplaths and drained depressions and
reduce excessive supply of soil nutrients fronmfer intensive fertilization in relation to
restoration of wetlands and hygrophilic vegetation;

Comply with the regulation management prescribethénplans for modified terrestrial and
semi-terrestrial lands in projects within the Ridistem Restoration Programme, which
consists of mowing established meadows and occalsiegeneration of wetland vegetation
(e.g. by mowing in the winter or using harrows)trR@nent management is necessary to
protect restored areas against the spread of exjpaansd/or invasive plants, as they are
particularly vulnerable in the first few years;

Implement effective management interventions anchpaent monitoring of the existing
residual habitats for salt-marsh vegetation; inrtbet phase decontaminate this at ploughed
sites around subhalophilic fishponds and water@sjrs

Concentrate scientific research primarily at Na@a0 sites to permit the identification of
the patterns governing the coexistence of florafanda in well-preserved ecosystems. Use
targeted management of the vegetation to evalbateftectiveness of management
procedures at selected sites. Continually studetfeets of traditional management
procedures, methods and techniques as proposedabptieasures;

In general, respect and maintain at a maximal lthefarming procedures and activities
that have led to stabilization and subsequentlyettistence of the relevant components in
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the vegetation cover over the centuries. Emphasidemonitor compliance with the
principles of sustainable harvesting of grass \eggwt (i.e. select a frequency of mowing or
pasturing or a combination of these to prevent &sige damage to and impoverishment of
the vegetation). Preserve or recover/restore abiotmditions (especially the water regime
for hygrophilic vegetation) to conserve and ensbeepermanent existence of diverse and
balanced ecosystems;

In the framework of education of habitat manageaise awareness of the necessity of
preserving grassland ecosystems and of the adwestdgheir existence for the
development of the area to increase the feelimgsgonsibility in public for the appearance
and functioning of landscape structures.

The chapter on forestry defines the following meases

1.

2.

Maintain or increase the current forested arearasmanum basis for ensuring the needs of
forest biodiversity conservation, while maintainagother forest functions;

Enact alternative methods of drawing up the fonesbhagement plans on the basis of
operational inventories, as an instrument for ermging the transition to environmentally
sound management methods;

In the renewal of forest stands, ensure the prapodf tree species belonging to the natural
species composition (NSC) in economic forests; tenthe use of NSC species over and
above the minimum framework. At the same time, @evor a certain proportion of ageing
and dead trees in forest stands as refuges forampatities of organisms bound to such trees;
Adopt measures to increase the proportion of therabrenewal of forest stands that are
suitable from the viewpoint of species and genasigects;

Apply the principles of the ecosystem approachheuse of the components of forest
biodiversity;

Use the results of research carried out to datdl@dutcomes of the monitoring of the
effects of pollution levels on forests and forestd to specify the current problems related
to the restoration of forest ecosystems in areatshthive been exposed to higher pollution
levels, particularly in the past;

Use the outcomes of research that have alreadydtadad to finalise the methodology for
describing the state and monitoring of the bioditgrof forest ecosystems and consider the
possibility of incorporating the national foresv@ntories in the nationwide biodiversity
monitoring system, in relation toter alia, Regulation (EC) No. 2152/2003 of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 17 Noven2003 concerning the monitoring of
forests and environmental interactions in the ComityyForest Focus). Further develop
the network of forest SPAs left to spontaneous lbgreent; resolve the issue of a reference
network of monitored natural forests left to spoetaus development including the
methodology of their monitoring; and finalise theparation of a database of natural forests;
and

Draw up and introduce into practice a strategyiritorming the public about issues related
to the conservation of species diversity of forestd establish a platform for dealing with
the issues of biodiversity conservation at thellefall involved sectors and the main
stakeholders from NGOs and forest owners.

The Strategy does not encompass any additionaildiabrequirements to public budgets. It will

primarily lead to consistent implementation of #pplicable legislation and already approved
policies. It will also lead to the preparation @wlegislation, outlined in the Strategy, in the
framework of which the actual quantification of iagts will be carried out in accordance with
the legislative rules.
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Any financial impact of the individual Strategy’bjectives will be taken into consideration
during the preparation of the individual Action Rdawhich will again have to undergo an
approval process according to the Rules of Proeedithe Government.

The Strategy does not encompass direct implementafiinstruments in the area of income
taxes.

Others

Rural Renewal Programme(RRP) (approved by government decree No.730 diddember
1998)

This is a financial tool for enhancing the counigigsand life in small villages. Seven priorities

are supported within this programme: renovation mathtenance of countryside buildings and
civic amenities (all kind of buildings, owned bythommunity); complex revitalisation of public
areas (squares, areas in the centres of the \gllaige); renovation and creation of the green areas
in the villages; reconstruction of the local roadg;le paths, sidewalks, public illumination;
education and counselling in the field of the rut@velopment and rural renewal; integrated
projects of rural micro regions.

RRP was for many years one of the few available ressifor small villages to support their
budget and realize small investments, which comigrove life in the countryside. The
Programme is managed by the Ministry of the RediDexelopment. The important role of the
Ministry is to cooperate with the MoA, as tReral Development Programmenow shares the
goals and priorities of the RRP and can bring mhigher financial support for the communal
activities in small villages.

Relevant acts

Act No 252/1997 Coll. on Agricultureas amended, 13ctober 1997 has as its objectives: to

create conditions for providing Czech agricultunéhvthe ability to secure food for the country’s
inhabitants, food security and necessary raw na$eitio create conditions for the support of the
non-productive functions of agriculture that colntie to the protection of sectors of the

environment such as soil, water and air, and taonthintenance of the settled and cultural landscape;
to create conditions for implementing the commonogaan policy on agriculture and rural
development; to create conditions for the develaptmévarious economic activities and for
improving the quality of life in the countryside.

Act No 242/2000 Coll. on Organic Agriculture -defines the conditions for organic agriculture,
the certification and labelling of products, and #xecution of control and supervision of the dutie
connected with organic farming. It is based on een Council Directive No 2092/91.

Act No. 334/1992 Coll. on the Protection of Agrictire Land Resources- deals with
agricultural land, the main goal of the law beingtotect land resources and to define the
conditions under which it is possible to use adtizal land for other purposes.

Act No 289/1995 Coll. on Forestsas amended, of 3 November 1995 - defines theopditions

for the preservation of the forests, for the caré @egeneration of forests as a national asset that
forms an irrecoverable component of the environmemd for support to sustainable forest
management

Act No 449/2001 Coll. on Hunting defines the conditions for activities connectechwitinting,
such as the breeding and preservation of gamemiherting and introduction of game, the
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definitions and rules for hunting grounds, the tagan of the numbers and health conditions of
game, etc.

