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1. Introduction

This Final Report is the deliverable of the project “Analysis of bilateral cooperations between entities from
the Czech Republic and entities from donor countries in the context of EEA and Norway Grants® (the
“Project”). The Project was carried out based on a contract for the preparation of an analysis dated 22
September 2015 between the Czech Ministry of Finance (the “Contracting Authority”) and the company
Ernst & Young, s.r.o. (“EY”). The aim of the Project was to evaluate bilateral cooperations between Czech
entities and entities from donor states in the period from 18 June 2011 to 31 May 2015. Bilateral
cooperation were evaluated within two types of partnerships: (i) partnerships at the programme level and
(i) partnerships at the project level.

The Final Report provides an overview of;

procedures and tools used to collect information from individual respondents (Section 1.1),
outcomes / evaluations of the performed survey among respondents at the project and
programme levels (Section 2),

examples of good practice identified during the survey (Section 3),

findings and recommendations ensuing from the performed survey (Section 4).

Project context

The EEA and Norway Grants emphasize the development of bilateral cooperations between beneficiary
states (the CR) and donor states (lceland, Liechtenstein, Norway). To this end, partnerships were
established at (i) the programme level and (ii) the individual project level within the framework of
financial mechanisms. A total of ten partnerships was negotiated at the programme level, with seven of
these having a direct partner from the donor states. Individual partnerships were then established at the
project level (in some programmes, the establishment of a partnership is a mandatory condition for award
of the grant). Beyond the scope of project-based activities, the bilateral cooperation fund at the
programme level (“BFPL”) and bilateral cooperation fund at the national level (“BFNL®) were also
established with the aim of supporting the creation and development of bilateral cooperations
(partnerships).

1.1.EY approach to the Project

Given the nature of the Project, a set of evaluation questions was chosen as the starting point for its
performance. Individual evaluation questions focused on key areas of the project / programme cycle in
conjunction with the principle of partnership: specifically, (i) partnership creation, (ii) partnership progress
in the course of project / programme execution, and (iii) partnership development subsequent to
completion of project / programme activities®. Individual evaluation questions were then further developed
using specific questions asked in the interview survey or direct questioning of selected respondents, thus
enabling EY to obtain the information necessary to make its conclusions.?> The formulation and
subsequent use of the evaluation questions thus enabled the targeted acquisition of necessary
information yielding the required benefit for the Contracting Authority and any other stakeholders.

The following table provides an overview of individual evaluation questions used for the Project.

! Given the low number of completed projects, activities connected with non-project-related partnerships were also
assessed.
2 Individual questions were approved by the Contracting Authority before use.

Strana 7



: Evaluation question
i categories

Description of evaluation category aim and list of evaluation questions

i This category’s aim was to () identify and evaluate methods used to seek out partners at
the programme and project level, (ii) describe the ways in which cooperation was
established and the final form of the partnership that was agreed, and iii) identify
problematic areas at the time of partnership creation. The following evaluation questions
were formulated for these purposes:

Creation of partnership

A. How were potential partners identified / selected?

B. How were mandatory / predetermined partners selected?

C. How was cooperation with a partner established?

D. What were the problem areas in the search for partners?

e Ex. What were the problem areas in negotiating partnerships?
This category's aim was to (i) evaluate the benefits and adverse effects of partnership (at
the programme and project level) during project and programme implementation, (ii)
evaluate partnership execution and partner involvement, and (iii) identify problem areas
during project / programme implementation. The following evaluation questions were

. . . formulated for these purposes:

i Execution of partnership during i ) ) .

o . A. What was the manner of partner cooperation during project / programme

: project implementation . .

: implementation?

B. What were the benefits of partner cooperation during project / programme

implementation?

C. What were the most common obstacles / problem areas of partner

Y S O Y e

This category's aim was to (i) evaluate partnership continuation once the grant is

exhausted, (ii) identify and evaluate aspects of the partnership going beyond the project /

programme framework, (iii) identify reasons / obstacles limiting further cooperation with

Development of partnership after i the partner beyond the project / programme framework. The following evaluation

project completion / independent questions were formulated for these purposes:

of project implementation A. How does the partnership continue on projects / programmes after the grant is
' exhausted?

B. What are the reasons for ending the partnership after the grant is exhausted?
............................................................................................... What is the partnership benefit beyond project / programme implementation?  :
The individual evaluation questions were then answered based on the results of (i) the CAWI and the
findings identified during (ii) individual interviews with selected respondents.

The CAWI was sent to 167 end beneficiaries and 155 project partners, including BFPL and BFNL.3 The
survey response rate was 127 responses from beneficiaries, i.e. 76% and 78 responses from foreign
partners, i.e. 50%. All grant beneficiaries who had a partner in a donor state — and all their partners —
were contacted.? Specific questions were formulated for individual respondents® based on the above
described evaluation questions. Individual survey questions were thus formulated as:

Closed — respondent could only answer by choosing preselected values

Semi-closed — respondent could answer by choosing preselected values or could select
other/additional and provide his/her own answer

Open — respondent answered questions in his/her own words at his/her own discretion (did not
receive a selection of prepared answer options).

3 An overview of contacted respondents is provided in Annex no. 3
4 The Contracting Authority provided the list of respondents
> An overview of questions is provided in Annex No. 1
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Most of the questions were formulated as closed and semi-closed. Individual questions were
interconnected and linked based on requirements, thus ensuring that questions only pertaining to certain
respondents were not posed to the non-relevant respondents.

The CAWI was completed by representatives from all programmes. The following table presents the
actual numbers of respondents in individual programmes.

Table 1 Breakdown of interview survey respondents by programme:

Number of Expressed as

i Programme name and number : :

3 i responses i apercentage
CZOZ-BlodlverS|tyandecosystemserV|ces/Mon|tor|ngandmtegrated
: . . . . 12 11%

. planning and control of the environment / Adaptation to climate change & 7
CZ03 - Non-governmental organizations 11 10%

| CZ04 - Vulnerable children and youth 1 1%

CZO06 - Cultural heritage and contemporary art

{ CZ07 - Interschool cooperation and scholarships

CZ10 - Building capacities and cooperation among institutions with Norwegian
i public institutions, local and regional authorities

| CZ11 - Public health initiatives 6 6%

CZ12 - Give women a chance 8 8%

CZ13 - Domestic and gender-based violence / Mainstreaming equal 5
i opportunities for men and women and promoting the reconciliation of work and : 1 1%
PTIVAte fe s

CZ15 - Building capacities and cooperation in justice / Correctional services
i including alternative sentencing

Number of survey respondents (“n”) among beneficiaries = 105

The majority of respondents provided answers concerning a project that was ongoing (92%), only 8
responses were for completed projects. Respondents from donor states provided more responses for
completed projects, i.e. 14 out of 74 responses (19%) pertained to completed projects. Of all the 105
responses from grant beneficiaries, one fourth had also received a Bilateral Cooperation Fund grant (26
respondents).

For BFPL 8 respondents provided answers (projects with no following project) and for BFNL only 13
respondents (beneficiary country) provided answers in a separate survey.

Structured interviews were conducted with the following respondent representatives:®

Project operator

Czech programme partners

Donor state programme partners

Beneficiaries (20 selected beneficiaries)

Partners of beneficiaries in donor states (20 selected partners)

6 An overview of respondents is provided in Annex No. 3.
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National Focal Point
The Norwegian Embassy in Prague.

The questions for direct questioning were also formulated based on the individual evaluation questions
taking into account the scope of the information obtained in the CAWI. Semi-structured questions were
used for the direct questioning. Specific questions, broken down by respondent group, are provided in
Annex No. 2.
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2. Evaluation of bilateral cooperation
based on evaluation questions

The evaluation of bilateral cooperations is based on individual evaluation questions broken down based
on project / programme lifecycle (see Chapter 1.1).

The following sections provide results of individual evaluation questions in these areas:

Creation of partnership (Section 2.1)

Execution of partnership during project implementation (Section 2.2)

Development of partnership after the project completion / beyond the scope of the project
(Section 2.3).

The Figures in this section were created based on the interview survey and represent the opinions of end
grant beneficiaries, where not otherwise indicated. Assessment of evaluation questions is stated for the
following groups:

Beneficiaries
Programme partners
BFPL

BFNL

2.1. Creation of partnership

The Project’s aim as regards “Creation of partnership” was to (i) evaluate the manner in which partners
were sought at the project and programme level, (i) describe the manner in which cooperation was
established and the final form of the partnership was agreed, and (iii) to identify problem areas at the time
of partnership creation both in the search for a partner at the project and programme level and when
negotiating the form of project partnership prior to project application submission.

In the following sections, these “Creation of partnership” category evaluation questions are answered:

How were potential partners identified / selected?

How was the cooperation with a partner established?
What were the problem areas in the search for partners?
What were the problem areas in negotiating partnerships?

The findings and recommendations associated with individual questions are presented in Section 4.

2.1.1. Creation of partnership - beneficiaries

2.1.1.1 How were potential partners identified / selected?

Most applicants entered into project partnerships with a new partner; just 28% of partnerships constituted
a continuation of earlier cooperation between a beneficiary and a partner from a donor state.” In the
majority of cases of projects in which a partnership arose based on prior cooperation, the beneficiary and
partner worked on an entirely new project; in only 18% of cases was the supported project the
continuation of an earlier joint project.

7 A similar percent ratio occurred in responses from partners from donor states (70% of projects with a new
partnership, 30% of projects continuing with previous cooperation)
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Figure 1 provides a ratio breakdown of cases in which new partnerships were created and cases that
represent the continuation of earlier cooperation according to individual programme.

Figure 1 Cooperation was established with (by programme):

Total
€202 67%
€203 73%
CZ04 100%
Cz06 85%
c207 60%
cZ08 50%
cz09
Cz10 100%
cz11 100%
cz12 63%
cz13 100%
cz15 100%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

New partner m Existing partner

n beneficiaries= 101, n CZ02= 12, n CZ03= 11, n CZ04= 1, n CZ06= 39, n CZ07=5, n CZ08= 2, n CZ09= 14, n
CZ10=1,nCZ11=6,nCZ12=8,n CZ13=1,nCZ15=1

The survey results indicated that in most cases the Czech beneficiaries took the initiative to enter into the
cooperation (72%). Nearly one fourth of respondents entered into a partnership based on a bilateral
initiative and only 5% of respondents were contacted by a partner from a donor state (for more, see
Figure 2). The premise that the primary initiator of partnership creation was a Czech beneficiary was
confirmed in structured interviews and questionnaires of project partners from donor states. Their
responses concerning who initiated cooperation corresponds, as a percentage, to the beneficiary
responses, see Figure 2.

We can identify the following facts arising from the structured interviews as key reasons behind the
lesser degree of activity of partners from donor states in initiating cooperation for project
preparation:

Insufficient awareness of the relevant organizations and individuals in donor states about
opportunities for using EEA and Norway Grants.

Insufficient capacity of potential partners from donor states to actively seek out new partners.
Competition from other states involved in the EEA and Norway Grants (the negative impacts of
competition may have been exacerbated by the fact that some Czech calls for applications were
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issued later than those of other states, meaning the capacities of partners in donor countries will
already have been exhausted).

Availability of other grant categories having greater appeal for partners from donor states (e.g. in
education, specifically student exchanges).

Figure 2 Breakdown of initiators of cooperation on project preparation:

m Beneficiaries Partners = Mutual initiation

n beneficiaries= 101

According to CAWI beneficiary responses, beneficiaries primarily identified new partners through the
programme operator or programme partner. The websites of individual partners from donor states
and contacts obtained from colleagues or acquaintances constituted another key source of
information, see Figure 3. In many cases, personal contacts between beneficiary / partner
representatives obtained at conferences, trade fairs and similar events were a valuable resource in
identifying suitable partners. This manner of partner identification predominated in the interview survey
responses in the item Other.
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Figure 3 Breakdown of ways in which potential partners were identified:

We received contact from the programme
partner / programme operator

We identified the partner based on media / his
public activities

We identified the partner based on his web
presence

Contact from colleagues from different
organisation

Through an event organised by the programme
operator

We new the partner from previous projects
Personnal contact wit the partner
International conference

Other

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

n beneficiaries= 68

Beneficiaries expressed the belief that events designed to support partnerships were very helpful
in the partner search. According to the responses of programme partners and beneficiaries during
structured interviews, however, in some cases participation at such events by potential partners from
donor states was low as compared to the interest of Czech beneficiaries; thus, such events were only of
limited benefit as regards making contact with potential partners.

According to beneficiary responses, in most cases a period of one to three months elapsed from
partner search commencement to cooperation agreement, see Table 2. Only a small number of
beneficiaries spent more than 3 months searching for a partner and no beneficiary indicated that the
process had taken more than half a year. The partner search period was, to a great extent, influenced by
the project application deadline.

Table 2 Finding a new partner took:

Responses in
percentage
Up to 2 weeks 37 %
2 - 4 weeks 24 %
1 - 3 months 27 %
3 - 6 months 12 %

n beneficiaries= 68

In a detailed summary of responses broken down by programme, beneficiaries did not significantly
deviate from the average responses — see Figure 4. As there were no responses for programme CZ08
and CZ15 in the interview survey, it was not included in the Figure. Many answers in the Figure fall within
the “Other” category in which beneficiaries specified a manner of partner identification. The most common
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beneficiary responses included familiarity of a partner from previous projects or obtaining a contact from
another organization.

Figure 4 Manner of identifying potential partners (breakdown by programme):

€202 25% 25% 25%
czoz 2N 12% 75%

Cz04 100%

CZz06 27% 27% 13% 40%
Cz07 67%

Cz09 11% 89%

Cz10 100%

czi1 33% 33% 17%
€212 20% 60%

oy

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Contact from the programme partner / operator The partner is present in the CZ
® Information from media ® Information from web
An event organized by the programme operator Other

n beneficiaries= 68, n CZ02= 4, n CZ03= 8, n CZ04= 1, n CZ06= 30, n CZ07= 3, n CZ09= 9, n CZ10=1, n CZ11= 6,
n CZ12=5,nCZ13=1

2.1.1.2 How was cooperation with a partner established?

Respondents cited interest in the proposed project as the main reason for a partner from a donor state
to agree to cooperation (96% of respondents gave this as a main / important reason) — see Figure 5.
Another significant reason was the partner’s interest in cooperating with the beneficiary’s
organization (77% of respondents gave this as a main / important reason). In contrast, cooperation
based solely on access to provided grants was not a common reason for agreeing to cooperate (30% of
respondents gave this as a main / important reason). In the questionnaire, respondents furnished other
reasons for agreeing to cooperate such as a willingness and ability to share experience, heightened
organizational prestige due to cooperation on an international project or personal acquaintance or a
personal recommendation for cooperation. In the structured interviews, interest in the proposed project
was also given as the main reason.
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Figure 5 Main reasons for partner agreement to cooperate as perceived by the beneficiary:

Interest in the project 63% 31% I

Interest in the cooperation with your o o
organisation — e i

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Main reason Significant reason  ®Minor reason  ®Not a factor

n beneficiaries= 67

In the interview survey, project partners confirmed the most significant reasons for cooperation
were interest in the proposed project as well as interest in cooperating with the Czech organization —
see Figure 6. In contrast to the Czech beneficiaries, partners more often cited interest in Norway and
EEA Grants as the reason for cooperation (2% of partners gave it as the main reason, 32% as an
important reason and 50% as a less important reason, while for only 9% of partners was interest in
access to grants not a factor in their decision).

Figure 6 Main reasons for agreement to cooperate (according to partners of beneficiaries):

Interest in the project 73% 27%

Interest in the cooperation with your

organisation 20 oLt -
interestin the funds |o%% a5

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Main reason Significant reason = Minor reason m Not a factor

n partners= 22

As with the CAWI, in the structured interviews foreign partners gave interest in the proposed project as
the main reason. In programmes in which the CR has a high profile (culture, science and research),
respondents also mentioned interest in cooperating with a specific beneficiary.

