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Minutes

from the 3 Meeting of the Monitoring Committee of the OP Emghment
Held on 17 April 2008 at the Hall of the Danube Rale in Prague

Attendancesee the attached attendance list

Meeting presided bying. Rut Bizkova, Chair of the Monitoring Commétef the OP
Environment, Deputy Minister-Director of the Seati@of Economics and
Environmental Policies

The Agenda for the Meeting:

1. Opening — an opening statement by the Chair oM@eof the OP E and approval of the
agenda of the'3meeting of the MC of the OP E

2. Approval of the Implementation Document of the OP E

3. Approval of the Plan for the Use of the OP E TecahiAssistance for 2008 and an
overview of its use to date

The Report on the Progress of the ImplementatichefOP E
A presentation of the draft Communication Planhef OP E
Miscellaneous

N o o bk

Conclusion

Item 1: Opening — an opening statement by the Chaiof the MC of the OP E and
approval of the agenda of the 3rd meeting of the M©f the OP E

The meeting was opened by the Chair of the MomgprCommittee of the Operational
Programme Environment (hereinafter “the Chair”), Nsit Bizkova, Deputy Minister-
Director of the Section of Economics and EnvirontakefPolicies of the Ministry of the
Environment (hereinafter “ME”)The Chair welcomed the attendees and familiaribednt
with the main items of the meeting’s agenda. Shdicned that the MC had a quorum. She
asked the present members to present their comroeritee meeting’s agenda. The members
approved the agenda for the meeting by consensigstifen gave the floor to Mr Gogos, a
representative from the European Commission (haftein“the Commission”).

Mr Gogos He welcomed the attendees and gave a brief speetine OP E. The OP E aims
to mitigate the impact of harmful human activities the environment and improve its
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condition. The individual priority axes of the OP rEflect the fact that the Operational

Programme (hereinafter “OP”) was created with gcaa¢ and with the effort to evenly cover
all the components of the environment. It may sdbat the needs within the area of
environmental protection are enormous, exceedingnéyy times the amount allocated to the
OP E. In the current programming period, however,have at our disposal an amount 20
times higher than that for the 2004-2006 prograngnperiod. Therefore, the operational
programme aims not only to ensure sufficient altsampcapacity, but primarily to implement

functional and quality projects that will contrileuio improving the environment in the Czech
Republic. Mr Gogos also assured the attendeeshthdtighly appreciated the work of all

members of the Monitoring Committee of the OP E,o%éh objective is to monitor the

progress of the OP E’s implementation.

Mr Gogos made several comments relating to theies of the MC of the OP E. His
comments addressed two documents, which had béeerdd to all MC members, i.e. the
Statute of the MC of the OP E and the Rules of &tare of the OP E, which are of crucial
importance to the Monitoring Committee’s furthetiates.

First, the comments addressed the Statute of th@eMI: OP E. In order to ensure an
effective and unified approach to the MC’s actesti the list of MC members should be
specific; it should include the names of the indiaal members. The members of the MC of
the OP E, who are representatives of other seaom®Regional Councils, should also be
members of other operational programmes’ monitocoigmittees or their activity should be
connected with their OP. These should be personssevhivork in other sectors or at the
regional level is closely linked with the OP E’stigities. For example, the representative
from the Ministry of Transport should also be a emof the MC of the OP Transport. He
stated that, within the MC of the OP E, this was timly way to ensure both a uniform
discussion on the individual operational programmares a close interconnection between the
OP E and regional programmes in whose frameworikites connected with the OP E are
co-financed by the Commission. The representaidbe individual thematic and regional
operational programmes should then take activeipatte discussion and contribute to the
interconnection between the individual operatigragrammes.

In addition, the comments addressed the Rules afddure of the MC of the OP E.
Mr Gogos cited Article 1 (3), “The chair shall gbe date of the meeting and shall propose
the agenda for the meeting. MC meetings shall faleee no less than once a year.”
According to the Commission’s view, this wordingosld be amended and the following text
should be inserted, “As agreed upon with the Nafid@@oordination Authority” (hereinafter
“the NCA”). This will ensure that the representaswof the Commission, of the regional OP
and of OPs from other sectors, i.e. all membetb®MC of the OP E, are able to participate,
while eliminating the risk of possible time overag-urthermore, Mr Gogos suggested that
every meeting of the MC of the OP E should be didnby an NCA representative who
would ensure mutual coordination within the NatioB&rategic Reference Framework of the
Czech Republic (hereinafter “the NSRF CR”). Mr Gegalso stressed that the Czech
Republic has made a commitment to implement thdieghiMonitoring System for all
operational programmes in the Czech Republic aredafrthe NCA's tasks is to inform the
Commission about the progress in this area. Mr Gagied Article 1 (10), “In cases where
the need arises, the chair of the MC may use tbeegure of consulting MC members in
writing about documents which are to be reviewednisans of written consultation and
approved in writing (i.e. “per rollam”).” The Comasion holds the view that thper rollam
procedure should only be used in exceptional c&se=m though the procedure is used at the
discretion of the chair of the MC, all members loé tMC should participate in its decision-
making through open discussion. He further stabted pursuant to Article 4 of the Rules of
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Procedure of the MC of the OP E, the minutes froeetings of the MC shall be distributed to
all MC members in electronic form within 10 day$ieTEC requires that the meeting minutes
be distributed along with their English translatiowhich will especially allow the
representatives of the Commission to quickly argllanderstand the items discussed by the
MC.

The Chair. The Statute of the MC of the OP E does not list tlames of the individual
representatives of different sectors and OPs. tAofishese representatives’ names is posted
on OP E’s website. Representatives are appointadetcdOP E by the Minister in such a
manner as to ensure close mutual interconnectitwelea the individual OPs.

Ing. Petr Novak (ME) Both meeting minutes and the list of names of a@imbers of the MC
of the OP E are posted on the OP E’s website at wpap.czin the section entitled
“Monitorovaci vybory” (Monitoring Committees).

The Chair. She asked all attendees who had OPs at their tki@sisor in their regions and
were not representatives of these OPs to raiselthads. Nobody did so. She also stated that
Article 1 (3) of the Rules of Procedure of the ORv&uld be amended to read, “The Chair
shall set the date of the meeting, after prior uBson with the NCA, and shall propose the
agenda for the meeting.” Similarly, the other comtaevould be incorporated and submitted
to the MC at the following meeting.

