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2nd MEETING OF THE MONITORING COMMITTEE FOR THE EEA FINANCIAL MECHANISM 2009-2014 AND THE NORWEGIAN FINANCIAL MECHANISM 2009-2014 

Date and time:
12 September 2014 at 10:00
Present: 

· Nina Seljak, Peter Ješovnik, Petra Hiršel Horvat, Nataša Anderlič, Silvija Jakopovič, Lidija Breskvar Žaucer and Andreja Štravs, all GODC representatives 
· Stanka Trdin, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
· Janja Leban, Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Slovenia
· Julijana Lebez Lozej, Ministry of Agriculture and the Environment 
· Peter Škofič, Ministry of Finance, Certifying Authority
· Mateja Šepec Jeršič, Regional Environmental Centre (REC)
· Tina Divjak, Centre for Information Service, Co-operation and Development of NGOs (CNVOS)
· Maruša Gortnar, Ministry of Labour, Family, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities
· Aleš Ojsteršek, Ministry of Education, Science and Sport
· Alenka Palian, NGO
· Zvezdana Veber Hartman, Ministry of Health
· Uroš Brežan, Association of Municipalities of Slovenia and the Association of Municipalities and Towns of Slovenia 

· Marja Medved, Centre of the Republic of Slovenia for Mobility and European Educational and Training Programmes (CMEPIUS)
Agenda:

1. Adoption of the Agenda

2. Adoption of the Rules of Procedure of the Monitoring Committee for the EEA Financial Mechanism 2009-2014 and the Norwegian Financial Mechanism 2009-2014  

3. Consideration and approval of the 2013 Strategic Report 

4. Miscellaneous
MINUTES
AD1
Adoption of the Agenda
CONCLUSION: 
The Monitoring Committee approved the proposed Agenda. 

AD2
Adoption of the Rules of Procedure of the Monitoring Committee for the EEA Financial Mechanism 2009-2014 and the Norwegian Financial Mechanism 2009-2014 
P. Hiršel Horvat presented the proposal of the Rules of Procedure, which was submitted to the Monitoring Committee members, as well as the proposals for additional ex-post amendments thereof.   

M. Gortnar proposed that both grammatical genders are used in the Rules of Procedure or that an adequate clause is added. She also proposed that the word “occasionally” (Slovene “občasno”) under first indent of Article 2 is replaced with a more detailed definition. The Monitoring Committee agreed with Z. Veber Hartmen’s proposal for the temporal aspect not to be included and the word “occasionally” (Slovene “občasno”) to be deleted.     
M. Gortnar asked whether the Donor States are acquainted with the minutes at the annual meeting planned to take place on 16 September 2014. In light of the scheduled date of the annual meeting the 10-day period for giving comments regarding the minutes is not exercised. N. Seljak explained that the conclusions of the Monitoring Committee will be presented at the annual meeting and that the minutes will be submitted to the Donor States after the annual meeting. Z. Veber Hartman added that the conclusions can be adopted via e-mail.  
Z. Veber Hartman drew attention to the consistency of using “NCP” and “National Contact Point” in the Rules of Procedure.  

CONCLUSION:
The Monitoring Committee adopted the Rules of Procedure, including the presented and proposed amendments.  

The Rules of Procedure is annexed to the minutes.  

AD3
Consideration and approval of the 2013 Strategic Report 
P. Hiršel Horvat presented the 2013 Strategic Report, which was submitted to the Donor States in January 2014 and updated in July 2014. Both documents were submitted to the Monitoring Committee members before the meeting. The implementation of all the programmes during 2013 and the state of play:

· SI01 Technical Assistance and Bilateral Relations Fund (P. Hiršel Horvat)

· SI04 Scholarship Fund (M. Medved)

· SI02 EEA Financial Mechanism (S. Jakopovič)

· SI03 NGO Programme (T. Divjak)

· SI05 Norwegian Financial Mechanism (N. Anderlič)

In the framework of the discussion after the presentation of the programmes M. Šepec Jeršič asked how the checking of administrative adequacy and eligibility is performed in practice. N. Andrelič said that the review is performed by the Selection Committee members with the more challenging applications being reviewed by the Selection Committee. The applications which fail to meet the criteria are rejected which means that their exclusion is justified. Due attention is also paid to avoiding unrealistic partnerships. A. Palier asked what happened in the case of the mentioned Norwegian partner participating in six projects. N. Anderlič said that this is not a case of checking administrative adequacy and eligibility but a question of capacity which is, indeed, subject to review in later stages.          
P. Ješovnik presented the selection of external expert evaluators. All of the procedures for the three published public procurements have been unsuccessful with the conflict of interest being the most pressing issue. The Donor States were being informed of all the steps of the public procurements and their attention was drawn to the problems and issues. An exception (pursuant to Article 6.5 of the Regulation) was approved regarding expert evaluators. Evaluation of applications will thus be performed by line ministries and agreements with line ministers are planned to be concluded in the next week. In terms of State Aid, the applications under Set B (EEA) have already been reviewed while the applications under Set A (NOR) are still being subject to review. State Aid for the Norwegian Partners still needs to be checked. It is estimated that the applications will be evaluated in 3 to 4 weeks, i.e. by mid-October.       
P. Hiršel Horvat presented other sections of the Strategic Report: description of the monitoring and control system for the mechanism implementation, reporting on irregularities, system control, work plan till the end of 2014, risk assessment at the national level, communication activities in 2013, 2014 and the plans for 2015.  

