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Introduction

It is known there are two ways to observe expeneltfior environmental protection in
the Czech Republic:

« via sample survey by Czech Statistical Office
- via the Ministry of Finance’s information system /&R

Expenditures for environmental protection obtaifredn those two main sources are
also used by CENIA Agency which displays the dat@®own website, as analyzed later.

In both cases expenditures are observed by thenattenal classification CEPA 2000
which divides environmental protection expenditurgs 9 areas:

Protection of ambient air and climate

Waste water management

Waste management

Protection and maintenance of soil, undergroundgaodnd water
Noise and vibration abatement (except for protectibwork places)
Biodiversity and landscape protection

Protection against radiation (except for extermatgxtion)
Research and development

Other environmental protection activities

©CoNorwhE

Budget composition does not exactly follow thessaar Field classification of budget
composition for 2009 divides section 37- environtaémrotectioninto the following
subsections:

« 371 - Protection of ambient air and climate

« 372 — Waste management

« 373 - Protection and maintenance of soil and umdaengl water
« 374 - Protection of nature and landscape

« 375 - Noise and vibration abatement

« 376 — Environmental protection administration

« 377 — Protection against radiation

- 378 — Environmental research

« 379 — Other environmental activities

The differences in the methodology of data classiion are shown in the chart below.

! The article was published as a part of a reseamajeqt ENV SP/4i1/54/08 The analysis of municipatifets
efficiency in relation to the environmental proteat
2 ARIS stands for Automated Budgeting Informatiors@nm



Chart 1: Municipality budgets expenditures accordirg to the functional classification of
budget composition and Czech Statistical Office

Czech Statistical Office Ministry of Finance (budget composition)
Protection of ambient air and climate Air protentio

Waste water management Water protection

Waste management Waste management

Protection and maintenance of spRyotection of soil and underground water
underground and ground water

Noise and vibration abatement (except |fReduction of physical factors effects (ndise
protection of work places) and vibration abatement and protection

against radiation)
Protection against radiation

Landscape and biodiversity protection Biodiversityl landscape protection
Research and development Environmental research
Other activities Other ecological activities

Environmental protection administration

As seen from the chart, there are some small diffegs in the application of CEPA
2000 methodology in the Czech Republic accordingCaech Statistical Officeand the
Ministry of Finance. In OECD and Eurostat methodglthese differences in particular items
are emphasized as well as other differences whseraing data according to CEPA 2000 in
various countries. The most concerned item is ttbetr” item where some countries include
other areas and therefore there are less then & argserved. Some areas may not be
observed at afl.

It is important to add that besides the sectioth&re are also sections 10 and 23, e.g.
1037 and mainly paragraphs 2321, 2322, and 232dsel paragraphs have an impact on the
amount of ecological expenditures and it is neagsta include them into municipality
budgets expenditures which are spent on envirorahpritection activities. According to the
authors Paroubek and Kinghese paragraphs are preferred to those in thies&y.

® The classification of areas according to CzechisSizal Office corresponds to the classificati@mearding
Eurostat

* OECD/Eurostat: Environmental Protection Expenéitand Revenue Joint Questionnaire/

® Kinst, Paroubek: Rozgtova skladba v roce 2009, p. 138



Czech Statistical Office observes investments twirenmental protection, non-
investment expenditures for environmental protectnd economic benefits from activities
regarding environmental protection.

These data are observed with the help of samplegsirdone by Czech Statistical
Office in “Annual statement about environmentaltpotion expenditures”. According to the
information from CSU, they chose mostly agricultuasmd industrial economic subjects,
subjects that deal with waste water and waste ramgwblic cleaning (OKEC 90),
communities having a population of more than 5Q@lget organizations, state organizations,
state funds, National Property Fund, Land Fund,pBtpand Guarantee Agricultural and
Forestry Fund, Railway Infrastructure Administratfo

It is obvious that the sample survey of CSU doesimeolve small towns (with a
population of less than 500) and it is hard to whetee whether the expenditures were funded
by public or private sector.

Public sector expenditures and mostly those fromlipubudgets are observed by the
Ministry of Finance independently. Using its stitis and the information system ARIS, the
Ministry assigns environmental protection expenasufrom central sources (state budget,
state funds) and municipality budgets. The diffeemnin data from MF and CSU are shown
in the following (detailed) chart 2.