Ing. Ladislav Kylar (MRD) Added that the dates of all MCs at the MRD, orhet NCA,
were available.

The Chair. She commented on Article 1 (10) of the Rules aicBdure of the MC of the OP
E — it would be incorporated that tper rollam procedure shall only be used in exceptional
cases. On meeting minutes — their final versionl fiegatranslated into English and sent to the
Commission. The tasks and conclusions from theingeshall be translated into English and
sent to the Commission even before the minutesfinadized. On the unified system of
monitoring — she gave the floor to the NCA'’s repreative, Ms Hana HusSkova.

Ing. Hana HuSkovéa (NCA) Her very presence confirmed that the NCA is repmeed at the
MC of the OP E. With regard to the unified monitgrisystem, she stated that the possible
inconsistencies were being addressed. A meetintyeckon this issue took place with Ing.
Jan Kiz (ME), in which the NCA suggested further stepssigned to promote the
harmonisation of terminology and of the monitorgygtem in general.

The Chair. She asked the members to approve the above pisposee incorporated into the
draft Statute and the Rules of Procedure of thedi@e OP E and distributed for approval
per rollam. It was approved by consensus.

Mr Gogos He approved the Chair's proposal and commentedhenunified monitoring
system. Having reached an arrangement with the Gssion, the Czech Republic had made
a commitment to creating a unified monitoring sgstéA unified monitoring system was
necessary for two main reasons:

1) If there were no unified monitoring system functian at the member state level,
problems would arise in submitting payment appioe to the Commission. Failure to
ensure the timely and proper functioning of a @afmonitoring system may jeopardise
the entire payment application procedure.

2) The system should enable not only the reportinfinaincial data (financial monitoring),
but also the on-site monitoring of the progressndividual project implementation. We
may be able to guarantee an adequate absorpti@acitafor the programme, but we also
have to be able to evaluate the progress of thdemmgmntation of specific individual
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projects. Therefore, the unified monitoring systenould provide both information of a
financial character and information about the da-shplementation of specific projects.

The Chair. The internal monitoring of project applicationgprh the submittal of an
application to its termination, is a function ofthahe State Environmental Fund of the Czech
Republic (hereinafter “SEF”) and the ME. The Czdeépublic had committed itself to
adopting auniform Monitoring System. She asked Mr JafiA(ME) to take the floor.

Ing. Jan K#iz (ME): The system at the Managing Authority level (hemétier “MA”) and the
Intermediate Body (hereinafter “IB”) was fully comfble with the system from which
payments would be sent to the Commission and pssgeggarding the factual and financial
implementation of the programme would be reportedhe Commission. The system was
uniform and uniform information would be sent toetfCommission and from the
environmental sector.

The Chair. She thanked the attendees for their comments. &meiged that they would be
incorporated and asked Ing. Petr Valdman (SEFht@duce the portion orientated around
the Implementation Document of the OP E.

Item 2: Approval of the Implementation Document ofthe OP E

Ing. Petr Valdman (SEF) He gave a presentation on the Implementation Dectirof the
OP E (hereinafter “ID of the OP E”). He added tudibwing the distribution of the ID of the
OP E to the members of the MC of the OP E, someidacomments on the issue of water
monitoring were provided by the Ministry of the HEmnment's Department of Water
Protection, which should be incorporated into theof the OP E.

The Chair. She asked Ms Veronika Jaglova (ME) to presentcttraments made by the
Department of Water Protection.

Ing. Veronika Jaglovd (ME) The comments relating to surface water and groateiw
monitoring had been formulated on the basis ofsalution approved by a meeting of the
ME’s management, which was held the week beforartbeting of the MC of the OP E; the
comments had been distributed to MC members.

Ing. Petr Valdman (SEF) He presented the following comments:

1) “To allow for a comprehensive monitoring within tBe&ib-Area of Intervention 1.1.4., to
implement part of the measures through self-hedp,tdo the extent of 5% of the total
eligible expenditure for the relevant project. Sedfp works are provided for in Priority
Axis 6 and, in part, also in Priority Axis 7. Thergeral methodology that addresses the
eligibility of costs makes it possible to financenk through self-help, provided that the
respective conditions and parameters have been’ rRet. this reason, the SEF
recommends allowing self-help works to the exteht5&o. If the bodies want to
implement monitoring, they can partly use their cawpert capacities and do not have to
sub-contract everything; however, they must prgpsubstantiate any such step. The key
iIssue is the corresponding price.

2) “To also include possible additional work to thees of 10% of the budget reserve.” The
SEF allows for additional work in many sub-areasndérvention. This additional work
must actually arise. They can be deemed eligiblr@g as they are unforeseeable. This
limitation also applies to the inclusion of a butgeserve within monitoring.

3) “To better define the eligible expenditure — techhi supervision — over the
implementation of the measure.” In the originalsien of the ID of the OP E, which the
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members received at the meeting, the eligible edipgne — technical supervision — only

appeared in connection with the Building Act. Hoeeuechnical supervision is seen here
in its general context rather than in direct comioecto a specific section of the Building

Act, so that financing technical supervision iswged for the beneficiaries not only in the

case of construction, but also for deliveries. TiBid1ow the comment is accepted. The
possibility of financing technical supervision Haeen extended not only for this Priority

Axis and for monitoring; it has been extended 1bPaority Axes.

The Chair. She opened discussion on these comments.

Ing. Ji#i Korfinek (ROP Central Bohemia)He made a comment on the ID that ensued from
an e-mail sent by the Mayor of MSeno that had baelivered to the members and that
addressed some minor changes in the specific adubyyt criteria in the Area of
Intervention 3.1. It called attention to ensuringmpliance with the Act on Energy
Management, which allows non-compliance with cartanergy intensity requirements in
listed buildings. He required that such listed dtniys should, for example, be allowed to burn
biomass.

The Chair On behalf of the Managing Authority, she did netammend adopting this
change. The OP E is intended to improve the cardini the environment. In older buildings
and buildings that are historical landmarks, itdifficult to achieve energy savings. The
indicators had been designed in such a way asive $or the greatest possible improvement
in air quality and to increase energy efficieng¢ywas unlikely that the proposed change in the
acceptability criteria would lead to the desireteef for the environment. There were many
projects that would produce a greater effect atralag cost. She noted that in view of the
large number of projects within this Priority Axihis area was not a priority at that time,
however, she did not rule out the possibility gbsorting the area.