Act No 114/1992 Col. on Nature and Landscape Protien as amended - contributes to the
preservation and restoration of natural balandeenandscape, to the protection of the diversity o
all forms of life, natural values and beauty, te #tonomic management of natural resources, and
to the establishment of the Natura 2000 systerherQzech Republic, in accordance with the
legislation of the European Community.

Act No 254/2001 Coll. — the Water Acas amended - protects surface and underground, wate
define conditions for the economic use of wateoueses and for the preservation and improvement
of the quality of surface and underground watecréate conditions for decreasing the negative
impacts of floods and droughts, and to providetfersecurity of waterworks according to EU law.
Another objective of the Act is to support the paiton of water ecosystems and the terrestrial
ecosystems directly dependent on them.

2.3 Major government ministries/institutions resporsible for SARD-M policies

During the transformation period after 1989 in @R main sector policies were formulated and
adopted by the Government. Before joining the EQ064 and during the first years after that
period, attention was focused on preparation, adie@ind implementation of all necessary strategic
documents, needed for access to EU financial ressur

The adoption of the most important internationaatres was another important input to national
policy. Participation in the commitments within to&l led to the formulation and adoption of the
Sustainable Development Strategin 2004. The responsible body was the Councihef t
Sustainable Development, under jurisdiction of @mernment, but last year the Council was
removed to the competency of the Ministry of Enmiment and its composition has been changed.
It decreased its role as a multidisciplinary baalyhough it still covers the wide spectrum of all
sectors in CR. The Chair of the Council is the Rriinister; the Minister of Environment is the
Executive Vice-Chair. The Council currently works e regular actualisation of the Strategy,
which will be available for public discussion in M1a007.

In the implementations of the National Biodiversstyategy the main role of MoE is executed
through a communication with other sectoral mimestand institutions to ensure incorporation of
its goals into other sectoral strategies whereiptessas currently there are no activities to fallo
this strategy by preparation of an action plan #wedmplementation of concrete measures.

The other institutions at the national level (mines) mentioned in this chapter can influence the
rural development in CR, although it is not theaimgoal.

Institutions at the national level

The Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)

MoA is the central government body for agricultarel water management, for the protection of
natural water sources, the protection of areasatémaccumulation and the protection of water
quality, and for the food industry. The Ministry Africulture is also the central body for forest
management, hunting and fishing, excluding thetteres of National Parks. The Ministry
coordinates and leads preparatory works on aguitind forestry policies.

MOoA controls several state agencies in charge ekpecific areas of agriculture- the State
Agricultural and Food Inspectorate, the Centraliéwtural Control and Research Institute, the
State Veterinary Office, and the Czech Inspectd@ténimal Breeds. The Ministry has 66
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regional offices — called agricultural agencie®s-emsure better communication with the public

and farmers. Land property agencies that admintlseetand cadastres have been a part of the MoE
structure since 2003. MoA manages the Land Padesitification System (LPIS). LPIS is a
geographical information system, primary createddficumenting usage of farmland. This serves
to provide comparable data for subsidy requestste to farmland, regardless of whether the
subsidies come from the EU or the state budget.syeeem includes detailed data on LFA and all
the factors needed to realise agro-environmentabksoes. It also serves as a basis for documenting
ecologically managed land, as a tool for monitotimg results of HRDP and other programmes.
Preparation of LPIS was well discussed and realisedoperation with PLAS.

The State Agricultural Intervention Fund (SAIF)

SAIF is an accredited payment agency - an admai@tof financial subsidies both from the
European Union and from the national financial faiidithin the scope of the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP), the financial subsidygsanted from the European Agricultural
Guarantee Fund (EAGF) and for the current programgmeriod 2007 — 2013 also from the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural DevelopmenABRD) and the European Fisheries Fund
(EFF).

The Forest Management Institute (FMI)

The Forest Management Institute (FMI) is a govemineeganization established by the Ministry of
Agriculture. The Institute comprises several units.g. in Olomouc, Frydek-Mistek and Brno — all
of them are located close to the Carpathians. Th#gct a wide range of data on forests.

The main activities of the FMI are:

- The compilation the forest inventory for CR (Flar independent survey of forestlands and
their development. It collects information, esp#gitbcusing on growing stock and the
forest’s functionality as an important renewabléuna resource and a crucial part of the
environment. The most modern terrain equipmensesidor data collection.

- The compilation and administration of the Regidplians for Forest Development (RPFD)
data, including the execution of a uniform forggtdiogical system in CR. The RPFDs are
the defining principles for forest management adcwy to natural forest areas in CR. They
arise from the concept of sustainable forest mamagé and are intended to minimise
conflict between the interests of society and thafsadividual forest owners. These
principles serve as information resources for ttecation of forest management plans, forest
management outlines, as well as support for govemmadministration decision-making.

- The work of the Information and Data Centre (IDG) the forest and game management
sector of CR. The IDC carries out the administrabbthe central database and archives on
forests and game management in CR, which includestoring data and other related
information. The most important function is theuksg administration and entry of forest and
forest management data collected in CR and ensthiasngccessibility of this data to the
forest administration bodies in the government tanidterested members of the public.

- The provision of information services for foresttdeation in CR. Forest certification is
carried out by an independent organisation thaesa certificate confirming that forest
management fulfils the predefined criteria of sunsthle forest management. The National
Certification Centre is a department of the FMI gnovides an information service and
support for the implementation of forest certifioatin CR.

In addition to the above-mentioned activities, gwarar the FMI contributes to the “Forest and

Forest Management Report of the Czech Republid,the elaboration of other analyses,
methodologies, layouts and prognoses. The FMIsis @mlvolved in domestic and international
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research projects as well as working in the areao$ultation and in methodological and
educational activities.

The Ministry of Environment (MoE)

MoE was set up on December 19, 1989, under Adtefizech National Council No 173/1989,
effective as of January 1, 1990, as a central stdt@nistration authority and the supreme
supervisory body in environmental affairs. MoEhe tentral state administration authority for:

- The protection of the natural accumulation of water
. The protection of water resources and the proteafaround and surface water quality
- Alir protection
- The conservation of nature and the landscape
- The protection of agricultural land resources
- The performance of the state geological survey
- The protection of the geological environment, igohg the protection of mineral resources
and ground water
- Geological works and environmental supervision ofing
- Waste management
Impact assessments of activities and their envietal consequences, including those
extended beyond state borders
Hunting, fishing and forestry in national parks
State environmental policy.