Based on an elaborated analysis, data from theskiynof Finance and its system
ARIS are more relevant. They are complete becawsg ¢ontain data about budget plan as
well as its execution in every municipality. Foetfurther analysis it is necessary to discuss
the CEPA methodology and the budget compositioagraphs which can be included into
particular areas of environmental protection witmanicipality budgets analysis.

The presented data are taken up and used in difir@alodocuments which could be
confusing sometime. CSU posts several publicatitired refer to investment and non-
investment expenditures for environmental protectidhe first document is “Statistical
yearbook 2007” with published investment and noregtment expenses classified, among
others, by regions. The data are published withydelwe can find only expenditures form
2005 in the updated yearbook. Similar data canobed in two other documents; Regional
yearbooks and a publication called “Environmentadtgction expenditures in the Czech
republic”. It is a paradox that the most updatedutieents contain data from 2007, too.

There are two more publications that contain dedenfboth sources. It is “Statistical
yearbook of environment 2008” and “Report on enwnent in the Czech Republic 2008”.
Although both publications cite the sources, ledsrmed individuals can make errors when
applying the data.

® Annual statement about environmental protectiqraexitures



Chart 2: Comparison of data from MF CR and CSU in &iosen environment protection area by regions in 200

Capital MNon-capital (current)
Protection and Protection and
maintance of maintance of
Source Air protection Waste water Waste =ail, Others Tatal Air _ Waste vwater Waste s0il, Cthers Total TOTAL
management | management | underground protection | management | management underground
and ground and grounc
water water

Prague City hiF 19310 263 524 B 955 920 754 587 1 045 536 12671 128 329 1209 439 141 1045145 2396862 3442758
csU 596 509 277 801 914 585 35349591 1 401 081 3525215 754 532 1235 215 9 880 235 Ed44 2395 323 560| 12 571 438| 16 396 635
Central Bohemia Region hiF 24 493 1847 776 15 585 u] 95 500 1 9535 454 5104 196 935 543 030 7T 514 534 1561732 3545186
cs5u 490 B35 574 595 173 671 965 715 73787 2575 459 363 565 933 412 2175433 141 308 85651 S705369| 6283528
South Bohermian Region MAF 11 062 476 357 33185 - 93 981 E14 535 3249 95 634 438 259 52 30469 B50GE3| 1 465 258
c5u 152 264 223 386 167 669 36 312 20 203 529 G34 72375 372 536 1 335821 30100 49125 2073860( 2705794
Pilsen Regian hiF 5334 1 631 534 50 5374 106 44 1439 1 741 435 127 75 503 292 156 473 274 750 Gdd4 371 23553 G69
csu 328 77 1163 576 245171 10 439 34 231 1752188 29627 437 039 1 240 355 E172 S967E| 1802872 3585060
Karlowy Vary Region hiF 44 146 570 2099 . u] 26 1_1 3 174 525 965 17 040 1585 585 5 165 652 372247 247 072
csu 97 554 145 255 49 631 i.d. id. 36 415 45 216 2958 5§16 357 162 1 257 22714 7S5 165| 1074 583
Listi Region hiF 19 251 308 081 12 432 1753 138 788 450 335 3040 29 594 530 057 538 432 902 996 230| 1 476 565
cs5u G874 755 476 919 474 536 391 295 299 277 2 516 880 E52 060 G44 469 4 755 477 44 550 465195| B EET 781| 9054 661
Liberes Region MAF 3 1189 736 9129 u] 29979 1589 226 1116 15 335 F27 77 17 846 202473 3265 571 724 787
c5u 203 307 70 560 45 555 173 G4 15 046 208 742 20 565 177 583 793977 1136 731 F3700G| 2466464 2876 206
Hradec Krélové Region hiF 301 321 338 59 783 u] 29 995 451 419 ] 52 765 295 996 535 25762 G55 443 1139 861
csu 86 554 259 574 305 287 523 30775 737 911 41 067 341 945 1 341 965 52 857 44672 1622542 2560 453
Pardubice Region hiF 5 830 365 552 &7 720 24 411 47 786 561 379 3849 55 499 3423 12915 1521395 5716900 1133089
csu 139 317 303 365 124 111 - - 599 530 194 527 VES 146 2 300 575 105 500 92258 5458 306| 4057 596
\ysocina Region hiF 9714 B35 675 95 006 - 59111 7949 506 5353 55 799 339 042 912 1849 552 593958 1393 465
c5U 402 500 132 061 86 930 25102 14 851 EE1 434 53539 165 023 570724 12513 28 669 B30 468| 1 491 962
Siouth Moravian Region MAF 1275 1 466 220 225107 14843 145 967 1 860 711 4785 334 763 550 933 a2 216836 1714779 33275480
csu 236 077 275 6185 317 536 77 852 95 957 1 305 330 103 995 75 646 3462039 139 204 292799 47VE6ESG| 6095076
Olamouic Region hiF 1513 1167 030 4 5039 2035 59 141 1 264 551 1001 Gd 206 430 755 409 F26 445 Gd25649) 2107 400
csu 241 346 240 §75 86 953 20 355 ES 500 955 039 216 959 308 475 1 050 535 176 015 57578 1 G09EBS5| 27VE7 747
7lin Region hiF 7042 433 566 9775 509 74 947 BOG 435 4§52 B0 204 406 552 863 2722 T44 673 1351 112
cs5u 2749 966 375 476 234 426 26 544 7 269 923 981 117 011 516 163 1 426 501 17 543 55956 2133174 3057155
Marawian. Silesian Region hiF B 558 415 167 17 789 1 567 121 241 562 351 4174 90 456 G354 755 1 480 547164 1475082 2040415
c5U 1 744 467 B33 637 141 353 94 526 237 067 2 851 350 422 958 301 388 3049 835 82 930 143391| 4600502 7451 852
Czech Republic Total hiF 93 208 9 354 951 725 604 VES26| 1009995| 11 260285 35 704 11585144 5095314 42521 4263585 11 B25 267 | 22 855 555
cs5u 5 905 932 E 053 301 3372 544 2209765 2301054 19899541 3151929 5 059 160 35 776 706 2E11035| 2064 555| 49 693 385| 69592 926