According to the respondents, the most common form of communication in setting up a partnership was
e-mail. This was followed by telephone calls and, in a very few cases, by face-to-face meetings — see
Figure 7. Manner of communication was primarily a question of the distance between the partner and the
beneficiary.
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Figure 7 Manner in which setting up cooperation was communicated:

Email communication 31% 67% 1I/o
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Entirely Mostly ®Occasionaly ®Rarely / never

n beneficiaries = 97

The structured interviews confirmed that face-to-face meetings were more beneficial in establishing
relationships than e-mail or telephone. According to respondents, establishing personal relationships in
the early stages of cooperation proved to be beneficial in the later course of project implementation.

2.1.1.3 What were the problem areas in the search for partners?

According to respondents in the survey, partnerships were established with the majority of potential
partners from donor states who were contacted (69%); only 31% of contacted potential partners
rejected cooperation.

The structured interviews revealed that insufficient capacity of a partner from a donor state was the
most common reason for rejecting cooperation (for more information see Section 4.1). Insufficient
capacity of partners in the donor states was in part the result of the bad timing of calls for applications in
the CR, as some Czech programmes were launched later than similar programmes of other states
receiving grants. According to the representatives of beneficiaries and partners at the programme and
project level and the Norwegian Embassy, this resulted in the exhausting of capacities of partners from
donor states by other countries (e.g. Poland).

It was mentioned repeatedly in the individual interviews that another problem in finding a partner was the
overly brief period to find a suitable partner provided by calls for submissions. In many cases, the time
available to find a new partner and handle all the formalities related to the partner’s involvement in a
project (formal conditions of the application) was less than 3 months, which in the view of some
respondents does not provide enough time to dispatch all the required tasks. In the case of available
information about the need for partner involvement (obligation / point bonus) in a project that provided a
sufficient lead time, potential applicants were able not only to find partners willing to enter into
cooperation, but also partners more suitable for the given type of project (for more, see Section 3.3 —
Examples of good practice in bilateral relations in programme CZ06).

The most common causes of complications in the search for a partner identified in the interview
survey was the administrative burden of the programme® (43% of respondents gave it as the main or a
significant complication), erratic communication on the part of the potential partner from a donor
state and partner concerns about entering into cooperation with a new organization — see
Figure 8. The structured interviews indicated that, in many cases, administrative burden discouraged a
potential partner from participating in a project owing to an assumption of the project’s high
administrative demands. Other problem areas in the search for a partner mentioned by respondents in

8 This fact was further confirmed in partner responses at the level of projects from donor states.
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the interview survey were insufficient capacities of potential partners and the obligation of the partner
to commit to the project before grant approval.

Beneficiaries did not identify a language barrier as an obstacle in the search for a partner. In contrast, the
project partners from donor states more often mentioned in the structured interviews that the language
barrier was a common source of misunderstanding and cause of slower agreement on the part of Czech
organizations.

Figure 8 Problem areas in the search for a potential partner:

Administrative burden 6% 37% 28%

Irregular communication 4% 16% 46%

Distance 4% 10% 51%

Limited capacities when looking 3% 15% 51%

1% 18%

60%

Fear from the new organisation

8

2%

Main complication

Language barrier

Limited willingnes of the management

7%

78%

0% 20%
Significant complication

40% 60%

= Minor complication

80% 100%
m No complication

n beneficiaries = 68

Table 3 illustrates key complications (i.e. those cited as a main and significant reason in the interview
survey) in a detailed breakdown by individual programme. There were no responses for programme CZ08
and CZ15 in the interview survey; therefore, it was not included in the table.
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Table 3 Problems areas in the search for a potential partner (breakdown by programme, main and significant complications):

Limited Limited
Fear from . S
. capacities willingness of _ .
Number of . cooperation Language . Irregular Administrative
Programme Distance X - when looking management to S
respondents with a new barrier f communication | burden
o or anew support new
organlzatlon .
partner cooperatlon
Cz02 4 0% 25 % 0% 0% 0% 25 % 50 %
Cz03 25 % 12 % 0% 25 % 0% 62 % 38 %
Cz04 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Cz06 30 17 % 23 % 3% 20 % 7 % 16 % 50 %
Cz07 3 33 % 0 % 0% 33 % 0% 0 % 0 %
Cz09 9 11 % 0 % 0% 11 % 0% 22 % 33 %
Cz10 1 0% 0 % 0% 0 % 0% 0% 0%
Cz11 6 17 % 34 % 0% 17 % 17 % 17 % 50 %
Cz12 5 0% 20 % 0% 0% 20 % 0% 40 %
CZ13 1 0% 100 % 0% 100 % 0% 0 % 100 %
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2.1.1.4 What were the problem areas in negotiating partnerships?

In the CAWI survey, beneficiaries most often cited the partnership negotiation period (from start to
application submission) of 1 — 3 months (39%); they cited a shorter period, i.e. up to 1 month (up to 2
weeks, 10%, 2 — 4 weeks, 32%), just as often, see Table 4.

Table 4 How long did it take to agree on cooperation from initial communication to project
application submission:

Responses in
percentage
Up to 2 weeks 10 %
2 - 4 weeks 32 %
1 - 3 months 38 %
3 - 6 months 13 %
Up to 2 weeks 6%

n beneficiaries = 97

In the interview survey, partners from donor states cited a longer period to agree on cooperation, see
Table 5. Again, respondents most often cited a period of 1 — 3 months to reach agreement; in contrast to
Czech grant beneficiaries, however, they more often cited a longer period, i.e. of 3 — 6 months (25% of
partners) and or more than half a year (22% of partners). This is consistent with the beneficiaries’ and
partners’ differing perceptions of the time needed to establish cooperation. Another reason for deviation
may have been the differing sample of respondents among beneficiaries and partners.

Table 5 How long did it take to agree on cooperation from initial communication to project
application submission (by donor state partner):

Responses in
percentage
Up to 2 weeks 0%
2 - 4 weeks 13 %
1 - 3 months 41 %
3 - 6 months 25 %
Up to 2 weeks 22 %

n partners= 69

According to the beneficiaries, the process of agreeing on cooperation occurred primarily or entirely by
e-mail (exclusively or primarily in 99% of cases); 47% of respondents identified the telephone as an
occasional means of communication, while face-to-face meetings were used rarely or never in 63% of
cases. A breakdown by programme identified no material difference in the use of communication
channels compared to the all-programme average. Projects partners from donor states cited the same
frequency distribution of used communication channels.

In the structured interviews, the beneficiaries again often stated that face-to-face meetings were
commonly an important complement to e-mail, the most often used means of communication, when
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agreeing on a partnership prior to application submission, as face-to-face contact made it easier to
address any problem areas and achieve consensus on the project preparation process.

In the questionnaires, the beneficiaries most often cited project financing as a highly problematic and
demanding area during project negotiation (10% of respondents identified it as highly problematic and
22% as problematic) — see Figure 9. Overall project set-up was also mentioned often as a problematic
and demanding aspect of negotiations (20% of respondents identified it as problematic) as was the
administrative allocation of project tasks (2% identified it as highly problematic and 16% as
problematic). Less problematic aspects of negotiations cited in the responses were agreement on the
ownership of created outputs (72% of respondents identified it as non-problematic) and the sharing of
capacities and know-how (60% of respondents identified it as non-problematic). Other areas mentioned
by the beneficiaries in the questionnaires included inadequate methodological support in English and
limited capacity of beneficiaries to agree on cooperation.

The structured interviews confirmed funding as the most common problem area, particularly in view of the
different approaches taken by the CR and the donor state to reporting project costs. Reporting
requirements in the CR, or for EEA and Norway Grants, are in many respects stricter / more
administratively demanding than in donor states (especially in stipulating the duty to provide transparent
reporting of demonstrably incurred eligible costs).

Figure 9 Aspects of partnership that proved most demanding to negotiate:

Overall project setting 1% 20% 43%

Distribution of task for the project execution-

D0 04
substantive part 2% 12% 48%

Funding |10%  22% 30%

Distribution of task for the project execution-

20, 0, 0
administrative part 2% 16% 45%

Capacity and know-how sharing 1% 7¢ 60%

Ownership of the project outputs 3¢ 2%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Very problematic Problematic  ®Less problematic  ®No problem

n beneficiaries = 97

The CAWI survey of the project partners from donor states confirmed the same problem areas in
negotiating partnerships as were identified by beneficiaries. Other problem areas mentioned by the
partners in questionnaires included changes in deadlines, inadequate communication on the part of
the programme partner, agreement on partnership without personal knowledge of the beneficiary
and insufficient time to prepare cooperation.
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Table 6 shows the most problematic partnership negotiation areas (cited in the interview survey as highly
problematic and problematic). Programme CZ15 is not included in the table as none of the beneficiaries

responded for this programme. The first line presents average values,® i.e. aggregated for all
programmes.

° The weighted average is used.
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Table 6 Aspects of partnership that proved demanding to negotiate (breakdown by programme, highly problematic and problematic areas):

Administrative

Overall proiect Distribution of distribution of Capacity and Ensuring the Ownership of
Number of settin pro) task for the Funding task for the know-how post-project the project
Programme respondents 9 project roiect sharing stage outputs
execution project
execution

Total 97 21 % 14 % 32% 18 % 8 % 9 % 3%
Cz02 12 17 % 17 % 25 % 33 % 0% 8 % 0%
Cz03 11 0% 9% 27 % 18 % 0% 0% 0%
Cz04 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
CZz06 36 22 % 20 % 30 % 11 % 11 % 11 % 6 %
Cz07 5 40 % 0% 80 % 40 % 0% 40 % 0%
Cz08 2 0% 0 % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Cz09 14 29 % 0 % 28 % 14 % 14 % 0% 7%
Cz10 1 100 % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Czi1 6 50 % 50 % 17 % 33% 0% 0% 0%
Cz12 8 0% 12 % 50 % 12 % 24 % 25 % 0%
Cz13 1 0% 0% 100 % 100 % 0% 0% 0%
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The structured interviews with the project partners from donor states confirmed that assigning
responsibility for project administration and clarifying funding were the most problematic areas in the
partnership negotiation.

Documentation scope and quality was not cited as a significantly problematic area in the interview survey
in which the beneficiaries most often mentioned that the documentation for the needs of project
preparation or partner engagement were adequate and had only minimal shortcomings (56% of
respondents) — see Figure 10.

Some 33% of respondents cited fewer shortcomings, but generally adequate support (from the
perspective of a description of the manner in which partnerships are set up) in the documentation, while
11% of respondents identified the documentation as inadequate. Key specific documentation
shortcomings cited by beneficiaries were an inadequate description of administrative, accounting and
legal differences between the CR and donor states (e.g. f foreign exchange, work reporting, VAT),
excessively complex manuals and a lack of documentation in English (mainly contract templates and
manual).

In the interview survey, the project partners from donor states evaluated documentation scope and quality
much like the beneficiaries, citing the lack of translations of some documents into English, their
excessive complexity and length as shortcomings of the documentation. The structured interviews
revealed that specific descriptions and translations are regularly updated and the majority of respondents
in the interview survey responded just after program launch, when the number of translated documents
was still small. According to the MF representatives, the vast majority of the documentation should be
now available in both language versions.

Figure 10 Are the Rules, Methodology and Guidelines detailed enough for the cooperation
set-up?:

33%

m Our participation is (was) absolutely necessary for reaching the
project goals
Our participation is (was) important for reaching the project
goals

= QOur participation is (was) useful but not necessary

We are not necessary nor useful for the project

n beneficiaries= 97



Figure 11 illustrates the distribution of responses to the interview survey by individual programmes. The
only two programmes regarding which respondents support that documentation is entirely
inadequate are programmes CZ02 and CZ09. In programme CZ07, 40% of respondents deemed the
supporting documentation inadequate. Responses for other programmes did not deviate from the
averages for all programmes. Programme CZ15 is not included in the table as none of the beneficiaries
answered for this programme. Like translations, controlled documentation was continually updated and
expanded. Program representatives stated in structured interviews that the current documentation
covers the majority of necessary areas for the purpose of drafting project applications.

Figure 11 Are the Rules, Methodology and Guidelines detailed enough for the cooperation
set-up (divided according to the programmes)?:

Cz02 50% 33% 8% 8%
Cz03 73% 18% 9%
Cz04 100%
CZ06 58% 36% 6%
Cz07 20% 40% 40%
CZ08 50% 50%
Cz09 36% 43% 14% 7%
CZz10 100%

Cz11 67% 17% 17%
Cz12 75% 25%
CZz13 100%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Our participation is (was) absolutely necessary for reaching the project goals
Our participation is (was) important for reaching the project goals
Our participation is (was) useful but not necessary
We are not necessary nor useful for the project

n beneficiaries= 97, n CZ02= 12, n CZ03= 11, n CZ04= 1, n CZ06= 36, n CZ07=5, n CZ08= 2, n CZ09= 14, n
CZ10=1,nCZ11=6,nCZ12=8, n CZ13=1

On several occasions, partners of beneficiaries from donor states mentioned in the structured interviews
that they sometimes played a very small role in agreeing on and preparing partnerships and they felt they
had too little opportunity to have a say in project objectives and set-up (for more information see
Section 4).



2.1.2.  Creation of partnership — Programme partners

2.1.2.1 How were potential partners identified / selected?

In a given programme, individual partners were preselected primarily based on experience from the
previous programme period. At the programme level, Czech representatives had no influence over the
selection of programme partners from donor states or had these partners assigned to them.

2.1.2.2 How was cooperation with a partner established?

Cooperation with the programme partner was established on formal basis (see chapter 2.2.2.1) and the
most common form of communication in setting up a partnership was e-mail followed by telephone calls
and face-to-face meetings.

2.1.2.3 What were the problem areas in the search for partners?
Not relevant regarding the selection of partners.

2.1.2.4 What were the problem areas in negotiating partnerships?

According to the individual interviews the lack of detailed definition of competencies of relevant partners
turned out to cause different views on the process of creating individual programmes. Representatives of
The Norwegian Embassy confirmed the limited capacity on the side of the donor countries. Nevertheless
the added value of applying the partnership principle is still well recognized.

2.1.3.  Creation of partnership — BFNL

2.1.3.1 How were potential partners identified / selected?

Likewise in the case of beneficiaries of individual programmes the survey results indicated that in most
cases Czech beneficiaries took the initiative to enter into cooperation with the partner from donor country
(see Figure 12).

Figure 12 Breakdown of initiators of cooperation on project preparation:

m Beneficiaries Partners = Mutual initiation

n beneficiaries BFNL= 13



2.1.3.2 How was cooperation with a partner established?

Respondents cited interest in the proposed project as the main reason for a partner from a donor state to
agree on cooperation (see Figure 13). Another significant reason was the partner's interest in
cooperating with the beneficiary’s organization.

Figure 13 The main reasons for agreeing on the partnership (view of the BFNL
beneficiaries)?:

Interest in the project 80%

Interest in the cooperation with your
organisation

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

80% 20%

Main reason Significant reason  ®Minor reason  ®Not a factor

n beneficiaries BFNU= 5

2.1.3.3 What were the problem areas in the search for partners?

Figure 14 depicts areas of partnership, which were perceived as the most problematic. During the
individual interviews these areas have been confirmed. During the implementation of the programmes a
significant progress in the reduction of administrative burden can be identified for the beneficiaries and
their partners from donor country (e.g. the scope of programme guidelines / documentation available in
both Czech and English is constantly growing).



Figure 24 What were the complications when looking for a new partner (BFNL beneficiaries)?:

Administrative burden | 12% 12%

Irregular communication | 12% 50%

Distance | 12% 12% 38%

Limited capacities when looking | 12% 38%

Fear from the new organisation | 12% 38%

Language barrier | 12% 75%

Limited willingnes of the management | 12% 88%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Main complication Significant complication = Minor complication ®No complication

n beneficiaries BFNL= 8

2.1.3.4 What were the problem areas in negotiating partnerships?

BFNL beneficiaries identified more problematic areas, especially financing of the project. The BFNL
beneficiaries cited the sustainability of project activities after the end of project financing as problematic
(15 % of the respondents). As the least problematic area the selection of competencies in the project was
cited.