To safeguard the inspection activities of the CZ8okkernment, the Ministry of Environment
coordinates the procedure of all ministries anetentral state administration authorities in
environmental matters. MoE overseesltheadscape Management Programmevhose goal is to
support measures aiming to preserve and renewatsie functions of landscape (preservation of
soil, biology, microclimate, stability of the watexgime etc.). It is often used as a financial seur
for the management of protected areas. This fuednsrolled by the MoE and grants are managed
by the Agency for Conservation and Landscape Ptiotec

The State Fund for the Environmentis the implementation agency, an administratdmaincial
subsidies both from the European Union and frormtétenal financial funds. It presents one of the
important sources for financing projects on biotadjiand landscape diversity, air and water
protection and other areas of environment.

The Ministry of Regional Development (MRD)

MRD was established on 1 November 1996, by the Naw272/1996. This Law specifies the
scope of powers of the Ministry as the central bofithe State Administration of CR in the
following areas:

Regional policy, including regional support fory@ie enterprises
Housing policy

Development of housing resources

Leasing of residential and non-residential fa@sti

Zoning

Building regulations

Investment policies

Tourism.

The Ministry of Regional Development also managearicial resources provided by the
Government in the areas of housing and regionatyof the State, co-ordinates the activities of
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other Ministries and central bodies of State Adstiation when implementing the housing and
regional policy of the State, including the co-omtion of the financing of these activities in case
when the Ministry itself does not directly manalgede financial resources. The Ministry for
Regional Development also provides information am@hodology for counties, cities and
municipalities and their associations and supesvile activities associated with the process of
integrating regions into European regional struegur

Ministry of Finance

The Ministry acts as the central body of the Sfateinistration of CR in following areas: The
state budget, state finance, financial market,da@ duties, financial management, international
financial relationships, management of state prypetc. It has membership in the international
financial institutions and organizations (OECD, Euyd other international financial corporations.
It coordinates the acceptance of the internatiaital

Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs

The Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs is thenteal state administration authority for labour-
law relations, labour protection, employment andjualification, collective bargaining, wages,
social and health insurance, social care, carabwur conditions of women and juveniles, legal
protection of motherhood, care for family and cteld, care for citizens requiring special help and
other questions of labour and social policies.

Institutions at the regional level

Regional Offices — Departments of the EnvironmemtcaAgriculture
These are responsible for decision-making proceasdbe level of a region, delegated by the
ministries, and the preparation of the strategicutioents at the regional level.

Agriculture Agencies

Agriculture agencies are a part of the organizatigtructure of the Ministry of Agriculture. They
exist in each district and are responsible forasblishment of direct contact with farmers,
providing information about agricultural policy,lsidies, rules and conditions of them, collecting
application forms and registering farmers within&P

Protected Landscape Areas (PLAs) Administrations

The administrations of each protected landscapsaee the state administration body as well as
the expert nature conservation organisation fogtlien territory. They carry out essential nature
inventories, documentation and nature conservassessments. In addition, they co-operate with
research and science centres, provide wardengnfaimation and conduct information, cultural
and educational activities. They are also respdm$dr the landscape management in PLA, in the
natural reserves outside PLAs and Natura 2000. $itggoviding management services, they
closely cooperate with landowners and farmers.

Institutions at the local level

Municipalities

The municipalities play an essential role in thg-ttaday life of the rural areas. They are
responsible for providing a community-level spagin, which is the main tool used to influence
the development of the community, to create zooesdéw constructions, the development of small
entrepreneurs and business activities. They alstraldhe management of waste and cooperate on
the management of wastewater treatment and drinkatgr supply. In the area of the social
infrastructure, they are responsible for schootsiafluence other social infrastructure in the
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community. There are cases where, for exampldptia office runs small shops providing basic
groceries.

Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs)

To provide a full overview of the role of the NG@seyond the capacity of this report, as NGOs
are active in a wide range of areas. There aretafbNGOs in the region, oriented on environment,
organic farming, landscape and nature protectitieyTplayed an important role in starting and
propagation of organic farming, and a pioneerirlg o running projects aimed at promoting local
products brands and many others.

The key ones are PRO-BIO — the Association of trga@ic Farmers, oriented on promotion of
organic farming, organic products and their processSeveral local Chapters of the Czech Union
of Nature Protectors are active in developmenhefrharket with local products, preservation of
traditional fruit varieties and landscape maintex@gan

The project “The conservation of the biologicalatsity of the Carpathian Mountains grasslands in
the Czech Republic through the targeted applicatfamew EU funding mechanisms”, funded by
UNDP/GEF, has a unique position and high importdoc¢he SARD-M assessment. The Ministry
of Environment is the executing agency and the Hation for Organic Agriculture is the
implementing agency. The objective of this projsdb strengthen the conservation management of
globally significant biodiversity in species-richoomtain grassland habitats (grasslands and
pastures) in two protected landscape areas tha@teled in the Czech candidate list of Special
Protected Areas under the EU Habitat Directive. piogect is designed to test and validate the
assumption that existing and future EU financigdmurt mechanisms, properly oriented, will
sufficiently offset the additional costs that lama®rs incur when managing the more inaccessible,
biodiversity-rich mountain grassland habitats, st they will be willing to participate in the
designed grassland conservation management pl&#sfudding will be targeted to developing the
initial capacity to identify the most valuable mdain grassland areas and to gain and share
expertise in securing EU funding for grassland ngan@ent projects; monitoring the outcomes of
management; and disseminating the knowledge amitregsoinvolved in mountain grassland
management, particularly parties to the Carpatlianvention. The project will provide tangible
results that will enable the EU financial suppogaimanisms to be fine-tuned at the national level to
strengthen their applicability for mountain grasslaonservation and as such to contribute to the
sustainability of the Czech protected area system.

The two PLAs included in this project, the Whiter@athians and Beskydy, cover some 13,360 ha

of mountain grassland and are included in the Chiational List of Special Protected Areas under
the EU Habitats Directive.
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3. Assessing the impacts, strengths and weaknessépolicies,
Institutions and processes

The impact of above-mentioned policies of CR hat Jyoositive and negative features. Because
CR is right now in the phases of ending the HRD& @R Agriculture and starting RDP, it is
necessary to be aware of the changes and diffesdrate/een the programmes. Still it is difficult to
evaluate the real impact of the finished programareagriculture and landscape, as the monitoring
and feedback is one of the weakest points of exggiplicies.