Ing. Petr Valdman (SEF) He added that this issue had been discussed &b degail at the
previous MC. The ME and the SEF had softened therier for specific acceptability that
make it possible to implement the given measuremast listed buildings. The required
thermal insulation parameter was given for the Epe and for exchanging windows. The
SEF had been accepting applications that concdisted buildings where these measures
were being implemented and that met the acceptabiiteria. At the previous MC, a similar
presentation was given on the changes performéisrarea. He suggested considering this
in the context of a more long-term monitoring arndleation.

The Chair. She noted that the evaluation of the coming rowmisid show how the situation
was developing. The primary objective was to meetihdicators. She suggested returning to
the issue later, for example at the following MCetireg.

No further comments were made; the discussion danmaonitoring was closed.

Ing. Petr Dobrovsky (ME) He commented on Areas of Intervention 6.2., @31, and 6.5.
His comments addressed the eligible expendituredet-planting works. The ID of the OP E
allows accepting post-planting works within a 24ypariod as eligible expenditure, provided
forest seedlings are planted. He considered thiifroation to be too narrow. He suggested
allowing subsequent two-year post-planting careheut any limitations, i.e. without
connecting it with a certain type of seedling. Hated that in the Area of Intervention 6.5.,
this suggestion was inappropriate and would exclilnge planting of trees along roads in
cities.

The Chair. She suggested adopting this comment and incorpgrdtinto the ID of the OP
E.
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Mr Gogos He commented on the ID of the OP E. He noted tiatCommission had no
opportunity to comment on the ID of the OP E, akatl not been submitted in its English
version, which, in principle, was not a serioushbea. However, he expressed interest in
obtaining the English version for consultation. Retr Valdman’s presentation convinced Mr
Gogos that the ID of the OP E had been preparetich a way as to become a useful and
easily understood guide for final beneficiariese Bomments addressed the following:

1) Chapter 10 of the ID of the OP E. In view of thetféhat the final beneficiary must submit
regular information on the implementation of thpnoject, the ID of the OP E also
contains a sample table or form, into which thealfieneficiary will record the
information. Does this ensure a standardised fond eonsequently also an easier
evaluation? How is this addressed in the abovetehapthe ID of the OP E?

2) The definition of additional work and unforeseeatiteumstances (see Chapter 7 “Public
Contracts”). Some applicants require that additionarks be considered eligible
expenditure up to an amount of 10%. In the Commissiview, Chapter 7 of the ID of
the OP E should contain the definition of the tefadditional work” and “unforeseeable
circumstances”. He gave an example: if additionatknbecomes necessary during the
implementation of a sewerage system because afdtwerence of groundwater, these are
not unforeseeable costs, because a properly peepaogect plan would have detected it
before any work was started. The Commission recamisidefining these terms precisely
and, most importantly, not considering everythiodpé “unforeseeable circumstances”.

3) To add Chapter 13 “Ethical Code” to the ID — see @P Innovation whose MA, in
cooperation with Transparency International, prepaan ethical code that precisely
defines the roles and responsibilities of the imhial players who participate in the
implementation of projects co-financed from pubfioancial resources of from EU
resources.

The Chair. The Ethical Code was being prepared in order ®uenthe transparency of
processes. She accepted the suggestion to seekaiiosp in the wording of the OP
Innovation and to incorporate it into the ID of @& E. She stressed that it did not only apply
to the operating, managing and implementing strestuout to all participants in the process.
She suggested that the MC of the OP E should apmn\Ethical Code as Chapter 13 of the
ID of the OP E. She added that once the chaptesug@emented, it would be distributed for
approvalper rollam, while providing room for discussion.

Ing. Petr Valdman (SEF):He responded to the individual comments by Mr Gogo

He remarked on the first comment (Chapter 10 “Imq@atation Structure”), stating
that the Implementation Structure and the conténh® OP E were determined through the
requirements of the central coordinator, i.e. thRD Chapter 10 therefore did not include
information of a more specific character as memtibby Mr Gogos. For example, it does
require the applicants to submit monitoring repatsl other information at two-month
intervals. The Implementation Structure descrilfes hasics at the level of the individual
authorities that are involved in OP E’s implemetat The key information, especially for
applicants, is provided in the MRD’s Directive, whiestablishes the basis for the Binding
Applicants’ Instructions. He presented the hiermahstructure of documents starting with
those that are the most important with respedtédrnplementation of the OP:

1. The Programming Document of the OP E — approvetthdyCommission
2. The ID of the OP E — approved by the MC of the OP E

3. The Directive of the MRD — issued by the Ministiércontains basic information for final
beneficiaries related to the specific administratifor example, the form of the project’s
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application, the necessary annexes to the projappdication that are also required for a
decision to grant a subsidy to be issued) and atifigmmation.

4. Binding Applicants’ Instructions — these are basedhe Directive

This structure has been chosen because these dasumeguire regular updates. It is
therefore necessary to have documents of a sadcdfiever operational level” in order to
ensure their updating. He offered to send to then@ssion the English version of the
MRD’s Directive on submitting applications.

He remarked on the second and third comments, qidtiat the terms additional
work/less work and the description of unforeseeabieumstances were detailed in the
Chapter entitled “Eligible Expenditure” of the IO the OP E. This description specified
when additional works could and when they could Ib@tconsidered to constitute eligible
expenditure. He stated that based on the charattee project, it was necessary to further
develop these terms.

Mr Gogos He requested that the English version of the MRDigective on submitting
applications be sent to the Commission, so thaCitxamission could review its content. In
order to ensure the uniformity of information prded by final beneficiaries and to ensure the
uniformity of the monitoring system, it is importato know whether the Directive and all
subsequent documents had been issued in accordatiicthe documents of the Managing
Authorities of other operational programmes ofrailsir character. Mr Gogos enquired about
what was the role of the NCA in ensuring compliabeaveen all these documents.

The Chair. She responded to the enquiry:

1. All documents and all connected documentation ohidy the Directive would be, once
they were approved by the MC, translated into Eihgiand submitted to the Commission.
Based on possible comments by the Commission, Wepwmiceed in such a way as to
prevent any problems during implementation.

2. The coordination role of the NCA authority will bpresented by the NCA'’s
representative. At the ME, these implementing daenis are created the same way as
other ministerial documents, which is a bindingrcior the entire state administration.
She believes that the subsequent documents antingiementing documents of other
OPs were homogenous. However, the NCA was the demipauthority to assess this
issue.