Figure 35 Areas of the partnership that turned out as the most complicated / problematic

during negotiations (BFNU beneficiaries)?:

Overall project setting

Distribution of task for the project execution-
substantive part

Funding

Distribution of task for the project execution-
administrative part

Capacity and know-how sharing

Ensuring the post-project stage

Ownership of the project outputs

8% 8% 54%

8% 8% 38%

23% 31% 15%

8% 15% 69%

8% 8% 46%

15% 8% 31%

8% 69%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Very problematic Problematic  ®mLess problematic  ®No problem

2.1.4.

n beneficiaries BFNL= 13

Creation of partnership — BFPL

2.1.4.1 How were potential partners identified / selected?

Likewise in the case of other beneficiaries the survey results indicated that in most cases Czech
beneficiaries took the initiative to enter into cooperation with the partner from donor country (see Figure

16).




Figure 46 Initiators of the cooperation (beneficiaries received additional support in the Fund
for bilateral cooperations at programme level, hereinafter referred to as '‘BFPU’):

m Beneficiaries Partners = Mutual initiation Other

n beneficiaries BFPL= 31

2.1.4.2 How was cooperation with a partner established?

The respondents cited interest in the proposed project as the main reason for a partner from a donor
state to agree on cooperation (see Figure 17). Another significant reason was the partner’s interest in
cooperating with the beneficiary’s organization. This result of the CAWI was confirmed during the
individual interviews.

Figure 57 The main reasons for agreeing on the partnership (view of the BFPL
beneficiaries)?:

Interest in the project 53% 47%
Interest in the cooperation with your o o 0
organisation 2 BB &t
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Main reason Significant reason = Minor reason m Not a factor

N beneficiaries BFPL= 17

2.1.4.3 What were the problem areas in the search for partners?

According to the CAWI results, negotiating partnerships was less complicated for BFPL beneficiaries than
the average cited by beneficiaries in all programmes — see Figure 18. The most demanding areas were
funding and administrative allocation of project tasks.



Figure 68 What were the complications when looking for a new partner (BFPL
beneficiaries)?:

Overall project setting |11% 50%

Distribution of task for the project execution-
substantive part

21% 50%

Funding |7% 29% 32%

Distribution of task for the project execution-

0, 0, 0
administrative part 4% 14% 46%

Capacity and know-how sharing 4%4 71%

Ensuring the post-project stage | 14% 54%

Ownership of the project outputs 82%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Very problematic Problematic  mLess problematic  ®No problem

n beneficiaries BFPL= 28

2.2. Execution of partnership during project implementation

These evaluation questions in the “Execution of partnership during project implementation” evaluation
category are answered in the following sections:

What was the manner of partner cooperation during project / programme implementation?
What were the benefits of partner cooperation during project / programme implementation?
What were the most common obstacles / problem areas of partner engagement?

Findings and recommendations pertaining to individual evaluation questions are presented in Section 4.
2.2.1.  Execution of partnership - beneficiaries

2.2.1.1 What was the manner of partner cooperation during project / programme
implementation?

In the interview survey, all the beneficiaries stated that partner involvement in a project was useful

— see Figure 19. According to respondents, partner participation was necessary in 36% of projects;

according to partners, this was true in 38% of projects. In contrast, partner involvement was deemed

useful, but not necessary, in 20% of projects. No beneficiary stated that partner involvement in a

project was without benefit.



Figure 19 How do you rate partner involvement (so far) as regards the achievement of project

outcomes:

Partner's participation is (was) absolutely

Partner's participation is (was) important for
reaching the project goals

Partner's participation is (was) useful but not 20%
necessary 6%

Partner's participation is (was) not necessary
nor useful for the project 1%

necessary for reaching the project goals 38%

® Beneficiaries Partners of the beneficiaries

55%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

60%

n beneficiaries = 97, n partners= 70

A detailed analysis of partner involvement in projects by programme indicated that partner involvement
was extraordinarily important in programme CZ07 projects (80% of respondents cited partner involvement
as essential for successful project outcomes) and programme CZ09 projects (64% of respondents cited
partner involvement as essential for successful project outcomes) — see Figure 20. Programme CZ15 is

not included in the table as none of the responded for this programme.




Figure 20 What was the importance of partner involvement in a project as regards the
achievement of project outcomes (breakdown by programme):

Cz02 17% 58% 25%

Cz03 9% 45% 45%

Cz04 100%

CZ06 42% 42%
Cz07 80% 20%

Cz08 50% 50%

Cz09 64% 29%
CZz10 100%

Cz13 100%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Partner's participation is (was) absolutely necessary for reaching the project goals
Partner's participation is (was) important for reaching the project goals

m Partner's participation is (was) useful but not necessary

n beneficiaries= 97, n CZ02= 12, n CZ03= 11, n CZ04= 1, n CZ06= 36, n CZ07= 5, n CZ08= 2, n CZ09= 14, n
CZ10=1,nCZ11=6,n CZ12=8,n CZ13=1

The project partners from donor countries perceived the importance of their involvement in
projects to be greater than did the grant beneficiaries — see Figure 21. As compared to the
beneficiaries, 38% of respondents perceived their involvement as absolutely necessary to project
success, 55% of respondents perceived their involvement as important to project success (compared to
44% of beneficiaries) and only 6% of partners perceived their involvement to be useful, but not necessary
(compared to 20% of beneficiaries).



Figure 21 How do you rate partner involvement (so far) as regards the influencing of project
outcomes (by project partners from donor countries):

55%

m Partner's participation is (was) absolutely necessary for reaching the
project goals
Partner's participation is (was) important for reaching the project goals

m Partner's participation is (was) useful but not necessary

Partner's participation is (was) not necessary nor useful for the project

n partners= 70

As with negotiating cooperation, e-mail was also the most commonly used means of communication
in project implementation. According to the interview survey responses of beneficiaries, it was the only
form of communication for 27% of respondents. Telephone communication was used less, but still played
a major role in project implementation (33% of respondents primarily used the telephone, 46% used it
occasionally). In the questionnaire comments and the structure interviews, face-to-face meetings (61%
cited face-to-face communication as an occasional form of communication) were mentioned as a key
element of cooperation without which it would have been more complicated to reach agreement.
According to the structured interviews with beneficiaries and their partners from donor states, face-to-face
meetings enabled them more easily and effectively to solve problems and resolve complications that
arose in the course of project execution. It should be noted, however, that such meetings were limited in
number due to project budget constraints. Respondents stated in the CAWI survey that there was more
interaction with the partner during project set-up than during implementation — see Table 7. While
cooperation was being set up, communication most often occurred once a week on average (34% of
respondents). During project implementation, communication most often occurred once or twice a month
(41% of respondents).

Table 7 How frequent is (was) communication / interaction during a project:

Several 1-2times a| Lessthan Less than
. Once a week .
times a month on once a oncein 6 Not relevant
on average
week average month months
Egoje"t set- 20 % 34 % 28 % 7% 4% 8 %
Implementati
on of the 16 % 27 % 41 % 7% 2% 6 %
project
activities
Project 2% 9% 16 % 4% 4% 64 %
conclusion

n beneficiaries= 97




A detailed look at project outcomes by programme reveals that outcomes are consistent with average
responses for all programmes. Similarly as in the partnership set-up phase, in the project implementation
phase, too, face-to-face meetings in programme CZ03 occurred less than the all programme average
(73% of interview survey respondents from programme CZ03 stated that face-to-face meetings took place
rarely / never). Partners from donor states cited a virtually identical frequency of communication in the
interview survey.

According to the CAWI survey, in the majority of projects cooperation primarily took the form of
sharing know-how, experience and contacts (the partner played a major role here according to 85% of
respondents), see Figure 22. The creation of outputs was another key partnership activity (68% of
beneficiaries stated the partner played a major role). Support in the form of capacities and human
resources was another important component in many projects (29% of respondents cited it as an
important component of cooperation).

In the CAWI survey, project partners indicated the nature of their project involvement somewhat
differently than grant beneficiaries — see Figure 22. According to the responses, partners played a
lesser, though still key, role in sharing know-how and experience (80% of respondents). Partners thought
they played less of a role in the creation of outputs than did beneficiaries. In contrast, partners (as
opposed to beneficiaries) perceived their involvement in ensuring capacity support to be greater (38% of
respondents).

Figure 22 In which activities was the partner most involved:

85%
80%

Know-how, experience and contacts sharing

. 68%
Delivery of outputs
55%

29%

Capacities (human resources) support
P ( ) supp p—

10%

Administrative support
12%

E

Financial support
PP 26%

8%
10%

Other

(@]

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

® Beneficiaries Partners of the beneficiaries

n beneficiaries= 97, n partners= 69

In a detailed analysis by programme, the majority of beneficiary interview survey responses are
consistent with the all-programme average — see Figure 23. For greater clarity, the Figure only includes
the three areas of cooperation that were cited most often. Programme CZ11 and programme CZ12
respondents cited greater partner involvement in sharing know-how, experience and contacts (for both
programmes, all beneficiaries cited significant partner involvement). Project partners played the largest
role in outputs in programme CZ07 (all respondents cited partner involvement in creating outputs). On the



other hand, project partners in programmes CZ03, CZ11 and CZ12 have little involvement in output
creation (partner involvement in output creation in programme CZ03 was cited by only 36% of
respondents, in programme CZ11, 33% and in programme CZ12, only 12% of respondents). Programme
CZ15 is not included in the table as no beneficiary responded to the question in the interview survey.

Figure 23 In which activities was the partner most involved (breakdown by programme)?:

Cz02 83%
Cz03 82%
CzZ04 100%
CZ06 31% 78%
Cz07 80% 80%
CZ08 100% 100%
Cz09 86%
CZ10 100%
Ccz11 100%
Cz12 100%
CZ13 100% 100%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m QOutputs production Capacities (human resources) support

Know-how, experience and contact sharing

n beneficiaries= 97, n CZ02= 12, n CZ03= 11, n CZ04= 1, n CZ06= 36, n CZ07=5, n CZ08= 2, n CZ09= 14, n
CZ10=1,nCZ11=6,nCZ12=8,n CZ13=1

Findings and recommendations pertaining to individual evaluation questions are present in Section 4.

2.2.1.2 What were the benefits of partner cooperation during project / programme
implementation?

According to the interview survey responses, partner involvement yielded the greatest benefit in the
sharing of know-how, experience and contacts, as stated by 84% of respondents — see Figure 24.
The Figure compares the areas in which partners were most involved and the areas in which their
involvement had a favorable impact, as indicated by beneficiaries in the interview survey. Output
creation was cited as another important area in which partner presence and cooperation had a



favorable impact, as stated by 73% of beneficiaries. For 26% of respondents, support in the area of
capacities and human resources was also an area where the favorable impact of partner involvement was
very evident.

Figure 24 In what areas was the favorable impact of partner involvement most evident?:

85%
84%

Know-how, experience and contacts sharing

68%
73%

Outputs production

29%

Capacities (human resources) support
p ( ) supp e

10%

Administrative support
7%

E

Financial support

5%
New business opportunities
3%
8%
Other
5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
m In which activities was the partner mostly involved in

In which areas was the impact of the partner's involvment the biggest

n beneficiaries= 97

Project partners from donor states perceived their involvement and its favorable impact in much the same
way (interview survey) — see Figure 75. Know-how, experience and participation in output creation
were again identified as the areas in which partners were most involved and in which they perceived their
involvement to be useful.



Figure 75 In what areas was the favorable impact of partner involvement most evident (by

project partners from donor states)?:

Know-how, experience and contacts sharing

Delivery of outputs

Capacity (human resources) support

Administrative support

Financial support

New business opportunities

Other

|

80%
81%
61%
33%
9%
12%
10%
4%
9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
® |In which activities was the partner mostly involved in

In which areas was the impact of the partner's involvement the biggest

n partners= 70

Opinion among respondents varied as to whether greater partner involvement would have had a
favorable impact on achieving project outcomes — see Figure 86. The opinion that greater partner
involvement would have had a favorable impact on achieving project outcomes was expressed by
the majority of beneficiaries in the, i.e. a total 61% of respondents. Just 1% of beneficiaries felt that
greater partner involvement would not have had a favorable impact on project outcome.

The responses of project partners in the interview survey as regards their greater project involvement

were very similar to those of their Czech partners.




Figure 86 Would greater partner involvement in a project have had a favorable impact on
achieving outcomes?:

m Certainly Probably yes m Probably not Definitely not

n beneficiaries= 97

2.2.1.3 What were the most common obstacles / problem areas in partner
involvement?

Given the nature of projects, it was not always possible or necessary for a partner to be more involved
(for 47% of respondents) — see Figure 97. Interview survey respondents cited distance (problematic for
40% of beneficiaries), administrative burden (problematic for 39% of beneficiaries) and inadequate
financial support (problematic for 26% of beneficiaries) as being among the most problematic areas
in greater partner involvement in a project. Insufficient human resources within the organization was
another problem area mentioned by respondents in the interview survey (problematic area for 20% of
beneficiaries).

Differences in the perception of the beneficiaries and the project partners regarding obstacles to greater
partner involvement are illustrated in Figure 97. According to the project partners, the biggest obstacles
to their greater involvement were distance and capacity. In contrast to the beneficiaries, only 23% of
respondents did not consider the nature of the project to be a significant obstacle.



Figure 97 What were the biggest obstacles to greater partner involvement in a project?:

The nature of the project (the project did not
enable / require deeper involvement)

|

23%

39%
36%

Distance

%
Administrative burden S8%
19%

- . . . 26%
Insufficient allocation of the financial support
17%

. 21%
Capacity reasons
33%

| I
(=]

Programme limitation
9%

%

Other
14%

0% 20% 40% 60%

m Obstacles according to the beneficiaries Obstacles according to the partners of beneficiaries

n beneficiaries= 97, n partners= 70

Insufficient partner capacities for project implementation in both the preparatory and implementation
phases were cited as a problem area in the structured interviews with beneficiaries. According to
respondents, insufficient capacity in the partner organization resulted in less frequent communication and,
on occasion, late delivery of reports and other outputs. Project partners from donor states confirmed that
under-capacity on both sides was one of the problem areas in cooperation.

Other obstacles mentioned by partners in structured interviews included too little time for project
implementation, different settings and accounting systems between countries and the language barrier. In
interviews, partners also mentioned a lack of face-to-face contact as a possible obstacle to better
communication and resolving misunderstandings during project preparation and implementation.



Table 8 shows how interview survey respondents (by programme) answered the question of what the
biggest obstacles to greater partner involvement in a project were. The responses do not show significant
differences as compared to the average survey-wide responses. The greatest deviations from the
average are highlighted in bold. The nature of the project was most often an obstacle to greater
partner involvement for beneficiaries in programme CZ12 (75% of respondents cited it as an obstacle).
For beneficiaries in programmes CZ03 and CZ09 the biggest obstacle was the insufficient allocation of
finances (cited by 45% and 43% of respondents). Distance was more problematic than for the majority
of beneficiaries for programme CZ03 (cited by 64% of respondents from this programme). Programme
limitations in terms of its set-up and rules was an obstacle for beneficiaries in programme CZ07 (cited
by 20% of beneficiaries). Administrative burden was a bigger obstacle for beneficiaries in programme
CZz02 (cited by 67%). Lack of capacity as an obstacle to partner involvement in a project was cited more
often than usual by beneficiaries in programme CZ11 (cited by 50%). Programme CZ15 is not included in
the table as no responses in the interview survey pertained to this programme.