The most visible impact on agriculture in CR hasremease of financial support, which was
doubled thanks to the EU subsidies. Although ipheb provide economic stabilisation of the
Czech agriculture, it does not have direct impachecessary steps towards sustainability —
economical, ecological and social.

The most promising impacts in the area of biodikgreature conservation, but also in sustainable
agriculture and mountain agriculture could be tlagidhal Biodiversity Strategy — if there is
enough political will and financial sources to @l it by more detailed action plans and concrete
measures.

The impacts of the above-mentioned strategies\aki@ed through the following assessment of
their strong and weak points.

3. 1 Policies — strengths and weaknesses

Strengths

- Joining the EU and adoption of the EU agricultyralicy; realisation of OP Agriculture and
HRDP caused positive changes in agriculture witkitpe influence on the landscape;

- The existence of RDP also provides a great delaélpf to agriculture and landscape, new
measures are implemented and new programmes anediedll of which represents a major
step towards achieving an agriculture which capeesand preserve valuable features of the
landscape;

- The National Biodiversity Strategy presents thstfttocument of this type in CR, increasing
coherence among different strategies significalttly also the first strategic document,
which focuses directly on mountain ecosystems hait specificities;

- The existing forest strategy defines ecologicatigwenient and well-targeted goals; a wide
range of stakeholders’ opinion is included;

- The Organic Agriculture Action Plasf the Czech Republic adopted by the Government
helped to set up concrete goals in the area ofddieh were adopted into other strategic
documents such as the State Environmental Polidyttean realised;

Existence of GIS - LPIS (Land Parcel Identificati®ystem) as a tool to identify in practise a
wide set of information about the landscape, wes# prepared and discussed with other
stakeholders.

Weaknesses

- The policymakers and politicians pay no attentmthie influences of the macroeconomic
policies on the rural development, although songatiee impacts are evident, such as the
taxes allocated to the municipalities, which hamaber villages;

- The RDP still has many weak points. First, it i$ swfficiently coherent. Parts dealing with
competitive strengths and environmentally frienfdilming are in contradiction with each
other; some detailed measures oriented on envirohame organic farming in RDP are
missing or were removed (like out-planting greesmednts in the landscape, limitation of
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fertilising the edges of fields, quality of bio-phacts, support for local branches and local
products and other details, which could increasdibersity); the RDP does not create
enough space for regional diversity. The RDP shbeldnore coherent with Landscape
Protection Programme, financed by MoE;

- The RDP is at some moments too schematic, its eygudication can lead to the withdrawal
of the entire subsidy, such as in the case whéamzer realises some environmentally
friendly activities (e.g., leaving a small parttbé meadow unmown to protect a small local
wetland contained within it);

Generally the measures proposed in the RDP arel lmasthe experience from the EU
countries, but they do not correspond with one @zpecificity — the size of farms in CR is
bigger than in the EU and, thus, the measures,hwlark to support biodiversity in the
landscape with smaller parcels of land are counteietive in CR, where the pieces of land
are much larger. It is in the contradiction witle theeds of the protection of the biodiversity —
to create (keep) a mosaic of localities with adiffierent regime, mown in a different time

and creating more diversity;

- There is a financial imbalance between the RDPthadeeds of biodiversity conservation.
Although the main goal of the financial supporoiingh the RDP is to support farming and
not considering the specific needs of the biodigrthe management of PLA and SPA must
be solved through agriculture subsidies, as theréngufficient finances in the nature
protection. But the RDP does not provide the nexggsols for this management;

- The preparation of RDP was finished late, and f@ieation does not leave space for a
transmitting period (when some benevolence or saftéude would be used in the cases of
administrative mistakes or mistakes done by farjners

- The 5-year plan, including definition of the extinte of the fieldwork, is necessary for
receiving the financial support under the RDP. Tac complicates any possibility to buy,
sell or rent agriculture land, creating a barreeplacing land on the market. It creates a major
complication for new farmers, who want to startriarg, as well as for the farmers who want
to extend their activities. The exact time planningeded for applying for financial support,
also causes difficulties when it is necessary speet some miscellaneous influences like
weather, humidity etc; it can push the farmersetdise some works when the time is not very
favourable for it;

- The National Biodiversity Strategy’s weak pointhsat it is not exactable which means that
no sanctions can be applied, when other ministniesstitutions do not respect it. It also pays
no attention to genetically modified organisms;

Several strategic documents (i.e. the National Bergity Strategy, National Forestry Policy,
the Organic Agriculture Action Plan, and Sustaiedbevelopment Strategy) are well
prepared, but they do not foresee any financigpstpconsequently their implementation is
hindered. Adoption of NBS should be followed byiaetplans, but no financial support and
political will for this is available. The Nation&lorestry strategy also has no financial
resources for implementation and the realizatiooooicrete measures is missing. Some goals
of the Organic Agriculture Action Plan have beemlamted into other strategic documents,
which helps their realisation, but for many othf@mancial resources are missing.;

Not all strategic documents are coherent enoulgé thie National Forestry Strategy and the
Rural Development Plan, where any coherency conuggupport of small business related
to forestry is lacking;

Some measures of the RDP already foresee thainifidye supported from the returned
subsidies — this creates a commitment to the cllinggaagency (SAIF) to find mistakes in the
farmers’ work and can open doubts about the objégf their work.
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3.2. Institutions — strengths and weaknesses

The institutional background in CR is well develd@and stabilized after several restructurings
during last 16 years. The competencies relatedARCEM are divided between several ministries.
The communication between them is provided thaaldfterent activities, but none of them are
directly oriented to SARD-M. The result is thatyheuch lot of interrelated topics, but clear and
direct focus on SARD-M is missing.

In the implementation of these strategies, the 8igiof Agriculture (MoA) plays the main role,
together with the institutions which are undejpjutssdiction (SAIF, agriculture agencies). The
Ministry of Environment (MoE) should be anticipatasl its main partner especially in the area of
the landscape management; and in many casesoit owever, one of the most significant
features of the institutional background in CR Israg-term tension between the MoA and MoE,
which has existed since 1990, when the MoE wagexe®artly, it is caused by the division of the
competencies, when very closely connected compieencsome areas were divided between two
institutions (like water management and water ptota). Partly, it is caused by different attitudes
and sometimes even antagonistic priorities of tiv@stmies (like high agriculture and wood
production contrary to landscape and nature coasen).

Strengths

- All the responsible institutions in CR have now eglo experience with implementation of
HRDP and OP Agriculture.
SAIF (State Agricultural Intervention Fund) is rgodzed to be the best prepared
implementation agency in CR.

- The Agricultural Agencies enjoy a long traditionddfect contact with farmers and local
knowledge, and are trusted by farmers.