Ing. Hana HuSkova (NCA) She remarked on the commensurability of the OBsudhents
and the documents following from them. There wémsnaling structure specified for the ID,
which was adhered to by the implementation autiestit-ollowing from the ID, there were
manuals for applicants and beneficiaries that weremensurable and that contained detailed
information about the applicants’ obligations atidother information. The information that
the NCA received during the implementation was Has® a common monitoring
methodology that specified the binding scope of imooed information that was placed by the
MA into the monitoring system. This information wesdated to both factual and financial
monitoring, i.e. the monitoring of the progresstthad in fact been made.

Mr Gogos He returned to the issue of the provision of infation by final beneficiaries. In
view of the fact that the Commission had not reegithe English version of the MRD’s
Directive, Mr Gogos asked if the Directive providdee final beneficiaries with brief and
precise information about when they were supposedsubmit information on the
implementation of the projects’ individual stagesl avhat information such reports should
contain. He also stressed that this system wasosegpto be unified for all OPs in the Czech
Republic.
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Ing. Petr Valdman (SEF):A Monitoring System that is unified at the centi@el (MSC
2007) requires the MA and the IB to submit datal@implementation of the projects. These
are financial implementation data (when they wgk dor payment), time data (when the
tender procedure and the meeting of the evaluaimmmission will be initiated) and other
data (for example, the achievement of indicatorstli@ given projects). In the beginning,
there is an applicant who submits an applicatioarirelectronic form, through the Benefill
system, into which other data are later added byiBhand the MA, and which are reviewed
by these institutions. In the end, the data areoegd into the central unified monitoring
system. This ensures both factual, financial amde timonitoring without any manual.
Whenever a deadline for submitting a monitoringoréps approaching, the applicant is
informed electronically (by e-mail) that they mesiter the specific data.

Mr Gogos He enquired yet another time about how well thealfibeneficiaries were
informed, especially if they knew at what time mtEs they had to submit information about
the implementation of the projects and what infararaexactly the report was supposed to
contain. For example: a municipality that is impeting a sewerage system and a WWTP.
What is the communication between the final bereiies and the MA, or possibly the IB?

The Chair. She confirmed the words of Ing. Petr Valdman rémgay the existence of regular
communication between the MA and the final benafies. However, she could not confirm
if this situation was similar at the level of alP® and if a unified methodology was being
followed. The Chair suggested that a comprehensdgponse from the NCA should be
included as an Annex to the final minutes of the M€eting.

Ing. Hana HusSkova (NCA):She confirmed that the applicants within all ORsrevwell-
informed, which could also be confirmed by the pre#srepresentatives of other OPs. The
beneficiaries were informed in detail about thecpdure, about what information they were
supposed to submit and at what intervals. Moreilddtanformation would be submitted by
the NCA to the Commission later.

The Chair. She asked the NCA to prepare detailed informdbomthe Commission regarding
the communication between the individual OPs.

Ing. Petr Valdman: He asked the MC members to approve another chialgeng to the
ID, Priority Axis 1. The beneficiaries in Prioritf&xis 1 (water-management projects) also
includedmixed companies. The submitted version of the ID of the OP E corga mistake on
page 29. The definition of this company reads, iBess companies whose equity is more
than 50% owned by municipalities or other publiclies. This is a company that is the owner
and, at the same time, the operator of a water-g@nant infrastructure and that is
authorised to perform this activity.” There are sdxcompanies in the Czech Republic that
are only the owners of a piece of infrastructurd #rat are not necessarily its operators. He
suggested excluding “and, at the same time, theatp®. This meant that a company only
had to be the owner of a water-management infretstre,, it did not have to be (although it
could be) its operator. The MC approved this chasfgbe ID of the OP E.

Jaroslav Perlik (The Union of Towns and Municipaiés of the Czech Republic — UTM
CR): He informed the attendees that comments of mualitigs and cities were provided to
the SEF Director, Mr Petr &ianek, during the preparation of OP E’s projects mguested

that the comments be included in the minutes oMiemeeting.

The Chair. She suggested that these comments should forrmaex&o the final minutes of
the MC meeting.

Jaroslav Perlik (UTM CR) He added that the comments were not only genauaithey also
addressed the ID of the OP E, for example theabRegional Working Groups (hereinafter
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“RWG”). He suggested that the RWG should get ptsjabat had already undergone
complete SEF evaluation. He did not approve ofsihgation where some projects could be
rejected even after RWG meetings. The commentseadedd Priority Axes 1, 2, 4 and 7.

Ing. arch. Petr S#panek (SEF) He acknowledged the receipt of the comments aochised

to give an answer, which would be part of the Anteethese minutes. Most comments were
standard questions and answers that would be postélie Frequently Asked Questions and
Answers section_(www.opzp.cfor other applicants. With respect to proceduw@nments
(see the scope of the RWG'’s activities), the 1B ldaonsult these with the MA.

The Chair. She closed the submittal of comments on the IRDhef OP E and asked the
attendees to vote on its approval. Before the \g&ite,summarised the comments that would
become a part thereof once it was approved:

1. A modification in Priority Axis 1 — water monitomn

2. Water-management projects in companies owned byiaipatities — the only condition
was the ownership of water-management infrastradiyrthe company.

3. Adding Chapter 13 “Ethical Code”; this did not enmtly exist. She therefore suggested
approving the text of the ID without this chapteattwould later be distributed to the MC
for approvalper rollam.

4. Priority Axis 6 relating to two-year post-plantingre not only for forest seedlings.

This wording of the ID of the OP E was unanimousbproved by the MC members.
The Chair proceeded to the following item on therata and asked Ms Ivona Kristidnova to
introduce, within her presentation, the Plan of ltree of the OP E Technical Assistance for
2008 and to provide an overview of its use to date.

Item 3: Approval of the Plan of the Use of the OP Hechnical Assistance for 2008 and
an overview of its use to date

Mgr. Ivona Kristianova (ME) In her presentation, she introduced the activiteSechnical
Assistance (hereinafter “TA”) and the plan to usericial resources from OP E Technical
Assistance for 2008.

The Chair. Before approval of the plan, she invited membeoshments.