Table 8 What were the biggest obstacles to greater partner involvement in a project (breakdown by programme)?:

The nature Poor Change
of the Insufficient communication of
project (the |allocation . . partners’ .
Number of : . . Programme | and Language | Administrative | = .~ Capacity
Programme project did of the Distance |, 2 . . - priorities Other
respondents not enable / | financial limitation relationship barrier burden during reasons
require more | support W;rr,:ntgre the
involvement) P project
Cz02 12 50 % 25 % 33 % 8% 0% 0% 67 % 0% 17 % 8%
Cz03 11 64 % 45 % 64 % 0% 0% 0% 27 % 0% 9% 9%
Czo4 1 100 % 0% 100 % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 % 0% 0%
CZ06 36 53 % 22 % 42 % 3% 0 % 3% 36 % 3% 19 % 3%
Czo7 5 0% 20 % 20 % 20 % 0 % 0% 20 % 0% 20 % 0%
Cz08 2 50 % 0% 50 % 0% 0 % 0% 50 % 0% 0% 50 %
Cz09 14 29 % 43 % 14 % 0% 0 % 0% 36 % 0% 29 % 7%
Cz10 1 100 % 0 % 0% 0% 0 % 0% 0% 0 % 0% 0%
Czi11 6 17 % 0% 50 % 0% 0% 0% 33 % 0% 50 % 17 %
Cz12 8 75 % 25% 50 % 12 % 0% 0% 38 % 0% 12 % 12 %
Cz13 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100 % 0% 100 % 0%




2.2.2.  Execution of partnership — Programme partners

2.2.2.1 What was the process of cooperation with the partner during the
implementation of the projects / programs?

The cooperation at the level of the programs differed significantly among individual programs. The most
important difference was the extent of involvement of foreign partners in the implementation of the
program. Cooperation in the course of implementation the programs was developed mainly in the
following areas:

Setup of the subject-matter of the program

Preparation of calls (focus and specific terms of the calls)
Support for search of the partners in donor countries
Dissemination of results of the programs / projects

In the course of the individual interviews, we noted different approaches of the partners from donor
countries during their involvement in the implementation of the program. Cooperation with the Czech
partner was affected particularly by the capacity of the foreign program partner. During the analysis, we
identified cases of rather formal partner's involvement (his lower participation in the implementation of the
program) up to highly active partner's involvement in the implementation of the program (e.g. in program
CZz06).

2.2.2.2 What were the benefits of cooperation with the partner in the
implementation of the projects / programs?

According to the individual interviews, the benefits of cooperation from the foreign partner's part for the
implementation of the programs may be identified as follows:

Setup of the subject-matter of the programs or calls
The partner's assistance in the search for partners at the project level

As regards setup of the program (definition of its subject-matter) and setup of individual calls, the foreign
partner participated namely in the subject-matter definition of the areas which will be supported as a part
of the program, taking into account priorities of the donor country. With regard to the change of the
approach of EEA and the Norwegian Funds and the use of program management, this approach
represented a significant change as opposed to the previous programming period.

One of the aspects that may considered crucial in respect of the contribution made by the foreign partner
from the donor country at the program level was the assistance in the search for partners in donor
countries. Such assistance consisted of (i) the program partner's activities in the dissemination of
information among the relevant entities in the donor country about the possibility of cooperation in the
projects, and (ii) cooperation in the search for suitable project partners in the donor country. In the
individual interviews, the Czech beneficiaries mentioned that they addressed in some cases directly the
program partner, who mediated for them contacts to suitable foreign partners. The program partner in the
donor country also participated in the organization of seminars held with the purpose of identifying
partners from the donor and from the beneficiary country. These seminars were held in the Czech
Republic and in the donor country.

2.2.2.3 What were the most frequent obstacles / problematic areas of involvement
of the partners?

The following areas may be designated as the key obstacles of cooperation of the partners at the
program level:



Different perception of priorities in the setup of the programs and use of the partnership principle
in the projects

Limited capacities of the foreign partner

Changes is program setup

Different perception of priorities in the setup of the programs and use of the partnership principle
in the projects

One of the problematic aspects of the partnerships at the program level which was referred to during the
individual interviews was the different view of the need for selected intervention types in the programs
and of priorities on which the program should be focused. It was identified during the individual interviews
that the intervention areas took into account in a number of aspects the priorities and objectives of the
foreign partner, without a detailed knowledge of the current needs in the relevant country, or of the
concurrence of the support with other potential sources of the support, such as the structural / ESI funds.
Disputes in a number of areas concerned the need for use of the foreign partners in the projects for
selected intervention types. With regard to limited capacities (relevant partners in donor countries are
very difficult to find e.g. in the field of heritage protection), such conflict could cause problems in search
for suitable project partners in the donor country.

During discussions with the representatives of the Norwegian embassy in Prague, it was mentioned that
the setup of the programs is based on the knowledge of the needs in the Czech Republic. However, no
detailed analysis of the situation was prepared for the programs. On the other hand, the programs are set
up sufficiently broadly, giving sufficient space for various projects.

Limited capacities of the foreign partner

The limited capacities of the foreign partner were manifested at both the project and the program level.
Such limited capacities resulted namely from the large number of the states with which the relevant
organization acted as a program partner. The limited capacities gave rise particularly to the following
problems:

Insufficient assistance in the identification and targeted search for project partners in the donor
country

Limited ability to proactively promote EEA and the Norwegian Funds in the donor country and to
increase by such promotion the capacity of the donor partners at the project level

Limited ability of performing other informative /activation activities.

Changes of program setup

Changes in the perception of priorities (such as the introduction of mandatory support levels to socially
excluded groups of the population, e.g. the Roman), which occurred during the negotiations about the
final shape of the program, led to an increase of administrative requirements on the part of the
implementing structure.



2.2.3.  Execution of partnership — BFNL

2.2.3.1 What was the process of cooperation with the partner during the
implementation of the projects / programs?

For the national level bilateral cooperation fund (BFNL) beneficiaries, the greatest amount of cooperation
was shown to have occurred in the areas of sharing know-how, creating outputs and offering capacity
support — see Figure 28.

Figure 28 In which activities was the partner most involved (BFNL beneficiaries)?:

Know-how, experience and contacts sharing

Delivery of outputs

Capacity (human resources) support

Financial support

Administrative support

Other

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

n beneficiaries BFNL= 13

2.2.3.2 What were the benefits of cooperation with the partner in the
implementation of the projects / programs?
Figure 29 depicts the key benefits of partnership cooperation during the implementation of the project.



Figure 29 What were the benefits of cooperation with the partner in the implementation of the
projects (BFNL beneficiaries)?:

Know-how and experience sharing
92%

58%

Delivery of outputs
67%

58%

Capacity (human resources) support
25%

25%

Financial support
17%

17%
Administrative support
8%

17%
Other
8%
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® In which activities was the partner mostly involved in

In which areas was the impact of the partner's involvment the biggest

n beneficiaries BFNL= 12

2.2.3.3 What were the most frequent obstacles / problematic areas of involvement
of the partners?

Bilateral cooperation projects didn’t enable deeper cooperation with the partner from donor country due to
their characteristic. Key factor limiting deeper cooperation with the project partner was insufficient
capacity on the side of the partner, see Figure 30.



Figure 30 What were the most frequent obstacles / problematic areas of involvement of the
partners?:

The nature of the project (the project did not
enable / require more involvement)

Distance

Administrative burden

Insufficient allocation of the financial support

Capacity reasons

Programme limitation

Other

0% 20% 40% 60%

n beneficiaries BFNL= 12

2.2.4. Execution of partnership — BFPL

2.2.4.1 What was the process of cooperation with the partner during the
implementation of the projects / programs?

Due to character of BFPL projects the key benefits stated in CAWI and during interviews were know-how
/ knowledge sharing and sharing of contacts for further possible deepening of the cooperation. Other
areas of cooperation are stated in Figure 31.

Figure 31 In which activities was the partner mostly involved in (BFPU beneficiaries)?:

Know-how, experience and contacts sharing

Delivery of outputs

Capacity (human resources) support

Financial support

Administrative support

Other

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%




n beneficiaries BFPL= 28

2.2.4.2 What were the benefits of cooperation with the partner in the
implementation of the projects / programs?

The key benefits correspondent with the areas of the activities, the project partner was most involved in,
see Figure 32.

Figure 32 In which areas was the impact of the partner’s involvement the biggest (BFPU
beneficiaries)?:

ow-how and experience shating )
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|
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|
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Other
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n beneficiaries BFPL= 28

2.2.4.3 What were the most frequent obstacles / problematic areas of involvement
of the partners?

Due to character of the BFPL projects it wasn't many times possible to change the scope of the
cooperation. In some cases we could have identified factors, which prevented a deeper cooperation
during the project implementation. The key factors stated during the interviews and in CAWI survey were
administrative burden and insufficient capacities on the side of the project partner.



Figure 33 What are (were) the biggest (internal and external) obstacles for deeper
involvement of the partner in the project (BFPU beneficiaries)?:

The nature of the project (the project did not
enable / require more involvement)
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2.3. Development of partnerships after completion of the
implementation of the projects / outside the implementation of
the projects

The following evaluation questions relating to the evaluation of functioning of the partnership at the time
of implementation of the projects are answered in the following chapters:

How does the partnership in the projects / programs continue after the end of provision of the
support?

What are the reasons for termination of the partnership after termination of the financial support?
What ate the benefits of the partnership beyond the scope of implementation of the projects /
programs?

The conclusions and recommendations relating to each evaluation questions are stated in Chapter 4.

2.3.1. Development of partnerships after completion of the
Implementation of the projects / outside the implementation of the
projects - beneficiaries

2.3.1.1 How does the partnership in the projects / programs continue after the
end of provision of the support?

In the questionnaire survey, the beneficiaries very much appreciated the possibility to implement
again the project with the same beneficiary. A total of 92 % of the beneficiaries would implement the
project again with the partner under the same conditions - see Figure 34. None of the respondents
provided any directly negative answer to the question relating to the repeated implementation with the
same partner and under the same conditions and only 8% of the beneficiaries would rather not implement
the project again.

Figure 34 Would you implement the relevant project again with the same partner and under
the same conditions?:

35%

mYes [ Ratheryes mRatherno

n beneficiaries= 97

Responses of the partners of the projects from donor countries to the question regarding the
implementation of the project under the same conditions were very similar to that of the Czech
beneficiary.



The great majority of respondents from the questionnaire survey wish to continue the cooperation (a
total of 90% of the respondents answered that they planned to continue the cooperation) - see Figure 35.
Most of the respondents were sure that the cooperation would continue (47% of the respondents), a
smaller part expected such cooperation (43% of the respondents). Only 10% of the beneficiaries do not
plan to continue the cooperation constituted during the implementation of the project.

According to those who do not intend to cooperate with the partner after the end of the project, the main
reasons for not continuing the cooperation are insufficient financial sources after completion of the
project or the non-recurrent nature of the project.

Figure 35 Do you plan to continue the cooperation after the termination of the financial
support?:

43%

mYes ' Ratheryes mRatherno No

n beneficiaries= 97

Responses of partners of the projects from donor countries to the question regarding continuation of the
cooperation were more pessimistic as regards the continuation of the established cooperation;
however, the trend was similar as in the event of the beneficiaries. 38% of the respondents
answered that they would continue the cooperation - see Figure 23. A total of 23% of the respondents
inclined to the negative response regarding continuation of the cooperation.

According to the responses of the partners, the most frequent reason for not continuing the cooperation is
the shortage of capacities and funding and the non-recurrent nature of the project.



Figure 36 Do you plan to continue the cooperation after the end of the financial support
(answers of partners of the project)?:

39%

mYes © Ratheryes mRatherno No

n partners= 69

According to the answers of the respondents of the questionnaire survey who intend to continue the
cooperation would like to continue the cooperation preferably in similar projects (this was the
response of 87% of the respondents) - see Figure 37. Sharing of know-how and experience is
another area where most of the respondents intend to further cooperate (this opinion was
expressed by 75% of the beneficiaries). Less frequently, the cooperation with the partner should be
carried on as the capacity support (such response was given by 13% of the respondents), financial
support (8% of the respondents) or seeking new business opportunities (6% of the respondents).

According to the questionnaire survey, partners of the projects from donor countries have a very similar
opinion on the nature of continuation of the cooperation and their answers correspond with the answers of
the support beneficiaries, as shown in Figure 37.



Figure 37 Which are the areas where the partnership should continue?:
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A more detailed analysis of the answers concerning the programs indicates that the responses are
consistent in respect of most of the programs - see Figure 38. For the sake of transparency, only four
most important areas in which the cooperation will continue according to the respondents are shown in
the figure. The figure does not include the programs CZ04, CZ10 and CZ15, because such questions
were not answered by the respondents of the relevant program in the questionnaire survey.




Figure 38 Which are the areas where the partnership should continue (broken down by

programs)?:

Cz02 83% 8% 17%
Cz03 90% 10% 20%
CZ06 73% 12%3%
Cz07 40% 20%
Cz08 100%
Cz09 50% 8%

Cz11 25% 25%
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Other, similar projects Know-how sharing Capacities support Financial support
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Cz12=7,nCZ13=1

Individual interviews with the beneficiaries of the support and with their partners from donor countries,
identified similar areas for potential future cooperation as those identified in the questionnaire survey.
Since most of the projects were not completed at the time of the interviews, such areas of cooperation
only represent anticipated plans of both parties.

2.3.1.2 What are the reasons for termination of the partnership after the
termination of the financial support?

According to the respondents who do not intend to further cooperate with the partner, the key reasons for
not continuing the cooperation are insufficient financial funds after termination of the project or the
non-recurrent nature of the project.

2.3.1.3 What are the benefits of the partnership beyond
implementation of the projects / programs?

Less than one half of the respondents stated in the survey that they implement other project or
perform other activities with the partner beyond the scope of the project (44% of respondents
from among the beneficiaries). The major part of the respondents stated in the survey that they do not
cooperate with the partner beyond the scope of the project (56% of respondents from among the
beneficiaries).

the scope of

In a closer look at the results of the questionnaire survey, it is possible to identify a similar trend across all
programs - see Figure 39. The higher percentage of the projects which perform activities beyond the



scope of the project can be found in the programs CZ02 (58% of the respondents), CZ07 (60% of the
respondents), CZ08 (100% of the respondents) and CZ12 (62% of the respondents). The program CZ15
is not included in the table because no response concerning this program was obtained in the survey.

Figure 39 Do you perform further activities with the partner beyond the scope of the project
(broken down by programs):

Cz02 58% 42%

Cz03 27% 73%

Cz04 100%

CZ06 44% 56%

Cz07 60% 40%

Cz08 100%

Cz09 36% 64%

CZz10 100%

Cz11 33% 67%

Cz12 62% 38%

CZ13 100%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Yes mNo

n beneficiaries= 97, n CZ02= 12, n CZ03= 11, n CZ04= 1, n CZ06= 36, n CZ07= 5, n CZ08= 2, n CZ09= 14, n
CzZ10=1,nCZ11=6,nCZ12=8,n CzZ13=1

Representatives of the projects who cooperate with the partner beyond the scope of the project stated in
the questionnaire survey that such cooperation concerns primarily the deepening of know-how (this
area was mentioned in the questionnaires by 74% of the respondents) - see Figure 40. Almost one half
of the beneficiaries also mentioned an increase of their competencies as an unforeseen result of the
cooperation (47% of the respondents). New business opportunities resulted from the cooperation for 14%
of the beneficiaries.

The figure further compares the perception of cooperation beyond the scope of the project by partners of
the projects from donor countries. Among unforeseen impacts of the cooperation, the partners mentioned



new contacts (89% respondents from among the partners), new know-how or its enhancement (70% of
the respondents) and an increase of competencies (52% of the respondents).

Figure 40 Where was the cooperation with the partner beyond the scope of the project

reflected?:

e orons
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Beneficiaries of the support and partners from donor countries referred in the individual interviews the
above-mentioned most frequent areas of cooperation beyond the scope of the project (enhancement of
know-how, new contacts, increase of competencies and new business opportunities). Both groups further
stressed the priceless experience in the exchange of experience and knowledge of new cultures,
which is associated with this international cooperation.

2.3.1. Development of partnerships after completion of the
implementation of the projects / outside the implementation of the
projects — programme level

2.3.1.1 How does the partnership in the projects / programs continue after the
end of provision of the support?

Due to the character of the partnership on programme level is the key following activity preparation of the
new programming period.

2.3.1.2 What are the reasons for termination of the partnership after the
termination of the financial support?
Due to the character of the partnership on programme level is this evaluation question not relevant.