- The good position of the Association of EcologiEarmers Pro-Bio, several controlling
institutions for ecological farming help to createtter conditions for ecological farmers.

- There is a well accessible system of informatiomisofor environmental farming (PLAs,
agriculture agencies).

- The relationship between MoA and MoE is improvidgspite some still existing tensions.

Weaknesses

- Lack of communication, poorly functioning informati flow and poor cooperation seems to
be the weakest point in the area of the instit@idrackground for SARD related policies.
There is traditionally weak communication and ahhilggree of tension between the Ministry
of Agriculture and Ministry of Environment, which recognized as a long-term problem of
any policy connected to landscape. The discreparagin with the distribution of
competencies and continue with opposite opiniomsadtitudes. The communication between
PLA administrations and agriculture agencies setemnsflect this relationship on the
regional level, although it differs by districtshile in one district it is quite good, in others
there are serious gaps in mutual understandingc®hemunication between the
implementing agency SAIF and the institutions duna protection (PLA administrations) is
missing too, especially in the area of control.

- The information flow between MoA and agricultureeagies is not well timed, which leads
to untimely information dissemination to the farser
Poor communication and controversies between Chemdbé\griculture and other unions of
farmers cause problems as there might be diffenéetests expressed by different unions of
farmers during different negotiations on a givefiqyy which makes all their requests weaker.
The institutional capacities in the forestry seete decreasing. In comparison with the
farmers’ unions, the foresters have a much smabéity to lobby and lesser political
influence.
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The workload of different offices of public admitretion widely differs, some people /
offices are overloaded, and others have free capsci

The inspectional activities of SAIF have severablwpoints — all the rules are defined by
legislation, then all the possible restrictions aready defined and there is no space for
respecting individual cases and specific needa@fdrmers; the sanction systems are very
unfriendly to the farmers and can seriously harmalsfarms. The inspections work done by
SAIF causes several types of problems to the famemwell as to biodiversity. SAIF checks
only the area of the maintained land, not the ¢yal done work (or whether the work was
done at all). The typical attitude during inspewtis to be suspicious about possible fraud and
the inspection is often concentrated on small tetédhe small farmers represent a minority
group, but nevertheless play a very important molereating and maintaining the landscape
diversity, are quite vulnerable. The loss of sulesidhrough some administrative errors can
liquidate them, particularly in cases where theyeh® pay the entire subsidy back to the
State, without any previous warning or a possiptiit remedy any errors that have been
made.. SAIF does not cooperate during these centither with the institutions of nature
protection or agriculture agencies, which knowfdreners” situation best.

3.3. SARD-M policy formulation and implementation grocesses

Rapid assessment of the SARD-M policy in the CARepublic is based on series of interviews
with different stakeholders. This study used a joesaire (see Annex 5) based on the Framework
for a Rapid Assessment of Policies, Institutiond Bnocesses for SARD in Mountain Regions -
Practical Guide . Some questions were added fogusinweak and strong points of policies.
However, during the interviews many other issueseewaised. The interviewer also asked for a
summarizing of the main issues related to SARDe@zech Carpathian Region.

Political processes

All legislative, strategic and policy defining donents declare that they respect the principles of
sustainable development, but many involved peomenat interested in it. Often this declaration
appears to be rather formal. The commitment tcaseble development differs according to the
type of institution, age, education or positiortteé particular stakeholders. Traditionally, the
highest numbers of people who honestly supporetpésciples are in the Ministry of Environment
and among organic farmers. However, generallysituation in CR is changing; the number of
people at different levels and in different indidns who understand and promote the principals of
SD is slowly increasing. A very traditional attieudould be found in some institutions on the
regional level, mostly in agriculture agencies. Mfitthe forest policy, the attitude differs widely;
there is a conflict between the interest in SD{l@none hand, and the commercial interests of
private companies and private owners of the favaghe other. The political atmosphere has
changed as well, partly thanks to joining the E&Jrespecting these principles is a necessary
condition of any adopted policy and partly duelte increasing of public awareness.

Several important strategies respecting the priesipf SD were adopted by the Government, as
they did not require any financial support or exleld concrete measurable results (e.g. National
Biodiversity Strategy, Organic Agriculture ActiohalR, and National Forest Policy). There is a
willingness to adopt a modern strategy at the gowental level, but the willingness to support it
financially is frequently missing. Usually a widgnge of intersectoral negotiations precedes
adoption of a strategy by the Government, so adoptself does not require any special political
support.

Some of the strategies require changes in thelddigis or new legislation to be developed. This
usually does not raise a big problem. In the afdarestry policy, it is necessary to change the
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legislation as worded in the National Forest Polloywever, there is no real political will to
realize these changes.

Participatory processes

Each strategy is prepared by several working grevtisparticipation of different stakeholders
(including farmers unions, NGOs, representativegdiféérent ministries, etc.), resulting in a broad
compromise between different opinions. In moshef tases, the public has a chance to comment
on the strategy and participate in SEA processesieder, in some cases, after the phases of
preparation the preliminary version of the stratggg document is then taken and changed by
ministry officers without further consultations. riefore, although the preparatory process is open
and democratic, it may have a non-transparent gn@iften the stakeholders’ comments are
ignored.

MoA opened permanent information points for coilegicomments (The Chamber of Agriculture,
unions of farmers, important NGOs), but this systlows the Ministry to exclude some NGOs,
with which they do not want to communicate. Theolrrement of NGOs is usually appreciated and
well accepted; NGOs are recognized to be a usefther.

The National Committee for the Convention on Biabad) Diversity consists of the representatives
of all relevant sectors and meets twice a year.gida of the Committee is to implement the CBD
across all the sectors. The representatives of sdtors are usually not very enthusiastic about
sustainable development and biodiversity protectoort the meetings promote the exchange of
information and improve communication.

Most of the policies try to balance and link thp-tlown and bottom-up approaches, technical and
local stakeholders’ expertise, although the apgrabifers during preparation of particular
strategies. Some of the strategic documents drbatied more on the expert’s level of knowledge.
However, during preparation of the RDP experts wfhcific profiles were not involved.

Big unions of farmers (Chamber of Agriculture, agtture unions, etc.) play an important role
during the preparation of the RDP. The result efrttobbying is often in contradiction with the
needs of nature and biodiversity protection as a&Mith the development of the organic farming.

Institutional arrangements/knowledge management proedures

The implementation of policies is realised in diffiet ways. Some of them (The National
Biodiversity Strategy, Sustainable Developmentt8gy should be implemented by being
incorporated into the sectoral strategies or thinoig adoption of the new legislation. The
implementation of the RDP is a complex procesdized by monitoring committees (with
participation of different stakeholders) and SAIF.