Mgr. Katefina Pta‘kova (Government Council for Non-state Non-profitr@anisations)
She enquired about the area of monitoring — préiparaf studies and analyses and their
evaluation. Whether these would be prepared antliaea internally within the ME or the
SEF or whether there would be a public tender,ibadist of these studies, and possibly the
results of these analyses, would be publicly alk&ela

The Chair These were only studies connected with the OPt Bvak assumed that the
preparation of all studies and projects would beégpmed by external parties that would be
selected in a tender. She admitted that the MEnbadonsidered publishing these studies, but
they could be published. Their list would be puidid anyway, and publishing the content
and the results of the analyses could also be deresd, as long as these were of interest to the
public. However, this had to be in accordance wité Public Procurement Act, Act No
106/1999 Sh., on free access to information and Mat123/1998 Sb., on the right to
environmental information.

Mr Gogos He confirmed that the Commission considered thigri®y Axis important. In the
future, the Commission would pay more attentionthe use of Technical Assistance
resources, especially through funding seminarsfecences and sharing experience with
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other bodies in this area, because through TedhAssistance, specific assistance was
provided to applicants for support. To be ablenpriove the administration of the OP, the use
of Technical Assistance resources should take plader the Commission’s supervision, i.e.
suggested TA projects should be submitted to thar@igsion for consultation.

The Chair. She promised to submit the plan for the use of(a® overview of approved and

prospective projects) to the Commission in Englishile an overview of TA projects would

be provided to MC members. As part of sharing wetiven “good practice” procedures, the
MA would give serious thought as to what were thesmeffective ways of passing on
experience (see the frequently asked questionswat.opzp.c3. She also confirmed the

existence of effective services of the OP E’s Calhtre within the framework of the SEF.

Ing. arch. Petr S#panek (SEF) He gave examples of projects financed by TA
(strengthening information and consulting oppotiesifor applicants). For example, the first
issue ofPriorita magazine was currently being published, and ittaioed consultancy
practices, sample projects, etc. On 29 April, tr@gget of regional and consulting centres for
Priority Axis 1 (water-management infrastructureuld be launched that would provide the
applicants in all regions with some support durthg preparation of their projects. The
objective was that by the end of the year, for gWarority Axis (Area of Intervention) and in
every region, there would be a body financed bytA#& would provide consulting services to
applicants. Another part of the TA is dedicategtblicity and promotion — the provision of
documents, information and general communicatiah applicants.

Mr Gogos He returned to the issue of “good practice” exaspProviding information via
the Internet was not the only way. Experience ghaildo be shared through seminars, visits
to specific projects in the regions, etc. He gave éxample of the island of Samso in
Denmark, which was energy self-sufficient. Munidif@s or their associations that had
similar conditions should share experience at theciéic functional implemented project
level, which had to be understood in their globaitext. Thesenaster plans had a far more
significant environmental effect that any indivitlyaprepared projects at the individual
municipality level. For example, the energy-relateaster plans.

The Chair She confirmed the MA's interest in projects of mgye self-sufficient
municipalities. The MA would strive to extend thigpe of “good practice” examples into
other Priority Axes.

Ing. arch. Petr Sépanek (SEF) He mentioned that from December 2007 to April 2068
SEF had organised one seminar for the mayors ofi smanicipalities in every region (the
records and presentations are _at www.op3p.énother series of seminars was under
preparation that would include both a presentasiod a consulting portion. In addition, the
SEF had also co-operated on conferences and senarganised by other bodies, in which
the issue of energy self-sufficient municipalitieed case studies from abroad (Sweden,
Denmark, France and Germany) also appeared.

Petr Jan Kalas (The Office of the Government of tlizech Republic)He remarked on the
issue of master plans. These conceptual approaviaele it possible to create not only
projects, but also programmes that could be ofl loceegional character and could serve as a
source of quality measures in the long-run. Besttlesarea of energy management, master
plans could address a wide range of other regioraddlems (air quality, water protection). In
a wider context, master plans supported by the ©@Bldvsupport both the policies of the
individual regions and their strategic approachalving a given issue.

Mr Gogos He stressed that in the case of energy-relatedempkans; these had to be very
elaborate and highly sophisticated conceptual swoisitto the given issues. The projects had
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to be mutually interconnected, supplementing onether. These could not be separate
projects that would lack an adequate effect on avipg the environment and would not
correspond to the amount of financial resourcesitsda addition, Mr Gogos suggested
covering this area from TA resources and, on betfalhe Commission, offered help in the
preparation of these master plans. However, it negessary that he received suggestions by
the MA.

The Chair. She confirmed that the interconnection betweentividual Priority Axes was
not yet perfect and gave thanks both for the sugdesolution and for the help offered by the
Commission. She asked the present members to wotheoPlan for the Use of the OP E
Technical Assistance for 2008 that had just beassgmted. The plan was unanimously
approved by the members, allowing the Chair to @eddo the following item on the agenda.

Item 4: The Report on the Progress of the Implemeiation of the OP E

The Chair. She introduced thé™4tem on the agenda.

Ing. Jan K¥#iz (ME): He summarised the progress of the implementastatjng that the
implementation had been going well and at an exwept pace. Three calls had been
announced. The total volume of applications inifeall equalled the total financial amount
of the OPI for the entire 2004-2006 period. It veapected that projects totalling CZK 20
billion would be received in thé%all (water-management infrastructure projects).

Ing. Petr Novak: He gave a presentation relating to the Report len Rrogress of the
Implementation of the OP E.

The Chair. She commented on the number of rejected applitatfoom Priority Axis 3
(thermal insulation of buildings). A vast numberpobjects had been submitted, which could
be accommodated neither by the OP E nor by any @Re She stated that it was necessary
to specify stricter technical standards for newldings so that no need would arise in the
following years to thermally insulate the buildingssimilar volume of projects, i.e. financial
resources, to that of thé' tall was expected in thé“zall for schools (ended on 31 January
2008), which had not been closed at the time. ¥ wacessary to realise that the resources
were given not only for the entire programming peéyibut also for the individual years.
Therefore, the programme had to be financially mgadan such a way as to make sure that
all the resources for each year were used andhbgtcould be drawn and that the projects
could be financed on a continuous basis. Projeots Priority Axis 3 are short-term projects
where the allocated financial resources are usequigkly. On the other hand, while long-
term projects in Priority Axis 1 (water-managememojects) have the same amount of
financial resources, these are spread over thedgefi several years. For a given year, we
need a sufficient allocation not only of Europeasaurces, but also of resources for co-
financing by the SEF.

Jaroslav Perlik (UTM CR) His enquiry addressed project administration. Maywere
turning to the UTM in connection with the issue tbérmal insulation of schools and of
approved projects from both th& and the % calls. They were concerned about whether it
would be feasible to complete thermal insulationtie spring and during the summer
holidays. Moreover, an extra 40 — 50 days mustdaea for the tender.