2.3.1.3 What are the benefits of the partnership beyond the scope of
implementation of the projects / programs?

The key benefit of the partnership principle beyond the scope of the implementation of the programme is
the knowledge sharing in the area of different attitudes / policies to programme areas.



2.3.2. Development of partnerships after completion of the
implementation of the projects / outside the implementation of the
projects — BFNL

2.3.2.1 How does the partnership in the projects / programs continue after the
end of provision of the support?

On the level of national cooperation, the beneficiary (BFNL in the questionnaire survey) answered much
more positively to the possibility of continuing the cooperation after the end of the financial
support - see Figure 41. A total of 92% of the respondents answered affirmatively (yes, rather yes) to
the question of continuation of the cooperation after the end of the financial support.

Figure 41 Do you plan to continue the cooperation after the end of the financial support
(answer of the beneficiary BFNL)?:

EYes ' Ratheryes ®mRather no

n beneficiaries BENU= 12

On the national cooperation level (BFNU), the vast majority of the respondents stated that they will
further continue the cooperation (92% of the respondents) - see Error! Reference source not
found.. This follow-up should concern primarily sharing of know-how and experience (as stated by
100% of the respondents), similar projects (80% of the respondents), but also capacities (40%) and
administrative support (30%).



Figure 42 Which are the areas where the partnership should continue (according to the
beneficiaries BFNU)?:
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2.3.2.2 What are the benefits of the partnership beyond the scope of
implementation of the projects / programs?

The key benefit of partnership of BFNL projects is the transfer of know-how, see Figure 43.

Figure 43 What impact did the partnership have for your organization beyond the project
scope (BFNU beneficiaries)?:

New know-how or its extension

New contacts

New competencies
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n beneficiaries BFNL= 8

2.3.3.  Development of partnerships after completion of the
implementation of the projects / outside the implementation of the
projects — BFPL

2.3.3.1 How does the partnership in the projects / programs continue after the
end of provision of the support?

The Figure 44 depicts the willingness of beneficiaries to continue with the partner beyond the scope of
the project.



Figure 44 Do you plan to continue with the partnership / project after the end of the financial
support (BFPU beneficiaries)?:

39%

EmYes = Ratheryes mRatherno No

n beneficiaries BFPL= 28

2.3.3.2 What are the benefits of the partnership beyond the scope of
implementation of the projects / programs?
The key benefit of partnership is transfer of knowledge / know-how and new contacts, see Figure 45

Figure 45 What are the benefits of the partnership beyond the scope of implementation of the
projects / programs?:
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3. Examples of best practice in bilateral
cooperations



3.1. The exhibition “Brave New World”

Name of the project Exhibition “Skvély novy svét” (Brave New World)

Name of the program | Cultural heritage and contemporary art - program area no. 17

Beneficiary DOX PRAGUE, a.s.
Partners of the Lars Nesser, Libia Castro, Olafur Olafsson, Birgitta Jonsdéttir, Haukuro Maro Helgason
project

Basic description of The aim of the project was to create in DOX an exhibition the basic idea whereof were 3 sci-fi anti-
the project utopias created in the 20'" century, each of which foreshadowed in a specific way the horrific visions of
the future which have been or are being materialized in our daily reality arising in the 20" century -
“Brave New World" of the Englishman Aldous Huxley (1931), “1984" of his fellow countryman George
Orwell (1949) and Ray Bradbury's “451 Degrees Fahrenheit” (1953).

Identified good practice at the project level:

During the individual and interview and in the questionnaire survey, most respondents referred to the
clear benefits of the established partnership for the beneficiary in such areas as the sharing of know-how,
good practice, etc.1° On the other hand, only a limited group of the respondents referred to the benefits of
the cooperation for the foreign partner at the project level.

Nevertheless, it is possible to identify in the project Exhibition “Brave New World” not only
benefits for the beneficiary of the project, in this case DOX Prague, a.s. (hereinafter also DOX), but
also an evident benefit for each project partner. Since DOX is a well-established organization in the
field of art and possesses a large base of contacts and cooperating entities, the foreign partners
established beyond the scope of the project a number of contacts in the Czech Republic and from
abroad, which were mediated to the partner by DOX representatives. According to the beneficiary,
certain contacts have already been used in the performance of activities carried out by the foreign
partner beyond the scope of the project activities and such cooperation is going on. At the same
time, the cooperation of foreign partners with DOX provided to those partners an opportunity to present
their artistic activities to specialized periodicals, which pay sufficient attention to DOX with regard to its
high credit. Such acquired space in the media means a significant benefit for presentation of the
project partner to the professional and general public.

Hence, the good practice at the project level then lies in the use of the existing contact network of the
beneficiary in a manner which enables the foreign partner to also use such contacts and to initiate
cooperation with other entities in the Czech Republic (and abroad) beyond the scope of the project
activities. This contributes to the fulfilment of the partnership principle of the project and also increases
the opportunity for other Czech entities to make use of the foreign partners in any new projects
supported by the EEA and the Norwegian Funds

Potential use of good practice in other projects:

The potential use of the good practice may be considered as high.1! Sharing of contacts and networking
at the level of the partner from the donor country may be spread to acquire another network of the
beneficiary's contacts in the Czech Republic. The partner from the donor country may then establish
partnerships with other organizations, enhancing mutual cooperation between the states. Given the partly
competitive environment in the EEA and the Norwegian Funds,? this contact-sharing method is also

10 petails see chapter 2.2.

11 Similar experience can be confirmed in other projects as well, such as the project “Revitalizace klastera sv.
Anezky Ceské. Historicky skvost uprostfed metropole” (Revitalisation of the Monastery of Agnes of Bohemia, O.S.C.
A Historical Jewel Amidst the Metropolis)

12 Only a limited number of partners from donor countries with a limited capacity of involvement in multiple project is
available to all participating states.




beneficial to potential new applicants for support from EEA and the Norwegian Funds who have not found
yet a suitable partner. The individual interviews and the questionnaire survey also indicate that the
partnerships established in the projects on the basis of previous cooperation or recommendations of
already well-tested partners show a lower number of conflict and generally contribute to a smooth course
of the project.



3.2.Living libraries Amnesty International — from reading to
openness

Name of the project Zivé knihovny proti nendvisti a diskriminaci (Living libraries against Hate and Discrimination)

Name of the program | CZ03 - Non-state non-profit organizations

Beneficiary Amnesty International Ceska republika, o.s.
Partners of the Amnesty International Norway
project

Basic description of The objective of the project is to confront the attitudes of students of primary and secondary schools
the project with persons who are frequent targets of discrimination or prejudice in the form of projector days,
culminating in a discussion with “living books" - representatives of the groups targeted by the
stereotypes (the Roma, homosexuals, foreigners, etc.). During a dialogue between the “reader” and the
“book", the reader acquires personal experience with a person whom he would probably never
encounter. The second part of the project consisted of the organization of seminars for pedagogues
focused on issues of human rights, discrimination and training of tutors of live books.

Identified good practice in the project:

A large number of respondents referred in the questionnaire survey and in the individual interviews to the
good experience with the cooperation with the partner from the donor country in the project. However,
none of the addressed beneficiaries of the projects referred to any cooperation and sharing of experience
and information related to the project with other organizations outside the donor countries which receive
support from the EEA and the Norwegian Funds.

In case of the project of Amnesty International Czech Republic (Al CZ), the individual interview referred to
certain good practice and cooperation with an organization from the donor country beyond the scope of
the partnership. During the implementation of the project, the organization maintained contacts with other
branches of Amnesty International (in Poland and Slovakia), which also received support from the EEA
and the Norwegian Funds. With regard to the large international platform where Al CZ is a part, the
establishment of cooperation and communication with other beneficiaries was easier than in case of
smaller organizations.

The project Living libraries against Hate and Discrimination included seminars, which were organized
by the Norwegian partner. The first of them provided a networking opportunity for Al CZ's representatives
with representatives of other branches of Amnesty International from various countries. Natural ties
between those organizations led to the establishment of communication among beneficiaries of support
from EEA and the Norwegian Funds from other countries. An important follow-up was another seminar,
which provided an opportunity to those representatives to meet again during the implementation of the
project. Such personal meetings provided an opportunity for intensive exchange of experience
and getting inspiration for resolution of obstacles arising in the course of the projects. As all
projects were implemented in the same program and had the same goals, the representatives gained
experience not only with regard to administrative requirements of the projects but mainly with regard to
the implementation of the goals and fulfiiment of indicators.

The good practice of the Al CZ's project is represented by an expansion of the cooperation with
beneficiaries of support from the EEA and the Norwegian Funds who implement similar project, mediated
by the Norwegian partner. The individual interview also indicated that the long-term partnership of those
organizations ensured smooth and problem-free cooperation.

Potential use of the good practice in the other projects

The potential for other projects may be considered as high. If the project partner from the donor country
has multiple partners from various countries — support beneficiaries from EEA and the Norwegian Funds,
the cooperation can be expanded from the beneficiary — partner level to another beneficiary — partner
level. Partners from donor countries should be more motivated towards the establishment of such ties




between the beneficiaries as such, because this leads to the strengthening of the cooperation not only
with the donor country but also among countries receiving support from the funds and creates an
opportunity to share good practice and other experience.



3.3.Programme CZ06 — Cultural heritage and contemporary art

Name of the program | Cultural heritage and contemporary art

Program partner Ministry of Culture

Basic description of The program is comprised of two program area.

the program Program area no. 16 - “Preservation and revitalization of cultural and natural heritage” is focused on
the protection, renewal and presentation of movable and immovable cultural heritage.
Program area no. 17 “Promotion of diversity in culture and art in the European cultural heritage”
promotes cultural diversity and the intercultural dialogue).

Good practice identified in the project:

In individual interviews, the respondents pointed out that the search for the new partner was often
hindered by the short time from the announcement of the call until the submission date of the project.
Particularly institutions that had no contacts in donor countries and are not sufficiently visible / known
abroad had problems (i) to find in the available time an appropriate partner, (ii) to persuade such partner
within such time limit to join the project, and (iii) to agree on details regarding the submission of the
application.

As the program partner, the Ministry of Culture allowed potential applicants to initiate search for a
potential partner before announcing the call because it provided information required for the initiation of
such search several months before the announcement date of the call. By its open communication about
the shape the program and the specific conditions relating to the establishment of the partnership, the
ministry provided an opportunity to potential applicants to initiate sufficiently in advance the activities
related to the search of potential partners.

Potential use of the good practice in the other projects:

The good practice consisting in the provision of sufficient information about requirements for the
establishment of the partnership sufficiently in advance may be used in all programs provided by the EEA
and the Norwegian Funds. The procedure consisting in the provision of relevant information about the
program and individual calls sufficiently in advance will enable the potential applicants to initiate in time
the steps to address potential partners. With regard to partly competitive environment among the states,
the timely initiation of the search for partners by Czech beneficiaries may limit the risk that the partners
from donor countries may be no longer able to accept, due to their capacities, the cooperation with Czech
entities, because they have already made arrangements with beneficiaries from other states. These
specific cases of booking of the capacities of available potential partners were described in the survey
with respect to individual programs and reduced many time the ability of Czech applicants to find an
adequate partner in the donor country.

Based on the identified good practice and calls management procedure in other subsidy titles, the
program management should have imposed upon the partners the duty to publish, immediately after
obtaining the relevant information, the time schedule of the calls with detailed information about the
required use of project partners from donor countries. The publication of such time schedules should not
merely passive; the relevant information should be also actively spread among potential applicants so
that they may begin sufficiently in advance their activities focused on finding of an appropriate partner
from the donor country.




3.4.Project “Stop Cyber Violence against Women and Men”

Name of the project Stop Cyber Violence against Women and Men

Name of the program | CZ12 -Let's Given (Wo)men a Chance

Beneficiary Gender Studies, o.p.s.
Partners of the KUN centre for gender equality
project

Basic description of The aim of the project Stop Cyber Violence is to deepen the awareness of gender aspects of cyber
the project violence and to find effective instruments of defense against them, to cooperate with agencies that may
promote the effectiveness of such defense, and to enhance mechanisms, proprieties and procedures in
areas that will contribute to greater protection of victims of violence. The project will be focused on
qualitative research, because we strive for an in-depth examination of the problem.

Identified good practice in the project:

Thanks to the questionnaire survey and individual interviews with project coordinators from the Czech
Republic and the donor country, it was possible to identify good practice in the balanced relationship of
both project organizations and in the mutual benefits.

An important factor of the project was the well-functioning cooperation since the very beginning, where
both parties began consulting the project aims and methods during the preparation of the application.
According to the partner, the cyber violence project indicated at that phase the different perception of the
issue in the cultural and national context and this also a different view of the resolution of the project.
Hence, the communication at the beginning of the project, i.e. during the preparation of the application,
was important for the comprehensibility and proper setup of the aims of the cooperation. Thanks to
this communication and arrangement, all parties were then satisfied with the setup and course of the
project.

The project was based on mutually balanced cooperation, which was beneficial for both parties. The
cooperation in both cases was based on research for which both parties were responsible and which was
carried on simultaneously. Thanks to this cooperation, both the beneficiary and the partner acquired new
experience and knowledge and the projects contributed in both countries to the dissemination of this topic
in professional circles. The objective of the project did not consist merely in a unilateral support provided
by the donor country to the Czech Republic. All parties subsequently expressed their satisfaction with the
cooperation and its results and expressed great interest in the continuation of this cooperation.

Potential use of the good practice in the other projects:

Involvement of the project partners in the initial project phase proved to be useful for the establishment of
full-fledged cooperation and for the satisfaction of both parties with the course and results of the
partnership. The beneficiaries should be motivated to create equal partnerships. The objective of the
funds is to create partnerships that will continue to exist even after the end of the financial support. It is,
however, unlikely that a partnership that is beneficial for only one party would be sustainable for a long
time.




3.5. Project “Motion activity as a part of treatment of psychiatric
patients”

Name of the project Motion activity as a part of treatment of psychiatric patients

Name of the program | CZ09 - Czech-Norwegian Research Program

Beneficiary Jan Evangelista Purkyné University in Usti nad Labem
Partners of the The Norwegian School of Sport Sciences
project

Basic description of The project is designed as an interdisciplinary research activity in the field of health, social science and
the project humanities. Its aim is the expand cooperation in scientific research and innovation between the above-
mentioned Czech and Norwegian research organization in the basic and applied research. The project is
based on results of Czech and foreign studies and its aim is to follow up on the existing research works
in this field in the Czech Republic and Norway and to bring along new knowledge based on scientific
research. The project contributes to the improvement of the quality of life of mentally ill patients in
mental hospitals through the inclusion of selected movement activities in the regular daily treatment
program and to propose further research projects arising from the results of the research.

Identified good practice in the project:

The project, which dealt with treatment of psychiatric patients, was unique due to the expansion of the
established cooperation, which will have an impact on further research and cooperation and will go on
with the involvement of a greater number of international partners.

The project implemented by J. E. Purkyné University led to the establishment of unique cooperation
between two schools (approaches) of treatment of psychiatric patients (the Austro-Hungarian approach
represented by the Czech partner and the English-American approach represented by the Norwegian
partner). Both partners had had earlier an opportunity to confront their conclusions in research and at
conferences but no joint project had ever been carried out. Despite methodological and academic
obstacles related to the different research background, the project was successfully prepared and
initiated thanks to the willingness of both parties and personal contacts of the scientists.

With regard to the unique nature of the research, it is guaranteed that the research and the partnership
will continue. The cooperation has begun to develop not only between the partners from the Czech
Republic and Norway but also with other states, which have learned about the project through project
activities, such as regular international conferences which present the results and successes of the
project (the communication at the work group level has already begun with English, Australian, Dutch,
Canadian and Austrian colleagues). Thanks to the support from the part of the funds, the project and the
entire cooperation have also gained higher credibility among the professional public.

According to the interviews with both partners, the schools would have become to cooperate even without
the financial support of the funds, but not so quickly and intensively. At the same time, it would not be the
Czech partner who would initiate this unique project of integration of both schools. The follow-up of the
project and cooperation with other partners will result in an expansion of the entire psychiatric treatment
field because, according to Mrs Sorensen from the partner organisation, “the significance pf the project
and of the research goes beyond me and our entire group.”