The mechanisms to ensure convergence, complentgntarherence and co-ordination of policies
are being developed. The working groups have teaasall of the existing strategies when
preparing the new ones.

Institutional capacities are generally well preplai@ the RDP thanks to implementation of HRDP.
SAIF is probably the best-prepared implementingtun$on in CR.

The sharing of information shows a positive tengeadot of cross-sectoral bodies facilitate the
information exchange process, as do e-consultatianhe Internet , where official discussions on
www.chm.cz are held (currently on the National BtmgeProgramme). There is a well-developed
system of information points for environmental fangn(PLAS, agriculture agencies) in CR, but it
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is functioning due to initiatives and activitiesN6GOs. The means of providing farmers with all
needed information are still not sufficient. A systof agricultural counsellors could be better.
Institutional capacities in forestry are decreasing currently are not sufficient at the levellod t
ministry; the level of expertise of the institut®and people involved differs widely.

Not all of the institutional capacities are welepared to implement the National Biodiversity
Strategy. In the ministries having no direct relaship to landscape and nature, willingness and
qualifications are often missing. Capacities toelep a system of indicators, to provide monitoring
and feedback are also missing.

Special conflict resolution methods, building camsss, etc., are not used in civil services in CR.
Potential conflicts are resolved in discussion$inithe activities of the working groups. In later
phases of policy preparation, there is little iagtrin resolving conflicts.

The monitoring of results and providing feedbadk tlwe weakest sides of all policies. The
knowledge and experience of these methods arengissiCR. It is a frequently discussed topic.
Many activities are under preparation, but stilrihare almost no practical results. The monitoring
system of the RDP is slow, there is no possibditg resources to repair damages caused by
inappropriate decisions of a given bureaucracygti@avel. Within some other strategies, no
monitoring was realised (i.e. a lack of indicatatsficient institutional capacities). The UNDP -
GEF project “The conservation of the biologicaletsity of the Carpathian Mountain grasslands in
the Czech Republic through the targeted applicasfamew EU funding mechanisms” is bringing
the first practical results in the evaluation ofputs of the EU policy. Although the initiative for
this project is coming through NGOs and internatl@ommunity, the project is welcomed by the
state administration and the results are likelgaaised.

Financial mobilization

The financial resources for the implementationhef RDP are adequate, as they are based on long-
term negotiation with the EU and the whole programsnprepared based on already agreed
support from the EU. However, what appears as bl@nmoin the area of finance is a late

distribution of the subsidies, in some cases tlaagecafter a two-year delay. The only possible
solution for the farmers then is to take a loasuovive until the subsidy arrives, which can start
magic circle of loans and debts and can be fatdifoners.

Some strategies do not require separate finaresalurces, in some cases because their
implementation should be realized through coherevitly other strategic documents or within
already provided state subsidies (National Ford3thcy).

In other cases, it was necessary to submit a gitrategy successfully to the Government. The
result is a lack of resources for the National Bredsity Strategy, where there are no resources for
monitoring, indicators, adaptation of to the climahange and, most of all, for preparation of actio
plans and concrete measures.

Policy processes

Strengths
- During the preparatory processes of the strateggaighents a wide range of stakeholders are
involved, discussions are held and their resulpeapas parts of the strategies. A well-
organized system of working groups, consultatiortings and public discussions is used;
. The attitude towards better coherence betweenrdifféypes of documents has changed, the
intersectoral bodies meet regularly and their irokgery important;
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- The involvement of NGOs and the state administnédiattitude to them has especially
improved; NGOs are recognized now to be equal pesin
Preparation of the RDP, which will be applied irfD26- 2013, increased the communication
between the stakeholders and their involvemertenprocess;
Information about the necessity of supporting aratqeting rural areas is spreading and
becoming more widely available; step by step itdnees part of wider general knowledge;
Financial resources for the implementation of thecaltural policy are sufficient.

Weaknesses

- In spite of the increasing involvement of a widage of stakeholders and NGOs and their
active work in working groups, the final prepargterork on the RDP was not very
transparent, and some of the proposed measuresewdtaled by the ministry officers
without explanation, etc. The final version of Ribfiplementation differs from the result
prepared by all the working groups; some changes dene by MoA or Steering Committee
at the latest moment and without consultation whthstakeholders;
Generally, all the policies are missing effectivemtoring system, which would provide
necessary feedback. Existing monitoring systemefadow quality and do not provide
realistic information about the impacts on the Erape as well as the economic situation of
the farmers;
Several concrete weak points can be defined iatbda of Czech legislation — one of the
largest weaknesses lies in the fact that the Cleggslation is focussed on big farms and
companies rather than on the small farmers (staftom the rules for subsidies from
EAFRD and rules for the final agricultural proceggisuch as small-scale slaughterhouses,
cheese producers etc., including market access)sdime hygiene rules for small farms as
for the big companies cause small producers to iovesst, which discriminates them in the
marketplace. The administrative procedures are bergaucratic. Each problem that is
discovered leads to making the rules more stribiclvagain has a negative impact mostly on
small farmers;
Some more concrete problems can be found in tledregislation, e.g. the Act on
Agriculture complicates the realization of some swgas (such as registration of regional
seed mixtures or the certification of traditionalif varieties);
Repeatedly the payments to the farmers for LFAQ-@mvironmental programs, etc., are
coming late (sometimes after two years’ delay), tnedfarmers have to take a loan to survive
until they get the money.
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4. Summary of findings

This assessment focused on evaluating the constrgagths and weaknesses of policies,
institutions and processes for SARD-M in CR. Sumsadion of the information found shows, that
although there is no clearly formulated SARD-M pwlin CR, existing policies contain many
elements, which could create good basis for theddaition of such a policy. On the other side, the
existing policies are not coherent enough to crgatal conditions for SARD-M and still many
areas of activities would need well-considered lang-term support.

Within the identification of the entry point of theport (Chapter 1.4.) four main topics were
defined where the attention of a SARD — M policpsld be focused.

In the area of agriculture, there is sufficient o for organic farming in CR provided by existing
policies, but the support for processing is missingaddition, no effort is taken to promote local
products as well as preservation and restoratidradftional methods of management — these
activities are promoted only by NGOs.

Existing forestry policies do not provide enougblsoto apply the methods requested for
sustainable forest management. Existing policidesids to the planting of too high a number of
monocultures in impropriate localities.