The Chair. Although the individual tenders could only be lelned as soon as they received
the registration lists, they could have startegarimg the tenders before that. The applicants
were informed immediately after the approval of firejects. From the"® and & calls,
projects were to be recommended by the Managinbdkity of the OP E on 5 May 2008 and
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submitted to the Minister for signature right away.view of the fact that the projects from
the 3% call would have simple tenders, it was possiblienplement them over the summer.

Ing. Petr Valdman: Since the end of January, i.e. when the projeat$ lbeen approved,
tender dossiers had been submitted to the SEFsanidiender procedures had been under
way and the first contracts for work had been aametl. Some schools from the first call
were already installing thermal insulation and siiting supporting documentation for the
issue on decisions to grant of a subsidy and veebe tfinanced soon. With respect to projects
from the & completed call, they would be able to initiateeader as soon as the application
was accepted by the SEF. It depended on whethaapbiicant was ready and whether they
had prepared the tender dossier. The SEF was teadysist these applicants in checking
their tender dossiers.

Jaroslav Perlik (UTM CR) To what extent could the applications that hachkeerepted by
the SEF be expected to also be approved for the gfa subsidy? The municipalities had to
put in their own resources, which might never netur

The Chair. The applicant could expect to receive the subsftgr the meeting of the
Monitoring Committee of the OP E. However, if thegnted to begin implementation, they
could carry out the tenders. Evaluation criteriaeygosted on the OP E’s website that made it
possible to calculate the probable points scorenaakk an educated guess as to whether they
would receive the grant.

Petr Jan Kala$S (The Office of the Government of ti@&zech Republic)He pointed out a
disproportion between Priority Axis 1 and PriorAyis 3, as 50% of project applications had
been rejected in Priority Axis 3. He was convindledt it was necessary to ensure feedback
that would be based on an analysis of why this kggpening and where the weak spots
were, so that we could learn from these problemdhe following calls. By contrast, very
few projects had been rejected in Priority AxisHe made the following suggestions and
enquiries:

1) He suggested finding out what percentage of fimapfiom European funds was achieved
by the approved projects, i.e. what rate of supfiwse projects received, the maximum
limit being 85%.

2) Did the SEF have sufficient administrative capatitprocess the applications?

3) Whether we already had experience with large pt®jand with cooperating with the
Commission in their administration.

The Chair. She confirmed that inadequate quality of prepamnatvas not the reason for
rejecting the large portion of projects in Prioryis 3. When comparing Priority Axes 4 and
3, Priority Axis 4 had received an allocation amtngnto CZK 17 billion. The amount that
had been approved in Priority Axis 4 correspondethé total allocation for this axis for the
entire programming period. A similar situation witespect to the amount of financial
resources also arose in Priority Axis 3, where igppbns for a total of CZK 7 billion had
been submitted in the Area of Intervention 3.2ei(imal insulation) alone. A total of CZK 1.5
billion had been paid. In Priority Axis 3, theseras¢he fast projects in which resources were
expected to be drawn in this unchanged amountoAfh it was impossible to allocate more
resources, it was also true that some projectsbiead rejected with scores that would have
been accepted in other Priority Axes.

In the 3% call, the vast experience gained during tfecall (thermal insulation of
schools) had been partly used. We also tried tmditate this issue in the letters to applicants.
However, everything that had any connection with Thcall was an exceptional situation on
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which the applicants were informed by letters affter evaluation of the projects. They had a
chance of obtaining support, but they took the mskociated with inconsistent selection
criteria. Yet, according to the best available klemlge, the best projects were selected. If,
however, a project had received less than 30 patritad to be rewritten. These projects had
not been included in the pool; they had been retito the applicants for rewriting, so that
their chances would be better the next time. Amotiger things, a consulting system had
been implemented in order to achieve the best lplesgrojects in the following calls,
enabling these projects to qualify for OP resources

With respect to the administration, the numberhef 8EF’'s employees had increased
from 120 to 200. On behalf of the ME, the Chairmtked the SEF and its management for
coping with both the large number of accepted ptejand the influx of new employees.

She stated that there was no similar experiende laige projects. The call for water-
management projects would continue until 31 Decen2®®8. In other areas, calls were
expected to be announced at the beginning of Majune 2008, according to how the issue
of public support was clarified. Although for someas this could mean public support, this
area had to be looked after, so that everything iwasrder for future audits and financial
control. In addition to improving the environmerthe effective and transparent use of
resources was the main objective.

Ing. arch. Petr S#panek, Ph.D. (SEF) He added that all new SEF employees had contracts
until 2013. With respect to Priority Axis 3, a larg@xcess of projects had been identified.
They helped the projects that had ended right utiteedimit, so that the applicants could
submit them in the"8call. For example, an increase in price by a fencentage points (on
the order of CZK 100 000) caused many projectitbug short of the limit.

Ing. Petr Valdman (SEF): Consultations were being held and large projeatsevbeing
prepared in Priority Axis 1. For the most part,sthevere unsuccessful projects from the pool
that had failed to succeed in the previous programgmeriod and that would be financed
from the resources of the Cohesion Fund. Consoitativere being held on the final version
of the applications for support. The call for lagg®jects in Priority Axes 2 and 3 would be
announced once the questions and issues relatimgblec support within these Priority Axes
were solved. New environmental instructions in #nea of public support had entered into
effect, a new general block exemption was beingamed that would become effective on 1
July 2008. At that time, the SEF was already notdysome Areas of Intervention in Priority
Axes 2 and 3.

Petr Jan Kalas (The Office of the Government of tiizech Republic)He stated that over
700 applications had been submitted in PrioritysAXi while only 150 had been accepted, i.e.
only 20% of the projects. However, this was noegative indicator, as it reflected the quality
of the projects. He made the following enquiries:

1) The exchange rate in the country was changing.9Kedaif it was true that the amount of
financial resources for the projects would be redi?c

2) What co-financing was ensured for the entire peiiodvhich European funds were
drawn, at the country level (a minimum of 15%)ttmnection with the large number of
OPs, considerable pressure for financing and, esdélse may be, on the issue of project
implementation from the viewpoint of available enaincing could arise in the country.