A similar practice was identified to a lesser extent in the case of the program CZ08, where the Czech
Technical University cooperated with SINTEF Energi AS. Without the support from the part of the funds,
the cooperation would not have been so intensive and the research and its results would not be thus so
broad and intensive.

Potential use of the good practice in the other projects:

Beneficiaries of the support have an opportunity to obtain support for projects which they would be
otherwise unable to develop or to expand in the required scope. A project based on cooperation that will




contribute to the society as a whole is more likely to continue, which will fulfil the objective followed by the
support from the funds.



4. Conclusions and recommendations

The conclusions of the report have been prepared, like individual evaluation questions, in respect of each
phase of the project / program cycle. Recommendations regarding programs and projects are specified in
Chapters 4.4.1 and 4.4.2.

4.1. Establishment of the partnership

The key initiator of the established of most partnerships was the beneficiary from the Czech Republic.
Less intensive activity of the entities from donor countries has mainly the following grounds:

Insufficient knowledge of the relevant organizations and individual in donor countries about the
possibility of using EEA and the Norwegian Funds

Insufficient capacity of potential partners from donor countries for active seeking of new partners
Competition of other EEA states and the Norwegian Funds (the negative impact of such
competition could have been further enhanced by the delay of the announcement of some Czech
calls, due to which the capacities of the partners in the donor country had already been used up)
Availability of other subsidy titles that are more attractive for partners from donor countries (e.g. in
education, specifically fellowship exchanges)

According to the beneficiaries, the relevant partner from the donor country was most frequently identified
by contacts received from the mediator and by its public presentations (websites, media outputs, etc.) -

see Figure 46, which described methods of identification of the foreign partner.

Figure 46 Breakdown of the identification of potential partners:

We received contact from the programme
partner / programme operator

We identified the partner based on media / his
public activities

We identified the partner based on his web
presence

Contact from colleagues from different
organisation

Through an event organised by the programme
operator

We new the partner from previous projects

Personnal contact wit the partner

International conference

Other

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

n beneficiaries= 68

An obstacle of the establishment of partnerships that may identified is the insufficient capacity on the
part of the donor countries, both with regard to the program and the individual projects. Such
insufficient capacity is caused namely by the large number of beneficiary countries and the limited



number of potential partners in donor countries. According to the beneficiaries, the time limit for partner
identification and setup of the cooperation, which is defined by the announcement date of the call and the
submission date of project applications is insufficient in a number of cases and also reduces the ability of
the beneficiaries to duly prepare the project for evaluation and selection.

Another problematic area mentioned by the beneficiaries and their partners was the financial setup of
the project and the demanding administration of the project application.

4.2. Functioning of the partnership

Based on the analysis of bilateral cooperations, the partnership in the project may be considered as very
beneficial for the implementation of individual projects, which is due to the perception of usefulness of the
partner's involvement in the project - see Figure 47, which displays the beneficiary's attitude to the
usefulness of the partner in the implementation of the project.

Figure 47 How do you evaluate the (current) involvement of the partner with regard to the
achievement of the project results?:

Partner's participation is (was) absolutely
necessary for reaching the project goals 38%

Partner's participation is (was) important for 43%

reaching the project goals 55%

Partner's participation is (was) useful but not 20%
necessary 6%

Partner's participation is (was) not necessary
nor useful for the project 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

m Beneficiaries Partners of the beneficiaries

n beneficiaries = 97, n partners= 70

The greatest benefit of the partnership for the beneficiaries was the sharing of know-how, experience and
contacts and the generation of outputs and ensuring sufficient capacity for the project requirements - see
Figure 48, which displays major benefits of the partner's involvement in the project from the beneficiary's
perspective.



Figure 48 In which areas was the impact of the partnership the most significant?:
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Like in case of the establishment of the partnership, one of the key problems appears to be the capacity
of the project partners. An even more significant restriction of purposeful and effective involvement of
the partners in the projects was represented, according to the beneficiaries and partners, by the high
administrative demands of the program and the different locations of the beneficiary and its
partner.

4.3. Benefits of the partnerships beyond the scope of the projects

The key benefits for the beneficiaries and their project partners, which exceed the joint project, are the
acquisition of specific know-how from the partner, the establishment of new contacts and enhancement of
competencies of employees involved in the project - see Figure 49, which describes major benefits of the
partnerships.



Figure 49 Where was the cooperation with the partner beyond the scope of the project

reflected?:
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Most of the beneficiaries and of the partners from donor countries would like to make use of the
established partnerships beyond the scope of the joint project after its completion. The key reason for
termination of the cooperation after the end of the project activities is the shortage of financial funds
required for maintaining the active partnership or the non-recurrent nature of the project, which prevents
further enhancement of the partnership cooperations.

4.4. Recommendations in respect of bilateral cooperations

The objective of the set of recommendations which were prepared on the basis of results of the study is
to increase the benefits of bilateral cooperations and to optimize processes associated with the selection
and involvement of the partner in the program / project. Individual recommendations are based on the
information obtained during the questionnaire survey and direct interviews and on the good practice
identified by EY in similar cases. The recommendations are set up (i) for subject at the program level and
(i) for individual support beneficiaries and are elaborated in the form of a table containing information
about a problematic area to which the recommendation reacts, the target status of the area and a
description of the recommendation.

4.4.1. Recommendations at the program level

Name of the | Provision of information about the need of the partnership in the calls
recommendation

Description of the | Potential applicant do not have enough time to find a partner in the donor country,
problem area particularly in cases of applicant who are not renowned and who have to persuade the
potential partner about their qualities and the meaningfulness of the project. The limited
capacity of the potential partners in donor countries lead to the risk that the partners have
already been addressed and booked for cooperation with applicants in other beneficiary
countries and no sufficient capacity will be available to Czech applicants.

Target status Sufficient time for finding a partner in the donor country
Proposed It is appropriate to prepare sufficiently before the call for programs a time schedule of the
recommendation calls, which will contain on the mandatory basis information about the need / obligation to

use a project partner. The information about partnership particulars in each call must be



Name of the
recommendation

provided to potential applicants immediately after the approval of the programs.

Database of potential partners in the donor country

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

Name of the
recommendation

Individual potential applicants do not have sufficient access to established databases of
potential partners. Such databases were actually established in some cases, but the number
of foreign partners was mostly insufficient.

Potential applicants have access to databases of potential partners from donor countries
sufficiently before the end of the time limit for submission of applications.

We recommend creating in the relevant cases the broadest possible lists of potential
partners from donor countries. In case of creation of lists of groups with limited numbers of
entities, where such contacts can be easily obtained (governmental organisations,
universities, municipalities, scientific organisations etc.), it is possible to create lusts
containing almost all potential partners in the given country.

Reduction of administrative burden

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

Many respondents in individual interviews both at the project and program level consider the
high administrative burden as one of the key negative factors, which affect the willingness
namely of the foreign partners to participate in the implementation of the projects funded
by EEA and the Norwegian Funds.

This opinion was also recorded in the questionnaire survey, where 18% of the respondents
designated the high administrative requirements of the programs as a material or main
complication in the search for a new partner and 38% of the respondents designated such
high administrative requirements as an obstacle for more intensive involvement of the
project partner in the project.

The administrative requirements are limited to those necessary with respect to:
e the donor's requirements,
o the legislation,
e the needs of the implementation structure regarding proper management, control,
monitoring and evaluation of individual programs, etc.

We recommend preparing a detailed analysis of the administrative requirements of each
program and assessing whether each such requirement is needed for the implementation of
the projects (see the following diagram).

Assessment of the administrative
budren

Guidelines

Donor
requirements

=
1=l
s
in

>

)
|

Overall administrative
burden

The completed analysis should be followed by an optimization of the individual
documentation, which would reduce redundant administration. The existing status should be
also optimized on the basis of good practice of the other donor countries.



Name of the
recommendation

Enhancement of cooperation with partners at the program level

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

Name of the
recommendation

Due to their limited capacities, individual program partners in donor countries cannot
sufficiently promote actively the cooperation with Czech applicants among potential project
partners in the donor country, In a number of case, the partner of a Czech program is at the
same time a partner of programs in other supported countries, which reduces his capacity to
cover the needs of the Czech Republic.

Increased involvement of the program partner in the search for potential partners in the
donor countries through more intensive cooperation with the Czech partner of the program.

The Czech partner should actively cooperate with the partner in the donor country and
should provide, if relevant, a partial capacity for the performance of actions associated with
an increase of interest of potential project partners in the establishment of partnerships
with Czech applicants.

Provision of documentations (forms, procedures) in both language versions (Czech and
English)

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

Name of the
recommendation

During both the individual interviews and in the questionnaire survey, the beneficiaries
referred to insufficient scope of translations prepared for the needs of the applicants and
the beneficiaries. The following documents / forms were mentioned in the questionnaire
survey as documents which should be translated into English:

e the partnership agreement template,
e specific instructions for financial reporting, exchange rate changes, statements of
hours worked, travelling expenses.

All documentation provided to the applicants and the beneficiaries should be available in
both language versions to reduce costs incurred by the applications and the beneficiaries in
connection with translation of such documents.

The recommendation consists in the preparation of English translations of basic documents
provided to the beneficiaries and the applicants, which may be used (or required) in the field
of cooperation with the partner.

Reduction of the number of implementation levels of the program

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

Based on the individual interviews with program partners in the Czech Republic and abroad,
the number of levels of implementation of the programs in the Czech Republic may be
considered as high compared with other selected beneficiary states (such as Poland). Such
high number of levels leads to an unnecessary increase of the administrative requirements
of the process and to an overall prolongation of the implementation of the programs and of
individual projects. An increased number of levels may also be identified in organizations
directly individual by the ministries. The ministry, which plays mostly an administrative role
associated with transfer and control of the entrusted funds, does not then contribute
sufficient added value to the program, which would offset the administrative expenses
related to its involvement in the program.

The number of implementation levels of the programs is limited to the necessary levels
corresponding to the number of levels in other supported states.

With regard to the existing legislation, the redundant level
organizations may only be eliminated by transferring all
competencies to the relevant ministry.

of directly individual
program management



Name of the
recommendation

Stable conditions and obligations of the applicants / beneficiaries and their partners

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

Name of the
recommendation

In the course of individual interviews, the program and project partners from donor
countries noted that one of the factors that have a negative impact on the willingness of the
partners to participate in other projects with Czech beneficiaries are the frequent changes
of the conditions of the subsidy title, which mean increased administrative costs for the
applicants / beneficiary associated with the required adaptation to the new conditions.

The managed documentation is set up in a manner that does not require any changes during
the program. Changes in the documentation (conditions and obligations) are only caused by
external impacts, such as a change of the legislation, etc.

It is recommended to make consistent use of experience acquired during the implementation
pf EEA and the Norwegian Funds in a manner eliminating the occurrence of frequent
changes (of the conditions and obligations) in the documentation, which result in increased
administrative requirements /costs of the beneficiaries/ applicants and their partners.

Better promotion of mutual benefits of EEA and the Norwegian Funds

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

4.4.2.

Name of the
recommendation

Based on the individual interviews with program partners and with representatives of the
supported projects and their partners from donor countries, it was found out that a number
of the beneficiaries and the partners perceive only one side of the financial support provided
by EEA and the Norwegian grants, i.e. Norway as the provider of the financial support. The
other side of EEA and the Norwegian Funds is the involvement of non-member states of the
EU in the free market of the European Economic Area. The Czech party perceives the
involvement of these states in the funds as subordinated to the donor's requirements. On
the contrary, some representatives of donor countries perceive their role as superior to the
beneficiaries of the support and sometimes even to the role of their partners. This leads to
an unequal partnership.

The cooperation is perceived as an equal partnership of the Czech Republic and the donor
countries, where both parties benefit from the cooperation, albeit in a different way, and
have no feeling of subordination/superiority in relation to the other party.

We propose an improvement of the promotion of benefits brought by EEA and the
Norwegian Funds to both parties at the level of program partners, the projects and project
partners.

Recommendations at the project level

Partnerships with “well-tested” partners

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

The individual interviews identified some problems with the establishment of cooperation
with unknown partners. Even the partners from donor countries noted in the questionnaire
survey that the establishment of cooperation may be too long and risk due to lack of
knowledge and distance.

Problem-free and smooth establishment of the cooperation.

We recommend to the support beneficiaries to make the most of their contacts abroad or of
the contacts of their friendly organizations or collaborators. If they have none, they should
make use of contact seminars to get to know organizations from donor countries. Based on
personal knowledge, experience or recommendations, it is easier to arrange for the
partnership.



Name of the
recommendation

Making use of the financial support in personal cooperation with partners from donor
countries

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

Name of the
recommendation

The interviews and results of the questionnaire survey showed that the cooperation
with partners from donor countries often resulted in merely formal cooperation due to the
distance and minimum personal contacts.

Cooperation in the projects which will result in long-term partnership of both organizations.

The beneficiaries should try to make use of the opportunities to increase the quality of
cooperation with partners from donor countries offered by EEA and the Norwegian Funds,
i.e. bilateral initiatives (BFPU).

Improving communication during the preparation of the project

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

Name of the
recommendation

The individual interviews and the questionnaire survey identified problems resulting from
insufficient communication during preparation of the project, primarily those concerning
claims addressed to the partner from donor countries. Due to very different habits regarding
the administrative requirements in the Czech Republic and donor countries, the subsequent
administrative requirements often represented an unpleasant surprise to the partners from
donor countries n.

The functioning cooperation where the partner is familiar with all important aspects of the
partnership before the beginning of the implementation of the project.

The recommendation consists in thorough preparation of the partnership with the partner
from the donor country. This could be supported by the program partner, e.g. by means of a
list or a checklist of the key topics, which should be agreed by the partner.

Greater involvement of the partner in the preparation of the project

Description of the
problem area

Target status

Proposed
recommendation

The project partners from donor countries stated in the questionnaire survey that they were
often faced in the negotiations about the cooperation with a ready-made project and could
no longer affect it or adapt it on the basis of their experience and needs. Little involvement
of the partners in the initial phase may also result in the formal nature of many
partnerships.

A project that reflects to the maximum possible extent the possibilities and experience of all
involved parties to the project and a deeper establishment of the partnership and
commitment to the objectives of the project.

The beneficiaries should be recommended to communicate more with their partners from
donor countries during the conceiving of the projects and to reflect their comments and
opinions on the project.



5. Annexes



5.1. Annex no. 3 — list of respondents for the questionnaire

Beneficiaries

Programme

Name of the project

Beneficiary

Cz02

ZvySovanim pgvédomfven”ejnosti k lepSi ochrané
biodiverzity v CR

Hnuti DUHA - Friends of the Earth Czech Republic

Monitoring lokalit soustavy Natura 2000 jako ndstroj pro
efektivni management a ochranu autochtonnich populaci
rakd

Vyzkumny Ustav vodohospodarsky T. G. Masaryka
verejna vyzkumna instituce

VytvoFeni environmentdlnich vzdélavacich Programd pro
studium odezvy na zmény klimatu

Mendelova univerzita v Brné

CzechAdapt - Systém pro vyménu informaci o dopadech
zményvklimatu, zranitelnosti a adaptacnich opatfenich na
Gzemi CR.

Centrum vyzkumu globdlni zmény AV CR, v. v. i. (do
28.2.2011 Ustav systémové biologie a ekologie AV
CR, v.v.i.)

Péstebni opatfeni pro zvySeni biodiverzity v lesich v
chrdnénych Uzemich

Vyzkumny Ustav lesniho hospodarstvi a myslivosti,
V. V..

Vytngem’ strategie pro snizeni dopad( fragmentace fi¢ni
sité CR

Agentura ochrany prirody a krajiny Ceské republiky

Resilience a adaptace na klimatickou zménu v
regionalnich strategiich

Z0 CSOP VERONICA

Ramce a moZnosti lesnickych adaptacnich opatfeni a
strategii souvisejicich se zmé&nami klimatu

Mendelova univerzita v Brné

Monitoring malych lesnich povodi GEOMON - efektivni
nastroj propojeni vyzkumu a strategického rozhodovani v
oblasti Zivotniho prostiedi

Ceska geologicka sluzba

BIOM: Vzdélavaci centrum pro biodiverzitu - Mohelsky
mlyn

Ustav biologie obratlovcl AV CR, v. v. i.