Impacts of the measures taken to support ruralldpmeent, local culture and countryside life help
to preserve and develop some of the unique Cagrafitienomena, but they are weak in supporting
development and stabilisation of local economy,lslbeal businesses and companies, connected
to local farming and forestry.

Nature, landscape and biodiversity conservatiamels provided in CR, but more cohesion with
agriculture processes is needed.

4.1. SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities arichreats) analysis

Strengths Weaknesses

Policies

- After 40 years of socialist farming which | - No attention is paid to the influences of the
seriously damaged the landscape in the macroeconomic policies on rural
Czech Carpathian region, political changes development
and agricultural policy during last 20 years, - Existing strategies - current agriculture
have increased biodiversity, helped strategy — the RDP, but also other
reintroduce missing species, and instituted documents, are still insufficiently coherent;
better rules and conditions for nature better linkage with the needs of the
conservation, preservation and the biodiversity conservation is lacking
reintroducing of traditional breeds and plant- The conditions in CR differ from EU
varieties countries — larger agriculture holdings,
High potential for development of the larger final processing companies and al
sustainable tourism the system in CR is adjusted to it — this
High percentage of farmers have used EYY = makes some of the measures of RDP wark
support (more than 95%) controversially
Increasing number of organic farmers, more Missing local markets of agricultural
certification agencies for OF, increasing products, products of organic farming,
demand for bio-products existence of only a few local brands and

almost no support for their development
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Underdeveloped sustainable tourism

Institutions
- The awareness of the value of the landscape,Poor communication or tension between
but also of the input of the traditional ways  some institutions (most of all between MoA
of farming to the high level of landscape and and MoE, but also at the regional level)
bio-diversity is increasing among the complicates cooperation
policymakers as well as among the wider
public
Existing experience with implementation of
OP Agriculture and HRDP, well develope
implementation agency
Existing structure of contact points for
farmers, good knowledge of the local
conditions on the regional level

=N

Processes

- Well-developed consultation process during: The administrative requirements are
preparation of strategic documents, increasing and can be too difficult
experience with involving different types of  especially for small farmers and for smal
stakeholders including NGOs final agricultural processing
Strong role of NGOs focused on organic | - The system does not create conditions for
farming, rural development and support of  support of young farmers, it is very hard for
local market a young family to start a new farm and earn

White Carpathians has several times served a living by farming

as a model area for implementation of some Missing or almost absent monitoring

EU programmes such as SAPARD, system, providing sufficient feedback for
conversion of arable land to grassland byja agricultural policy

regional seed mixture, which has brought|a
higher concentration of experienced people,
improved knowledge of the EU rules, and
better knowledge of the specificities of
nature in the region

Opportunities Threats

Policies
- Increasing number of young people, who| - The traditional knowledge and relationshjp
want to move out of the town and live in the to the landscape will die when the present
countryside, making farming at least part of generation of farmers is gone
their income. These people are usually also- The local population is aging, and the trend

well aware of their influence on the to leave the rural areas continues
environment and are willing to decrease | - Future steps of the EU CAP — on the
their negative impact on it. Only part of European level this system does not seem to

them stay in the countryside for their entine  be sustainable
life, but still they present an opportunity fa
the agricultural community

-

Institutions
- The capacities of state administrations and - Increasing bureaucracy
NGOs have increased; they can offer mofe - The tendency to liquidate agriculture
counselling and help in the area of organic  agencies would lead to more complicated
farming, better flow of information, shared information flow to the farmers and loss of
experiences from practise in CR and abroad knowledge of local conditions

Processes

The development in marginal areas of
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Bohemia — huge companies, settled in
centres (Prague) buy or rent thousands of
hectares of grassland, take subsidies for
LFA, use them for a different purpose and
transform local people to the role of
farmhand earning a minimal income and
having no relationship to the land

4.2 Lessons learned, recommendations and proposéds follow-up activities

Lessons learned

- The agricultural policy in CR took a huge step fard/thanks to joining the EU and adopting
EU agriculture and environmental policy. This sbepught positive influences beginning
with significant financial support for agricultuaad its environmental aspects, and ending by
increasing the ability of farmers to become stabdi economically. Also the condition of the
landscape has been improving in most of the airaeésing biodiversity, reintroduction of
missing species, less usage of fertilizers, ancease in grassland areas), firstly due to
changes in the economy (notably lack of the supjposome environmentally non-friendly
methods which were supported during socialismérldue to adopting and implementing
strategies supporting also the environmental aspgdarming (agro-environmental
programmes, LFA);

- The social and economic characteristics in the tgside in the Czech Carpathian Region
look generally positive and better than in the céghe country, but it should be noted that
these are based on too large territorial units vhaie not able to capture local specificities.
So data on the unemployment, age structure, dataignation and so forth express positive
trends, but fail to express that in some villagesdituation can be critical — with high
unemployment, an aging population, and 70% of ladabitants abandoning the community
during past 30 years;

- There is no specific attitude in CR towards agtiod and rural development in mountain
areas, no strategic document except NBS focuséiseom, and no institution of any kind or
NGO is oriented on this topic. In addition, no ihgton in the CR is involved in and
cooperates on the international level with FAO &R® topics;

- The involvement of different stakeholders in thegaration processes of strategic documents
in agriculture and forestry and intersectoral comioation has improved, but still could be
better. The position of NGOs has changed and theysually accepted as equal partners,
cooperate on preparation of the strategic documantshave human capacities, well-
educated experts and a deep knowledge of the tofhesrole of NGOs is very often to act as
pioneers, bringing new ideas, methods and attitusbih are later adopted by a wider range
of stakeholders and public institutions.

Recommendations

Policies

- Attention should be paid to the influence of maeomnomic policies on rural development,
agriculture and landscape, especially in senséieas like mountain areas, protected areas,
Natura 200 localities. CR is in the process of prapon of the tax reform. This is a unique
chance to take the specificities of rural areasrandntains areas into account;
It is necessary to create conditions to formulatper SARD-M policy for the Czech
Republic, coherent with the existing sectoral pel¢cto create a basis for the sustainable
development of rural mountain areas, stabilisatibthe agriculture and development of the
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market with local products in the mountain aretw/duld be also useful to get involved
and take active role in the activities of FAO, ated on SARD-M;

- The specifics of the Czech Carpathian Region shbelohcorporated into operational
programmes and other documents, providing fundiogn fthe EU sources. In the
implementation of the RDP, there should be moreepar respecting the local specificities,
for increasing the diversity of activities as is@imeans the increasing of biodiversity. For
instance, softening the necessity of a 5-year camenit to planning agricultural activities,
formulate and add missing measures to support\®osity, implementing some type of a
transition period with softer rules, and changing system of controls and penalties. A better
balance between the needs of nature protectionhenadeeds of farmers and farming is
necessary;,

More attention has to be paid to development afstasnable forestry policy. Within the RDP
new measures, supporting bigger and faster chandgbe species composition of the forests
and other environmentally friendly methods showddabdopted:;

Strong support is needed for the development ofabe market and local products, regional
brands and diversification of the production. Altigb the market with the products of
organic farming is developing well and the demamdently exceeds the supply, better
development of the market is still needed, esplgataéating the conditions for development
of the market with bio-meat, vegetables, diary pieid as well as the possibility of selling
goods directly on the farms. The conditions for Brfivaal agricultural processing
(slaughterhouses, cheese producers) should beathamdpe friendlier to small producers.