The Chair. She stated that project financing was envisagea footh European and Czech
funds. If we took into account the revenues avéldb the SEF (receipts from charges for
environmental pollution), it was expected that ¢herould be sufficient resources for co-
financing until the completion of the programme.oAd with amending some laws, we
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suggested adjusting some charges (e.g. the Act asta)which should allow for higher co-
financing by the SEF. At the time, the amended gxcWaste, Act on Waters and Act on Air
Protection were about to be submitted to Parliaméat significant portion of the fees were
reduced or abolished, a problem would arise forS&€& with completing the co-financing.
However, this situation was not likely to occur.

Ing. arch. Petr Sépanek, Ph.D. (SEF) He noted that the SEF’s ability to co-finance wae

of the determinants of how many projects could bkected. As regards differences in
exchange rates, the biggest problems were in teeiqus programming period (Cohesion
Fund, OP Infrastructure). These problems were beaiddressed in cooperation with the
Ministry of Finance and, after a careful analydishe@ projects; the differences were likely to
be compensated for from the State budget. In thertu2007-2013 programming period, we
remind the applicants to take into account theedéfices in exchange rates and to provide for
them in the financial analysis within the prepamatof the project.

Mr Gogos He returned to the issue of rejected project appbins. These could be rejected
for the two following reasons: either the projepplcation did not match the given area of
intervention, or the applicant was not capableulfnsitting the application properly. At this
point, it was necessary to provide assistance dnsethe applicants in order to ensure the
administrative correctness of their project appime. In the subsequent reports on the
progress of the implementation, the Commissionmeunended that MC members should be
informed about what percentage of project applicegtihad been rejected because of formal
flaws.

In addition, Mr Gogos enquired about situationsMmich a project application was
rejected. Did the applicant receive clear and abrirformation about why their application
had been rejected along with instructions on howetarite and resubmit the application? In
no way could the project be rejected forever besafisormal flaws.

Mr Gogos gave thanks for the presentation on thpoReon the Progress of the
Implementation of the OP E (hereinafter “Reportje made some comments on the
organisation of the MC. The MC meeting should bé&l HBannually. Dates needed to be
agreed upon by which the Report would be submitteédis should happen regularly, twice
per year. For example, for the MC that was helthatend of April, the report had to be
submitted at the end of February, while the sed®aport had to be drafted within 6 months
after the first one. This would enable the MC tcefee Reports regularly, at certain times and
intervals, so that it could also meet at these legguatervals. The Rules of Procedure of the
MC of the OP E specified that the MC was to be latltbast once a year. If we agreed that
the meetings would be held biannually, the RuleBrottedure of the MC of the OP E would
have to be amended accordingly.

The following report (which was being prepared ttoe MC that would take place at
the end of the year) should include the Standarditdong Table (hereinafter the “SMT”),
which should be created based on a unified infaonasystem. By that time, the projects
would be in the financing phase and the supportiagerials for this Report would therefore
be available. The SMT should include data on bbthfinancial implementation (financial
monitoring) and on the implementation of the prtggeand it should be attached at the end of
this Report. In the submitted Report, Mr Gogos apiated the easy-to-read table listing the
individual approved projects according to priorétyes. He suggested that the SMT should
also include additional data such as:

* public contracts, where tender procedures have te®pleted,
» dates on which contracts for work were signed,
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* in the case of water-management projects, to @fffigte if their infrastructure is operated
pursuant to the Commission’s conditions,

* whether water-management infrastructures are ggeiat a municipality or by a private
operator,

» to differentiate between new and existing contracis possibly their duration (for
example private operator, duration of contract &gk

He gave thanks for the preparation of the List oEépted Applications within the OP
E, which provided useful information about specpiojects. He reminded the attendees that
the Report had to include partial reports on thsults of internal audits, on solving
inconsistencies and if any problems occurred, & m@cessary to work on eliminating them.

The Chair. She gave thanks for the suggestions and commteaitsvould allow the MC to
receive detailed reports about how the projects salected and processed. It would be
interesting, for example, if we could access th&’SHatabase, similarly to the MC of the OP
E, and demonstrate the progress of selected speoifjects in detail.

As Mr Gogos said, we should receive the Reportnaugh time (two months) in
advance. Actually, this is the way it was presefgdthg. Novak.

With respect to the letter to the applicants thifoudpich the projects were rejected, it
did offer assistance to them. In the case of priomiprojects, it was recommended that the
applicant should address the SEF one more timecamgplete or rewrite the project. Some
projects had been rejected because of formal ftawscompleteness. These applicants were
also encouraged to contact specific employees eofSfEF. A list of all employees that can
help the applicants with a given issue, includimgjit contact information, is posted on the OP
E’s website based on regions.

Mgr. Petra Varfurova (MF): She continued the comments made by Mr Gogos riegtide
content of the Report. For the Paying Authoritye stould welcome information about the
anticipated drawing and fulfilment of the N+2 and3\rules.

Mgr. Lukas$ Viktora (The Czech Society for Ornithaly): He pointed out that the MC had
approved a mistake in the Plan for the Use of Teeahmissistance. The wrong budget had
been approved, the costs within measure 8.2. ®mpthduction ofPriorita magazine were
calculated for the entire programming period andamdy for 2008. This distorted the budget
by about CZK 16 million. He requested correction.

The Chair. She confirmed correcting the mistake in the budgéthin the budget, the costs
for Priorita magazine would be calculated only for 2008.

Mgr. Petra Varturova (MF): She enquired about a comment made by Mr Gogos that
addressed the Statute of the MC of the OP E, nammabplementing the names of the
individual MC members. She asked whether these saweld be added to the Statute of the
MC of the OP E. She reminded the attendees thaStamite of the MC of the OP E was
subject to approval by the Minister and the chawfgeny member would therefore require the
Minister to issue a new version of the Statute.

The Chair. The Statute of the MC of the OP E is generallyigiesd in such a way as to
prevent it from having to be re-approved whenevehange of MC representatives occurs.
The Minister appoints and removes the individuaimbers of the MC according to what
changes in these positions are required by thevithehl ministries and institutions, while
ensuring the mutual compatibility and informatiotieange between the individual OPs. The
names of current MC members are posted on the tgedswww.opzp.cand will also be
listed in an Annex to the final minutes of MC megs.
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Mr Gogos He stated that the Statutes of the MC of otherr@Rided the names of the MC
members. He also believed that if the members wareed, they felt greater responsibility
for the performance of this function than if onlyganeral reference was included (for
example as a “representative of the ME”). He remththe attendees yet another time that
MC membership should be defined while keeping indrthat the greatest possible extent of
interconnection and mutual information exchangevbeh the individual OPs needed to be
ensured. He also remarked that Article 4 (3)(2)hef Statute of the MC stated that, “If, for
serious reasons, neither the member nor the aleeaidhe Monitoring Committee can take
part in the meeting, the member shall authorisee@esentative in writing (hereinafter
“Authorised Representative”)”. Mr Gogos had not @nttered the statute of an authorised
representative in any other OP. He voiced his amscéhat such representatives who had
never participated in any MC meeting might not bkedo ensure that his or her sector is kept
adequately and efficiently informed about the gipeogramme.