DA VINCI - ZlepSeni vizualizace, interpretace a
srovnatelnosti dat o organickych polutantech v
dlouhodobych monitorovacich sitich

Masarykova universita

Informacni kampan pro posileni udrzitelného uzivani
vodnich zdroji a ekosystémovych sluzeb krajiny v
podminkdach globalni zmény. (LaPlaNt)

METCENAS, o.p.s.

Rozvoj strategif pfizplsobeni se zméné klimatu v
podminkdch mést s vyuzitim ekosystémoveé zaloZenych
pristupd k adaptacim

Centrum vyzkumu globdIni zmény AV CR, v. v. i. (do
28.2.2011 Ustav systémové biologie a ekologie AV
CR,v.v. 1)

Prfiroda, koho to zajima?

Beleco, z.s.

Komplexni pldnovaci, monitorovaci, informacni a
vzdéldvaci ndstroje pro adaptaci Gzemi na dopady
klimatické zmény s hlavnim zfetelem na zemédélské a
lesnické hospodareni v krajiné

Vysoké uc€eni technické v Brné

OCHRANA NASICH NEJOHROZENEJSICH BIOTOPU -
MOKRADU A STEP{ - PROSTREDNICTVIM POZEMKOVYCH
SPOLKU

Cesky svaz ochrancd prirody

Ochrana a udrzitelny rozvoj mokiadd v CR

Ministerstvo Zivotniho prostredf

Zachranné Programmey pro zvIasté chranéné druhy I

Ministerstvo Zivotniho prostfedi




Programme

Name of the project

Beneficiary

Cz03

Mosty - cizinci a Cesi vytvareji spole¢ny ptibéh

InBéze, z.s.

Zivé knihovny Amnesty International - ¢tenim k
otevrenosti

Amnesty International Ceskd republika, o.s.

Spole¢né pro Zeny: pojdme o tom mluvit

Jako doma - Homelike, o.p.s.

Komplexni pomoc obétem domdciho a sexudlniho nasili a
jejich blizkym

Persefona z.s.

Plzen - mésto (politické) kultury: Podpora participativni
demokracie na mistni Grovni

Centrum pro komunitni praci zapadni Cechy

Posileni demokratického rozhodovani o Narodnim parku
Sumava

Hnuti DUHA - Friends of the Earth Czech Republic

ZlepSeni vefejného obrazu ekologickych NNO

Zeleny kruh

Férova Skola - stejnd Sance pro vSechny déti

Liga lidskych prav

NECHCI (DO)PLATIT NA ZMENU KLIMATU: OD NAPADU K
AKCI

Hnuti DUHA - Friends of the Earth Czech Republic

ZvySovani povédomi o adaptacnich opatfenich na zménu
klimatu v prostredi Ceskych mést s vyuZzitim norskych
zkuSenosti

Cl2 0. p.s.

Déti ziji venku. Hrou a ucenim v prirodé k vyssi kvalité
Zivota a zodpovédnosti vaci Zivotnimu prosttedi

SdruZeni Tereza, o.s.

Pozemkovy spolek pro prirodu a paméatky Podblanicka -
rozvoj aktivit a zajisténi péce o cenna tzemi
prostiednictvim vlastnikl a hospodaFi

Z0 CSOP Vlasim

Stop diskriminaci na trhu prdce

APERIO - Spole¢nost pro zdravé rodi¢ovstvi

"NeviditeIné menSiny" - zviditelnéni problematiky LGBT
mlddeZe, rodin a seniorl

Platforma pro rovnopravnost, uznani a diverzitu z.s.

Women Welcome (Zeny vitany)

Oblastni charita Pardubice

Uz vim! Srozumitelné o dusi a téle pro Zeny s mentalnim
postizenim

Spolec¢nost pro podporu lidi s mentainim postizenim
v Ceské republice, z.s.

(Po)zndme se? Participativni komunitni rozvoj

ZAHRADA, o.p.s.

KOMPAS - komunikace a participace samozrejmosti

Centrum pro komunitn{ praci zépadni Cechy

Akademie svobodného a aktivniho ob¢anstvi

Sit matefskych center o.s.

Synergicky efekt dobrovolnictvi - posilovani obanské
spole¢nosti propojovanim NNO, obci a vefejnosti

INEX - Sdruzeni dobrovolnych aktivit

Doma je lip nez v domové, i kdyZ je na to rodi¢ sém

APERIO - Spole¢nost pro zdravé rodi¢ovstvi

Déti na cesté

Organizace pro pomoc uprchlikdm

Kreativni partnerstvi - podpora vzd&lavani romskych Zak{

Spolecnost pro kreativitu ve vzdélavani, o.p.s.

Douc se to se mnou!

Clovék v tisni, o.p.s.

Posilovani profesionality pozemkovych spolkd - cesta ke
zdokonaleni péce o pfirodni dédictvi se zapojenim

Cesky svaz ochrancd prirody




Programme Name of the project Beneficiary
vlastnikd pady
Cz04 Kodifikace pravni Upravy podpory rodin, ndhradni rodinné : Ministerstvo prdce a socidlnich véci
péce a systému péce o ohrozené déti
CzZ06 Mezindrodni romsky hudebni festival Romale 0.s. MIRET

Norsky les na Ceském jevisti

Narodni divadlo moravskoslezské, prispévkova
organizace

Norway Artway

"CTYRI DNY"

Scintilla Tour

Beata Hlavenkova

Svétovy romsky festival KHAMORO

Slovo 21, z. s.

Vystava a performance event pripraveny kuratorkou
Anne-Szefer Karlssen

FUTURA, obcanské sdruzeni

Skugga Baldur

Studio Hrdind z.s.

Sniper's Lake

Bezhlavi o.s.

TANECVALMEZ & Jo Stromgren Kompani & 420PEOPLE

Zakladni umélecka Skola B-Art, o.p.s.

Srovnani riznorodych cest loutkového nastudovani
norské pohadky

Narodni informacni a poradenské stredisko pro
kulturu

Mezindrodni hudebni festival Bohemia JazzFest 2015

Bohemia JazzFest, o.p.s.

Budoucnost evropského designu a uZitého uménfi

CZECHDESIGN.CZ, z. s.

Klaster Broumov - Zivé evropské centrum kultury a
vzdéldvani

Agentura pro rozvoj Broumovska

PUNKT/MUSIC INFINITY

ART FRAME PALAC AKROPOLIS s.r.o.

Polarni zare nad Ostrava Kamera Oko 2015

Kamera Oko s.r.o.

Showcase festival ITCH MY HAHAHA

Standard island

Synapse 2015

MeetFactory o.p.s.

Nordspirace

DW7, 0.p.s.

Mezindrodni festival Divadlo

Mezindrodni festival DIVADLO Plzen

Zpivejme!

Kiihnv smideny sbor

Festivaly Zivého kina - Spoluprdce ¢eské (PAF) a norské
(SCREEN CITY) platformy pro film a sou¢asné uméni

"PASTICHE FILMZ"




Programme

Name of the project

Beneficiary

pohyblivého obrazu

DOC.STREAM: Nové podnéty pro ¢esko-norské
dokumentarni prostredi

DOC.DREAM - Spolek pro podporu dokumentarniho
filmu

ARTSCAPE NORWAY - piesahy vytvarnych aspektd do
YeFejného prostoru a krajiny v Norsku jako inspirace pro
Ceskou republiku

ARCHITECTURA

Na pomezi samoty

DEAI (SETKANI) o.s.

Touch the Music - Music the Art of the Soul

INCOGNITI o.s.

vystava "Duse penéz"

DOX PRAGUE, a. s.

Cirk-UFF 2015 / norska sekce

Spole¢enské centrum Trutnovska pro kulturu a
volny ¢as

TRANS(e)MISSION - Partnersky projekt festivall
vizudlniho uméni's umélvecko-technologick\'/m zamérenim,
porddanych v Norsku a CR

CIANT - Mezindrodni centrum pro uméni a nové
technologie v Praze - sdruZenfi pro kulturu

Obnova interiéru a mobilidre funkcionalistické synagogy v
Brné a jeji zpristupnéni

Zidovska obec Brno

Zamek Kole¢ - Muzeum vcelarstvi

Nadacéni fond Kole¢

Obnoveny ZAMEK SVIJANY prezentuje unikatni nalezisté
z doby bronzové a dalsi historii a kulturu

PIVOVAR SVIJANY, a.s.

Obnova vybranych obrazt a ndbytku Arcibiskupského

zamku v Kromérizi

Arcibiskupstvi olomoucké

SHZ Cesky Krumlov - Centrum studijnich pobyt

Narodni pamatkovy Ustav

Zachrana a obnova renesan¢niho kostela Nanebevzeti
Panny Marie v Hornim Mar3ové

OBEC HORNI MARSOV

Revitalizace kostela Nanebevzeti Panny Marie v
Konojedech u Utéku

.Spole¢nost pro obnovu pamatek Ustécka"

Rekonstrukce a rehabilitace chrdmu sv. Jakuba v Brné -
Monumentum sacrum Brunense

Rimskokatolickd farnost u kostela sv.Jakuba, Brno

Prihonicky park - Obnova Podzdmeckého alpina

Botanicky Ustav AV CR, v. v. i.

Historické tapiserie a textil ze shirky
Uméleckoprimyslového musea v Praze - konzervace a
prezentace

Uméleckoprimyslové museum v Praze

KNIHY ZNOVU NALEZENE

Ndrodni knihovna Ceské republiky

Jak jde kroj, tak se stroj

ValaSské muzeum v pfirodé v Roznové pod
Radhostém

Obnova a rehabilitace kostela sv. Jakuba v Kutné Hofe -
pamatce UNESCO

Rimskokatolickd farnost - arcidékanstvi Kutna Hora




Programme Name of the project Beneficiary

.Revitalizace kld$tera sv. AneZky Ceské. Historicky skvost | Narodnf galerie
uprostied metropole
ZUBACKA - UNIKATNI ZIVE KULTURNI DEDICTVI Zelezni¢ni spole¢nost Tanvald o.p.s.
JIZERSKYCH HOR A KRKONOS
Digitalni restaurovani ¢eského filmového dédictvi Néarodnf filmovy archiv
Primyslové dédictvi Ndrodni pamdtkovy Ustav

Cczo7 Institutional cooperation projects Univerzita Karlova
Institutional cooperation projects Metropolitni univerzita Praha
Institutional cooperation projects Vysoka Skola ekonomicka
Institutional cooperation projects Technicka univerzita v Liberci
Institutional cooperation projects Vysoké uc€eni technické v Brné

Cz08 Studie pilotnich technologii CCS pro uhelné zdroje v CR Ceské vysoké uceni technické v Praze
Zachycovani a ukladani CO2 - sdileni znalosti a zkuSenosti | Masarykova universita
Ptiprava vyzkumného pilotniho projektu geologického Ceska geologicka sluzba
ukladdani CO2 v Ceské republice (REPP-C0O2)

CZ09 Polymerni stavebnice pro biomedicinaIni aplikace Ustav makromolekuldrni chemie AV CR, v.v.i.

Ziskavani velkych textovych dat pro jazyky s
nedostate¢nym mnoZstvim jazykovych zdrojl

Masarykova univerzita

Biomateridly a kmenové buriky v IéCbé iktu a miSniho
poranéni

Ustav experimentdini mediciny AV CR, v.v.i.

VIadnuti, socidlni investice a socidlni inovace v oblasti
sluZeb denni péce v Ceské republice a Norsku

Masarykova univerzita

Fosforyla¢ni signdini drahy v odpovédi na poskozeni DNA
a v onkogenezi

Ustav molekularni genetiky AV CR, v. v. i.

Genomika trojrozmérnych kvasinkovych kolonii: Model
pro studium vyvoje nadord a resistence biofilm{

Univerzita Karlova v Praze

Priprava geneticky stabilnich bunék rohovky a spojivky
pro transplantace v humanni mediciné

Univerzita Karlova v Praze

Vliv zemédélstvi na fungovani a stabilitu spolecenstev:
makroekologickd analyza paleobiologickych dat

Univerzita Karlova v Praze

Prirozenost v oblasti vylepSovani kognitivnich schopnosti
Clovéka

Zdapadoceska univerzita v Plzni

Ur&eni zdrojového ¢lenu dniku radiace pomoci inverzniho
disperzniho modelovani atmosféry

Ustav teorie informace a automatizace AV CR, v.v.i.

Srovnavaci studie Huntingtonovy choroby pomoci
biochemickych, imunocytochemickych a molekuldrné
genetickych metod na tkanich a burikdch mysi,
miniprasete a ¢lovéka

Ustav Zivocisné fyziologie a genetiky AV CR, v.v.i.




Programme Name of the project Beneficiary

Vliv submerznich makrofyt na trofické vazby a distribuci Biologické centrum AV CR, v.v.i.
ryb v hlubokych jezerech
Nové metodika identifikace primyslového znecisténi: Ceskd zemédélska univerzita v Praze
Izotopové stopovani a sledovani zmén bakterianich
komunit
Zhodnoceni moznosti zlepSovani kvality povrchové a Ceska zeméd&lska univerzita v Praze
podzemni vody z hlediska zatéZe Zivinami a farmaky v
malych povodich
Pokrotilé detektory pro lepsi stanovovéani neutrond a Ceské vysoké uceni technické v Praze
gama zareni v prostredi
JaderArch: Jaderna architektura béhem regulace BiofyzikaIni Gstav AV CR, v.v.i.
autofdgie, DNA reparace a pfi genové expresi
Fazové prechody v CCS systémech Ustav termomechaniky AV CR, v. v. i.
Pohybova aktivita jako soucdst IéCby psychiatrickych Univerzita Jana Evangelisty Purkyné v Usti nad
pacientd Labem

Cz10 Projekt na posﬂem’§ystému boje proti korupci a prani Ministerstvo financf
Spinavych penéz v Ceské republice

Ccz11 START - KRS Komplexni rehabilitace k sobéstacnosti Psychiatricka Ié¢ebna Sternberk
SOMA: Projekt péce o télesné zdravi a ndcvik schopnosti i Psychiatrickd nemocnice Bohnice
samostatného Zivota
Psychiatrickd nemocnice v Opavé - vytvoreni podminek Psychiatrickd nemocnice v Opavé
pro implementaci transformace psychiatrické péce v
Moravskoslezském kraji
FN Ostrava-Vybudovani stacionare pro ucelenou Fakultni nemocnice Ostrava
rehabilitaci v psychiatrické péci
Vytvoreni Systému Ucelené Psychiatrické Rehabilitace a | Psychiatrickd nemocnice Bohnice
jeho implementace v IGZkovych zafizenich ndsledné péce
Podpora ¢innosti Narodniho koordina¢niho centra Fakultni nemocnice v Motole
prevence Urazd, ndsili a podpory bezpe&nosti pro déti
Narodni koordinac¢ni centrum pro vzacnd onemocnénive : Fakultni nemocnice v Motole
Fakultni nemocnici v Motole

Cz12 Nasili véc (ne)verejnd / Violence (non)public issue SPONDEA, o.p.s.

S tebou ne! aneb Prevence ndsili na Zenach v sexbyznysu
/ Not with You! Or Prevention of Violence on Women in
Sex Business

ROZKOS bez RIZIKA

Muzi proti nasili na Zendch a détech / Men against
Violence towards Women and Children

Liga otevienych muzQ

CeloZivotni aspekty matefstvi/ Lifetime Economic Impacts
of Maternity

Gender studies, 0.p.s.