Institutions

- A system of well-educated counsellors availablealbthe farmers and helping them to
prepare the 5-year management plans of their feomsidering both / the environmental and
the economical aspects, should be developed;
General audit of public administration would befel for a better use of human capacities;
Communication between the ministries is also aa argich should be improved, most of all
between MoE and MoA, but also other intersectooahmunication is important. This must
be based on a real will to communicate importapic®and to cooperate.

Processes

- More attention should be paid to the improvemengttgoment of monitoring and evaluation
system of all the existing strategies and usedkdbjack in their actualisation or preparation
of the new ones;

- A'long-term goal should be the permanent increasirthe awareness of sustainable
development, giving this still bit theoretical da@tion more concrete outlines, and filling out
the rhetorical phrases with real steps, activiied results;
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Annex 2: List of stakeholders interviewed

1. Lenka Vokasov§ Ministry of the Environment, Department of Finaldnstruments in Nature
and Landscape Protection; e-mail: Lenka_Vokasova@entel.: +420 267122468

2. Jana Bro ova, Ministry of Environment, Department of Internata Protection and
Biodiversity, National focal point for the CarpathiConvention; e-mail: Jana_Brozova@env.cz;
tel.: + 420 267 122 375

3. Tomas Zidek Vice-Minister, Ministry of Finance; FOA - EndowmieFund for Environmental
Agriculture, Chair of the Board; e-mail: tomas.Z@mfcr.cz; tomas.zidek@foa.cz

4. Jan Kubik, Ministry of Agriculture, Department of Economyda@onception in Forestry; e-
mail: Jan.Kubik@mze.cz; tel.: + 420 221 812 187

5. Renata Horakova Administration of the PLA White Carpathians, resgibility: agriculture; e-
mail: renata.horakova@nature.cz; tel.: + 420 57 @26-8

6. Ivana Jongepierovg Administration of the PLA The White Carpathiarssponsibility: botany,
management, Landscape Preservation Programme;jmagepierova@nature.cz; tel.: + 420
518 324 792

7. Jan Dvorsky, FOA endowment fund for environmental agriculturenager of the project
UNDP — GEF “Preservation of the biodiversity of trasslands in the Carpathian mountains in
CR”; e-mail: jan.dvorsky@foa.cz; tel.: +420 602 3

8. Zdenek Miklas, FOA endowment fund for environmental agricultuegional manager of the
project UNDP — GEF “Preservation of the biodiversit the grasslands in the Carpathian
Mountains in CR” in the Beskydy mountains; farmemail: zdenek.miklas@foa.cz;

9. Zbyn k Piro, FOA endowment fund for environmental agricultueggional manager of the
project UNDP — GEF “Preservation of the biodiversit the grasslands in the Carpathian
mountains in CR” in the The White Carpathians mauns; e-mail: piro@bilekarpaty.cz; tel.: +
420 518 324 792

10. Sv tla Kulhankova, FOA - Endowment Fund for Environmental Agricuépagriculture
advisor; e-mail: skulhankova@foa.cz;

11.Vitek MareS, The Union of the Breeders of Sheep and GoatCttzr; e-mail:
pko.schok@atlas.cz; tel.: + 420 541 243 481

12.Ludmila Kuncova, Ministry of Agriculture, Agriculture Agency Uheté Hradist, The
Director; e-mail: ludmila.kuncova@mze.cz; tel.: 204572 551 297

13.Ji i Urban, Pro-Bio, Association of Ecological Farmers, Cha#mail: jiri. urban@pro-bio.cz

14.Vilém Sveg Ministry of the Environment, Union for the Rudgvelopment; e-mail:
vilem.svec@seznam.cz

15.Jana Ju en akov4, Member of the Senate, former mayor of Rokytnidkage in the
Carpathian Region)

16.Ji i Lazni ka, Ministry of Agriculture, department of the managnt of HRDP; e-mail:
jiri.laznicka@mze.cz; tel.: + 420 221 812 394

17.Mirek Kova ik, the mayor of Modré (village in the Carpathian Reg, Union for the Rural
Development; e-mail: modra@uh.cz
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Annex 3: Questionnaires utilized for policy assessemt

1. Does the policy express a commitment of top leddersnd local authorities to sustainable
development (does it respect the Sustainable Dpiredat strategy — approved by the
Government at 2004)?

2. Was any special political support needed to pushareamended legislation through the
Parliament or to push the policy through the Goresnt?

3. Was it necessary to pass new or change old leigislad implement the policy? If yes, did this
activity mean any problems or did this process hgaueeral support?

If it is still necessary to change the legislatican you tell how?

5. Were mechanisms for engagement of all stakeholds=d in the development or/and
implementation of the policy? What kind (consultatforms, communication systems to
educate and involve all stakeholders, steering ar@sins, others?)

6. How is organized the preparation and implementatiaithe policy (steering groups, monitoring
committees, etc)?

7. Were top-down and bottom-up approaches, technighl@cal stakeholders’ expertise well
balanced and linked during preparation processésegbolicy?

8. Which mechanisms and institutional arrangemenengure convergence, complementarity,
coherence and co-ordination of policies were ug€dhsultations, coordination groups, etc.)

9. Are the institutional capacities on all levels gtiéint to collect and understand information
needed to formulate, implement and evaluate thieysol

10. Are management capacities and systems to shamnafion, resolve conflicts, build consensus,
balance technical and local knowledge, etc., useohg preparation, implementation and
evaluation of the policy?

11.How does monitoring and evaluating system of tHeepavork? Does it provide sufficient
feedback?

12. Are there sufficient financial sources for the iemplentation of the policy? If not, which sources
are missing?

13. Is future financing of the policy ensured?
14.Does the policy have some weaknesses? What woultiketo improve?
15.What are strengths of the policy?
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