The Chair. Ensuring a mutual information exchange betweenrtizidual OPs is the very

reason why we have authorised representativeseirSthatute of the MC of the OP E. She
respects the Commission’s comments because the simmmprovides the resources for our
OP, and if the experience from other member statedifferent, she is grateful for the
comments.

Mr Gogos He made a statement to the effect that he didnsadt on including the name list
in the Statute of the MC of the OP E. He asketief aipdated list of members would only be
available on the OP E’s website. However, theretbaoe a uniform approach towards MC
membership (i.e. within all OPs) and this had tefficiently ensured.

The Chair. She suggested that the list of names of the MC lmeesrshould be included in an
Annex to the minutes of today’s meeting, the miawgkould state that the names of the MC
members that are listedatvw.opzp.czand the list of names should not be part of tlzeuGs

of the MC of the OP E.

Mr Gogos He remarked that in such a case, the OP E’s veebsitl to specify the exact
function of the individual members in relation ketOP, for example the representative of the
OP Transport is also a representative of the ROR® Silesia.

The Chair. She confirmed the intention to proceed this way.

Ing. Petr Novak (ME) He remarked on the comment that the submitted Repd not
include information about audits, inconsistenciesl @ompliance with the N+2 and N+3
rules. Along with the continuing implementationtbe programme, this information would
also be processed and provided. The experience tinenprevious MC from the previous
period has shown that a two-month or two-and-a-tmahth time limit for the preparation of
all materials and their distribution to all membés proved to be ideal and he suggested
leaving it unchanged. With respect to SMT, furtbemmunication with the NCA would be
required.

Mr Gogos He returned to the comment addressing the admatistr of a growing number of
applications within the OP E. On behalf of the Cassion, he asked for information about
the organisational structure of the MA and 1B, npmehat was the personnel structure of
these working places and what was the number ofa@es ensuring the implementation at
each working place.

The Chair. She promised to send both to the Commission artdetdC members detailed

information regarding the number of employees &edatdministration of the implementation
(the number of employees, the rate of increase, mawy process which type of project etc.)
She stated that the basic scheme was specifiée it
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Iltem 5: A Presentation of the draft Communication Pan of the OP E

The Chair. She asked for the Communication Plan of the OP Igetintroduced, stating that
its presentation to the MC was purely informatived ghat it would be submitted to the
Commission right away.

Ing. Petr Novak:Within his presentation, he introduced the drajtnunication Plan of the
OP E.

The Chair. She asked the attendees to comment on both thenGoitation Plan of the OP E
and within the next item “Miscellaneous”.

No comments were made. The Chair proceeded tootleving item on the agenda
entitled “Miscellaneous”.

Iltem 6: Miscellaneous

The Chair. The Chair informed the attendees about the expedaée of the following MC
meeting, i.e. the 27 November 2008. All supportimgterials will be prepared by 30
September 2008. If this deadline proved to be wiliés, if would be adjusted.

The MC preliminarily acknowledged the deadline.

Mr Gogos He gave thanks for the organisation of this camsive meeting of the MC,

restated the main issues discussed and gave toeifoy recommendations:

* The date of the next MC meeting was specified. @hie should be approved by the NCA
and confirmed by the Commission’s representatiseshat all members could participate,
because many meetings of the MC of other OPs are teeld in that period.

* He recommended that MC meetings should be heldnbally, the deadline for the
preparation of the Report being two months priorthe date of the following MC
meeting.

* The supporting documents for MC meetings must B&iduted to all MC members no
later than 10 days prior to the date of the relevisiC meeting. The European
Commission will welcome the translation into Eniglis

» Approval through theer rollam procedure should only be used in exceptional cdses
will not be used to discuss important issues tbqtiire open discussion.

* The English translation of the Implementation Doeutof the OP E will be sent to DG
Regio.

» Chapter 13 “Ethical Code” will be added to the lempkntation Document, which is to be
created based on the document that Mr Gogos haglptbtoday.

 The MC members have agreed on the following udenahcial resources from the OP E
Technical Assistance, so as to

o provide the applicants support with necessary @s&ie in creating and submitting
project applications in order to ensure better piad®lity of the applications,

o initiate projects showcasing some examples of “gqmactice” and provide
information on these projects from the TA to then@aission’s representatives, so
that they can participate in the decision makingepss in this area (information about
the date, who patrticipates in the projects, theslaf these events).
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* The Managing Authority will send to the Commissiibre organisational and personnel
structure that is involved in the implementationtleé OP E within the framework of the
ME (MA) and the SEF (IB).

* For the following MC meeting, the Report on the g?ess of the Implementation of the
OP E should include the SMT. This will be basedlm unified information system that
is currently being developed. In the Commission'swy the period of six months is
sufficient for detailed information about the spiecprojects to be provided to the MC
members, i.e. information concerning both the faiaih monitoring and the on-site
implementation of the projects themselves. Thithés only way the MC can ensure the
monitoring of the progress of the operational pangme.

The Chair She stated that both the conclusion and the esstatt had already been
presented by Mr Gogos and she thanked him for qygating and for his valuable

suggestions. She stressed that both tasks andirgesadbr their implementation were set.
Should anyone have any enquiries during the half,yglease, feel free to contact us. If an
exceptional reason arises, the MC can be convereadearlier date.

[tem 7: Conclusion

The Chair thanked the members for their particgratn the MC meeting and closed
the MC meeting.

Annexes:
Attendance list
Distribution list (an up-to-date name list of themmbers of the MC of the OP E)
A report by the National Coordination Authority
Requirements and comments of towns and municiealtyTM CR)

Minutes taken by:  Ing. Simona Duskova, Bc. Michagladkova
Department of European Union Funds, ME
Verified by: Ing. Petr Novak
Department of European Union Funds, ME
Approved by: Ing. Rut Bizkova

Deputy Minister-Director of the Section of Economand Environmental
Policies

Chair of the Monitoring Committee of the OP E
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