Diverzita 2013+, Bereme Zeny na palubu/ Getting women
on board

Byznys pro spole¢nost, férum odpovédnych firem

Zeny na vedlej$i koleji/Women at the sideleines

SIMI (Sdruzeni pro integraci a migraci)




Programme Name of the project Beneficiary
Gender v inovacich - Inovace v klastrech/ Gender in Ndrodni klastrova asociace
Innovation - Inovation in clusters
Pro Fair Play Lagardere Active CR, a.s.
Rovné prileZitosti Zzen migrantek Organizace pro pomoc uprchlikiim, z.s.
Neuplatné Zeny? Genderové dimenze korupce Transparency International - Ceska republika, 0.p.s.
Z labyrintu nasili Persefona o. s.
Spole¢né jako doma bez nasili Jako doma - Homelike
Stop kybernasili na zenach a muzich Gender Studies, o.p.s.
Nebudu obéti! SDRUZENI PRO INTEGRACI A MIGRACI
Cz13 Doméci nasili a genderové podminéné nasili / Uplatfiovani i Ufad viady Ceské republiky
hlediska rovnych piileZitosti Zen a muzi a podpora
sladovani pracovniho a soukromého Zivota
Cz15 Systém daldiho vzdélavani pracovnikt Probalni a Probacni a mediacni sluzba

media&ni sluzby CR

Projekty zranitelnych skupin ve véznicich a vzdélavani
zamé&stnancl Vézeriské sluzby

Vézeniskd sluzba Ceské republiky




BFNL beneficiaries

Name of the project

Beneficiary

Partner of the beneficiary from the
donor country

Moravské zemské muzeum

Semindr k rozvoji spoluprdce Norského
lidového muzea v Oslo (Norsk
Folkemuseum i Oslo) a Moravského
zemského muzea

Folkemuseem

Slovo 21, z.s.

Vyména zkusenosti v oblasti zapojovani
mensin a cizinct do majoritni spole¢nosti

magistrat mésta Osla, IOM Oslo,
Kulturofering Yagori

Tanec Praha

Culture & Community

Baerum Kulturhus, Tou Scene Stavanger,
Sandnes Kulturhus, Dansens Hus Oslo

Botanicky ustav AV CR, v.v.i.

Biodiverzita a ekosystémové sluzby /
Monitorovani a integrované pldnovani a
kontrola v Zivotnim prostiedi / Adaptace
na zménu klimatu

University of Iceland, University Centre in
Svalbard

NPU

Seminar a studijni cesta k rozvoji
spoluprace v oblasti pozarni ochrany
kulturniho dédictvi mezi Narodnim
pamatkovym Ustavem a norskymi
institucemi

Riksantikvaren

Czechglobe AV CR, v.v.i.

Ekosystémové sluZzby v udrzitelném
rozvoji Ceské republiky a Islandu

stofnun seemundar fréda

University of Economics, Prague

Preparatory initiatives for the creation of
a Czech-Norwegian Network for Capacity
Building in Integrated Water Resources
Management

NIVA, Norwegian University of Life
Sciences

DOX PRAGUE, a.s.

Case study "lceland: Constitution based
on principles of Crowd Sourcing" as a
part of the exhibition Mods of democracy

Island&ti umélci Libia Castro; Olafur
Olafsson; Birgitta Jonsdoéttir; Haukuro
Maro Helgason

VSB-TUO

Navazani projektové spolugréce a
vyména zkuSenosti mezi VSB-TUO a
univerzitami v Islandu

University of Iceland

Vyzkumny Gstav Zivocisné vyroby

Rozvoj spoluprace mezi ¢esko-norskymi
partnery v oblasti technologie ustajenf
prasat se snizenym impaktem na Zivotnf{
prosttfedi (know-how transfer, workshop
a priprava projektu)

UMB University

ARCHITECTURA, o.s.

Pracovni cesta, odborny seminar,
koordina¢ni porady a obhlidky pro
pfipravu spole¢ného ¢esko-norského
projektu ,,Norské turistické trasy -
architektura a management - inspirace
pro CR"

Bergen School of Architecture, National
Tourost Routes

Biologické centrum AVCR, v.v.i.
Hydrobiologicky ustav

Setrné priizkumy ryb s pouZitim
horizontalniho echolotového kuzele.

University of Oslo

Ateliéry Bonton Zlin a.s.

Pracovni semindr a setkani vedoucich
potencidlnich partnerskych organizaci
projektu dlouhodobého uchovani a

ochrany digitdlnich dokumentd (PIQL).

spole¢nost PIQL

KUMST, o.s.

Navdazani bilaterdini spoluprace v oblasti
organizace narodnich projektl podpory
umélecké a dokumentarni fotografie

Honefoss Kamera Klubb, Narvik Kamera
Klubb, Galleri Lofotens Hus

SdruZeni obci hlu¢inska

Vyménou zkuSenosti k posileni bilateralini

Mésta Hamar, Elverum, Lillehammer,




i spoluprdce Hluéinsko - Norsko  Valer




BFPL beneficiaries

Programme

Name of the project

Kontaktni seminaFf Programmu CZ02

Ministerstvo Zivotniho prostfedi

Kontaktni semindF pro potencialni predkladatele Zadosti o grant
a potencidlni partnery z donorskych zemi

Ministerstvo prace a socialnich véci

CZ06 - Fond pro bilaterdlni spolupraci na Programmové drovni
- opatfeni "A"

Ministerstvo kultury

Z4adost o uvolnénf prostredk(l pro realizaci OPATREN/ A

Ministerstvo zdravotnictvi

Networking v ochrané biodiverzity: konference ECCB/ICCB

Hnuti DUHA Olomouc

Conference on Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and
their Services

Ceska geologicka sluzba

Conference on Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and
their Services: G¢ast AOPK CR

Agentura ochrany prirody a krajiny Ceské republiky

Networking na seminafi "Mapping and Assessment of
Ecosystems and their Services"

Hnuti DUHA Olomouc

Studijni cesta do Global Genome Biodiversity Network, Berlin,
Némecko

Ustav biologie obratlovcd AV CR, v. v. i.

Rozsiteni znalosti realizacniho tymu FRAMEADAPT

Mendelova univerzita v Brné

Konference Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their
Services

Centrum vyzkumu globaini zmény AV CR, v. v. i. (do 28.2.2011
Ustav systémové biologie a ekologie AV CR, v. v. i.)

PAKT I-Protikorupcni akademicky klub transparentnosti

Transparency International Ceska republika

St&7 pracovnikd Al CR v Amnesty Norsko - skillshare

Amnesty International Cesk4 republika, o.s.

Mosty na Island

InBaze, z.s.

ZlepSovani pfenosu znalosti a dovednosti v tématu
environmentdlni advokacie mezi Norskem a Ceskou republikou

Hnuti DUHA - Friends of the Earth Czech Republic

Studijni cesta do Norska - adaptace na zménu klimatu

Cl2 0. p.s.

NORSKO-CESKA VYMENA NAPADU NA OCHRANU KLIMATU

Hnuti DUHA - Friends of the Earth Czech Republic

Sdileni zkuSenosti o participaci na rozhodovani na Islandu a v
CR

Arnika - Toxické latky a odpady

Inspirace pro zménu pedagogickych fakult

Liga lidskych prav

Resilience aneb Proméfime hrozbu v pfileZitost Il

20 CSOP Veronica

Navstévnicka centra chranénych Gzemi

Ekocentrum PALETA

Spole¢né pro Zeny: pojdme o tom mluvit - studijni cesta

Jako doma - Homelike, 0.p.s.

Prenos dobré praxe v ABA terapii - bilaterdIni spoluprace

Oblastni charita Kutnd Hora

Vymeéna zkusenosti pri ochrané cennych prirodnich lokalit

Cesky svaz ochrancd prirody

Semindr o zpristupfiovani audiovizudlniho dédictvi

Narodni filmovy archiv

Norsky tyden v Ponrepu

Narodni filmovy archiv




CODA, inspirace pro TANECVALMEZ

Zakladni umélecka Skola B-Art, 0.p.s.

Prohloubeni partnerstvi - Ceské dny v Bergenu

Zelezni¢ni spole¢nost Tanvald o.p.s.

Pracovni cesta - setkani s norskymi filmovymi profesiondly na
Sommerfilmfest

DOC.DREAM - Spolek pro podporu dokumentdrniho filmu

Preparatory Visits as the first Stage of the Project "Know-How
Transfer for Bilateral Institutional Knowledge-Base
Improvement"

Univerzity J. E. Purkyné v Usti nad Labem

Preparatory visit for future cooperation with the
Nanomechanical lab at Norwegian University of Science and
Technology

VuT

Reflecting teams in teacher education

Masarykova univerzita

Guidance and counselling in vocational education - preparatory
visit

Ceska zemé&d&lska univerzita v Praze

Preparatory visit to "Deep moments on life-long journey of
people involved in physical activities in Norway and Czech
Republic" research project.

Univerzita Palackého v Olomouci

Enhancing the Kristiansand-Ostrava contacts in the history of
mathematics - preparation of the institutional cooperation
project proposal

Katedra matematiky a deskriptivni geometrie , VSB-TU Ostrava

ARCHIP - BAS Preparatory visit

Archip s.r.o.

U¢ast na "8th Trondheim Conference on CO2 Capture,
Transport and Storage TCCS-8"

Masarykova universita

Zhodnoceni mozZnosti zlepSovani kvality povrchové a podzemni
vody z hlediska zatéZe zivinami a farmaky v malych povodich

Ceskd zemédélska univerzita v Praze

Vladnuti, socidlni investice a socidlni inovace v oblasti sluzeb
denni péce v Ceské republice a Norsku

Masarykova univerzita

Pohybovd aktivita jako souldst 1éZby psychiatrickych pacient(

Univerzita Jana Evangelisty Purkyné v Usti nad Labem

Fazové prechody v CCS systémech

Ustav termomechaniky AV CR, v. v. i.

Mezindrodni mentoringovy Program

Férum 50 %, o.p.s.

Posileni spoluprdce s Norskem a konference "Sklenény strop"

"Byznys pro spolecnost, féorum odpovédnych firem"

Zkvalitnéni psychologickych a pravnich sluzeb pro aktéry
domaciho nasili prostrednictvim bilateraini spoluprace

SPONDEA, o.p.s.

Muzi proti nasili na Zenach a détech: sdileni dobré praxe v
Norsku a v CR

Liga otevFenych muzd




5.2.Annex no. 4 — list of the respondents - interviews

National Focal Point

Royal Norwegian Embassy in Prague

Programme Operator

Programme Programme Operator
Cz03 Nadace rozvoje obcanské spole¢nosti
Cczo7 DUm zahrani¢nich sluzeb (NAEP)
Cz02, Cz04,
Cz05, Cz05,
Cz08, (CZ10, Ministerstvo financi
Cz11, CZ13,
CzZ14,Cz15
Cz09 Ministerstvo Skolstvf
Cz12 Open Society Fund

Programme Partner in CZ

Programme Partner CZ (when the Programme Operator is the Ministry of Finance)
Cz02,Cz08 Ministerstvo Zivotniho prostrfedf
Cz04 Ministerstvo prace a socialnich véci
Cz06 Ministerstvo kultury
Cczo7 Ministerstvo Skolstvi
Cz10 Ministerstvo financi
Ccz11 Ministerstvo zdravotnictvi
Cz14 Ministerstvo vnitra
Cz15 Ministerstvo spravedinosti

Programme Partner from donor country

Programme Partner from donor country on the programme level
Cz02 Norwegian Environment Agency (NEA)
Cz06 Arts Council Norway
cz707 The Norwegian Centre for International Cooperation in Education (SIU),
Norway
Cczo7 Icelandic Centre for Research (RANNIS), Iceland




National Agency for International Education Affairs (AIBA),

€207 Liechtenstein
Cz09 Research Council Norway
Cz10 Council of Europe
Ccz11 Norwegian Institute of Public Health (NIPH)
Cz15 Council of Europe
Beneficiaries
Programme Name of the project Beneficiary Partner from the donor country
Péstebni opatfeni pro zvyseni , , , .
Cz02 biodiverzity v lesich v chrdnénych Vyzlkvumf\y usta\( Iesmho . Norweglap Forest and Landscape
. ., hospodarstvi a myslivosti, v. v. i. Institute, As, Norway
Uzemich
Monitoring lokalit soustavy Natura , , (v
2000 jako nastroj pro efektivni Vyzkumny dstav vcv)d.orlospodarsky Norwegian Institute for Nature
Cz02 T. G. Masaryka verejna vyzkumna
management a ochranu I Research
, , o instituce
autochtonnich populaci raku
€703 Zivé kmhgvny’ Amnest\v/ Interpahonal Amnesty Interngtlonal Ceska Amnesty International i Norge
- Ctenim k otevienosti republika
Uz vim! Srozumitelné o dusi a téle Spolelcn,ost pro'?od,poru lidi S University of Iceland, Centre for
Cz03 ¥ P RO mentdlnim postizenim v Ceské S .
pro Zeny s mentdlnim postizenim ) Disability Studies
republice, z.s.
Kodifikace pravni Gpravy podpory )
Cz04 rodin, ndhradni rodinné péce a MPSV E.“f’"“‘e  ungdoms og .
. . v es familiedirektoratet (Bufdir)
systému péce o ohroZené déti
Cz06 KNIHY ZNOVU NALEZENE N4rodni knihovna Ceské republiky Stiftelsen Arkivet
Obnoveny ZAMEK SVIJANY
Cz06 prezentuje unikdtni nalezisté z doby PIVOVAR SVIJANY, a.s. Stiftelsen herStay fundational
bronzové a dalsi historii a kulturu
Cz06 Vystava ,Skv&ly novy svét s.r.o.” DOX PRAGUE, a.s. Kenneth Flak
Cczo7 Institutional cooperation projects VSE Sogn og Fjordane University

College




Studie pilotnich technologii CCS pro

Ceské vysoké u¢eni technické v

SINTEF Energi AS (SINTEF Energy

208 uhelné zdroje v CR Praze Research)
Zhodnoceni moZnosti zlepSovan{ 5
kvality povrchové a podzemni vody z Ceska zemédélska univerzita v Norwegian School of Sport
Cz09 . iy e s . :
hlediska zatéze zivinami a farmaky v Praze Sciences
malych povodich
Srovndvaci studie Huntingtonovy
choroby pomoci biochemickych, Ustav Jivodiiné fyziolodie a
Cz09 imunocytochemickych a molekularné - 2y 9 Oslo University Hospital
L L, genetiky AV CR, v.v.i.
genetickych metod na tkanich a
bunkach mysi, miniprasete a ¢lovéka
Projekt na posileni systému boje
Cz10 proti korupcj a prani Spinavych Ministerstvo financi Rada Evropy
penéz v Ceské republice
FN Ostrava-Vybudovani stacionéare Norwegian Centre for Integreted
Ccz11 pro ucelenou rehabilitaci v Fakultni nemocnice Ostrava Telemedicine, University Hospital
psychiatrické péci of North Norway HF
Podpora ¢innosti Narodniho
Ccz11 , kogrdl@aﬁnlho centra prevence Fakultni nemocnice v Motole Norwegian Safety Forum
Urazu, nasili a podpory bezpecnosti
pro déti
Baerum Distric Psyciartic Center,
cz11 START - KRS Komplexni rehabilitace Psychiatrickd lé¢ebna Sternberk VVHT
k sobéstacnosti
Ccz12 Stop kybernasili na Zenach a muzich Gender Studies, o.p.s. N- KUN
cz712 Rovné pFilefitosti Zen migrantek Organizace pro pomoc uprchlikum, N - Advokatﬂrm’i Andersen &
Z.S. Bache-Wiig AS
Domdci nasili a genderové
podminéné nasili / Uplatfiovani 5
Cz13 hlediska rovnych prilezitosti Zen a UFad vlady Ceské republiky Alternativ til Vold
muzU a podpora sladovani
pracovniho a soukromého Zivota
System dalstho vzdelavan Norwegian Directorate for
Cz15 pracovnik( Proba¢ni a media¢ni Probacni a media¢ni sluZzba gran -
o X Correctional Services
sluzby CR
Projekty zranitelnych skupin ve
Cz15 véznicich a vzd&lavani zaméstnancl  Vézefiska sluzba Ceské republiky Norskd vézeriska sluzba

Vézenské sluzby
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