On behalf of the Ministry of Health, M. Veber Hartman presented their dissatisfaction regarding the delays which result in the fact that the projects will have to be implemented over a shorter period. She proposed the deadline for the implementation of the projects, selected in the framework of the call for proposals, as well as for the pre-defined projects, is extended for 4 months. She also proposed introducing improvements to the (day-to-day) cooperation as well as for the Monitoring Committee to send a message to the new Government of the Republic of Slovenia stressing that continuity should be ensured and that the EEA Financial Mechanism and the Norwegian Financial Mechanism are to remain a priority.     
N. Seljak agreed with the latter as well as with the relevance of cooperation. As regards extending the deadline for project implementation she said that the proposal needs to be considered in terms of the consequences regarding programme implementation. 

J. Lebez Lozej also drew attention to the issue of deadlines as the field of biodiversity depends on the season which consequently represents a problem for the applicants in terms of achieving the set objectives and the desired results. The Ministry of Agriculture and the Environment underlines the problem and asks for a solution to be designed, namely either by deadline extension or allowing amendments to projects. 
Regarding the abovementioned, N. Seljak said that the projects can, indeed, be amended and thus proposed waiting for the projects to be selected. 

A. Palian said that a solution should be designed as soon as possible. 

N. Seljak wishes to avoid prepositioning. We have to wait for the projects to be selected. We will, indeed, draw Donor States’ attention to the possibility of extending the project implementation deadline and find adequate solutions in line with the turn of the events.   

A. Ojsteršek asked whether the complaints influence the temporal aspect of the project selection criteria. N. Anderlič said that the aim is to perform the formal review in a high-quality manner in order to avoid complaints, and to strengthen the argumentation. Thus, the quality assessment is foreseen to be carried-out in a high-quality manner. It is estimated that ¾ of the projects under Set A are mature for implementation with some amendments to be introduced. Thus far the Donor States have not yet replied to the proposal for the project implementation deadline extension. P. Ješovnik added that this comment will be forwarded to the Donor States.   

M. Gortnar added that in addition to the issues in the field of biodiversity also the area of political decision-making in terms of gender equality also poses a problem as local elections are an important factor. The issue of complaints is also problematic. It is estimated that project implementation will not begin before 2015.     

Regarding the issue of complaints, N. Anderlič said that a complaint does not stop the project selection procedure.  

T. Divjak said that the administrative check procedure had to be performed within a six-month period and that it is unrealistic to expect the evaluators to assess the quality of the projects in a short period of time. CNVOS received the Donor States’ letter and it is expected the proposal to extent the project implementation deadline to be rejected. Risk management should be prepared as it will be difficult to absorb all the granted funds with a year and three months. It is unacceptable to wait until January.    

P. Ješovnik said that the deadlines for the evaluators are reasonable and the number of evaluators has increased if compared to the initially planned number of evaluators under the call to line ministries.  

M. Gortnar drew attention to the fact that responsibility is transferred to line ministries as the evaluators will face an increase in work load while still performing all the regular tasks. Evaluators can thus not be treated equally (external expert evaluators and line ministries’ evaluators).

A. Palian stressed the fact that the procedures does not end with the closure of the application review process. 

N. Seljak does not want problems to be created if there are not clear results yet. It is, nevertheless, imperative that the Monitoring Committee’s attention is drawn to the issues and problems. 

CONCLUSION:
The Monitoring Committee adopted the 2013 Strategic Report as well as the updated version of July 2014.  

CONCLUSION:
The Monitoring Committee took note of the state of play in terms of programme implementation.  

AD4
Miscellaneous
A. Palian proposed that the next meeting of the Monitoring Committee is held within a period of less than one year. 

The Monitoring Committee agreed that first only the conclusion of the meeting as submitted for approval, and that the NCP acts as the rapporteur at the annual meeting. 
U. Brežan, the Representative of the Association of Municipalities of Slovenia and the Association of Municipalities and Towns of Slovenia, asked whether this call for proposals is the last call and whether a new programme is being prepared.  
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