Source: CSU and MF




Environmental protection expenditures are recordésb by the Ministry of the
Environment’s allowance organization CENIA. At theesent, the Agency summarizes and
posts all the data (from SCU and MF CR) on its web&ven though the Agency declares
that some data are taken over from the Ministrytlod Environment, after a closer
examination, it can be supposed the data are atigifrom the MF CR. The agency does not
explain its CEPA 2000 methodology either and itipossible to determine the differences in
the application of the methodology according to CG8ld MF CR as was done earlier in the
text. The data published by CENIA are completed eover both observed categories. The
data are also used in other published documents.

When focused on the comparison of environment ptioie expenditures observed by
CSU and MF CR, the numbers reported by MF CR ameiddhan those reported by CSU. It
should be logical since CSU includes private invesits as well. Interesting situation occurs
in the item “others” where numbers from MF CR aighbr than those from CSU. It is
probably due to the different application of CEP&thodology by both institutions. MF CR
includes expenditures concerning environmentalgatain administration into “others” while
CSU does not. There is one more value that is higheording to the MF CR and that is
“investment expenditures” in the area of “Wasteerahanagement”. It may be caused by
building sewage disposal systems in towns with pufadion of less that 500 because CSU
does not observe data in such small communities.

As mentioned earlier, MF CR observes data by mpaicbudgets as well. For the
purpose of this project these data are cruciak@alty for researching the data in particular
regions and municipalities. Although there is atigattion to post the data in the information
system, some data in ARIS cannot be found. It ised by many factors. At the present, it is
impossible to obtain such data or it would be ewrtly hard to interpret them based on
reports from CSU’s sample surveys. It would notezozll data anyway. For those reasons,
the authors of the project focus only on the anslysthe data from MF CR.

Conclusion

Environmental protection expenditures in the CzRelpublic are closely observed in
two ways — via sample survey of CSU and via theisfiy of Finance’s information system
ARIS. It looks like for purposes of detailed anaysf environmental protection expenditures
from municipality budgets it is better to analyzelyodata from the MF CR. Those data
provide more detailed and more complex view ongikien issue.
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