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EX ANTE EVALUATION 

Operational Programme Regional Development

Ministry of regional development and public works

1
Introduction 
1.1
The Ex-Ante Evaluation of the National Operational Programme for Regional Development (NOPRD) in Bulgaria commenced on 03 April 2006, about 5 weeks later than planned. The Commission Services expressed a wish to commence informal consultations in house on all the Bulgarian Operational Programmes (OP) at the end of April 2006. The NOPRD Ex-Ante Evaluation Team was therefore requested – through the responsible Adviser at the EC Delegation in Sofia, during a meeting held on 07 April – to prepare preliminary comments upon the conclusion of the first two week of the evaluation (i.e. by 14 April 2006). 

1.2
This present report represents the draft final document as requested and was completed by a two-man STE team between 29th January 2007 and 19th February 2007. It should be noted that although care has been taken in verifying the factual basis for the findings and conclusions reached, the team has been dependent on the information and documentation received from the beneficiary ministry, Ministry of Regional Development and Public Works and other relevant Agencies. The Evaluators acknowledge the cooperation of all concerned.

1.3 This report is set out as follows:

· Introduction

· Findings

· Conclusions and Summary Table of Recommendations.
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2
Findings

2.1 Analysis of Previous Evaluation Results
2.1.1 The Ex Ante Team for the Operational Programme Regional Development (OPRD) has assessed the relevant material provided to them from the Ministry of Regional Development and Public Works (MRDPW). This includes the National Reform Programme, National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF) and relevant Operational Programmes (OPs) for Competitiveness, Human Resources Development, Administration Capacity and Rural Development and ex ante evaluations where available. Additional to the Draft OP’s the drafts for MIS manual and the Manual for the MA were taken into consideration. Also the team have reviewed the generic conclusions of the recent Regular Country Report for Bulgaria by the European Commission and the Independent Interim Evaluation for Regional Development in Bulgaria (CBC, Project Preparation and Grant Schemes) completed by ECOTEC for DG Enlarg/E4, 2006. Cognisance has also been taken by the evaluators of the informal comments of DG Regio on this most recent version of the OPRD. 

2.1.2
These reports have provided invaluable insight and understanding of some of the generic issues faced by Bulgaria in addressing key aspects of Community Strategic Guidelines; also provided an understanding of the level of competencies and institutional capacities within the MDRPW, and other line ministries.   

2.1.3
Generally there appears to have been a deepening of knowledge concerning Structural Funds and some strengthening of capacity within all key ministries as well as improvements in management systems. Although previously there had been problems of high staff turnover, this situation has been ameliorated by increased salaries in all managing authorities, with a reduction in numbers leaving
. It is to be hoped this trend will continue as any reduction in the levels of experienced managers inevitably constrains absorption and management capacities, adversely impacting on efficiencies and effectiveness of project implementation. For the MRDPW this is very important given the ambitious scope of the key priority-axes and the indicative operations promoted that will generate a large number of projects at the municipal level.    

2.2
Opinion on the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats

 
(SWOT Analysis)
2.2.1
This current version of OPRD would appear to be better structured and more in line with Structural Fund requirements than the previous versions completed by the MDPW.  The evaluators also concur with the five key priority axes promoted, namely:

Axis 1 – Sustainable and Integrated Urban Development

Axis 2 - Regional and Local Accessibility

Axis 3 - Sustainable Tourism Development

Axis 4 - Regional and Local Networking and Cooperation

Axis 5 - Technical Assistance.  

2.2.2 Notwithstanding, there remain some problems regarding the quality of some of the base line data and the scope and the depth of the analysis as a basis for the priorities set in the OPRD. This is exacerbated by the lack of up-to-date and or possibly inaccurate data. This needs to be more fully recognised by the MRDPW in the OP. 

2.2.3 Where there is doubt about the level and quality of data, e.g. in social, health, education, housing, labour market, and related to urban agglomerations, regional disparities and demographic trends; these should be stated as “a risk”, even if additional surveys are muted within the foreseeable future. The inconsistent quality of data and its in-depth analysis impacts adversely on the quality of the SWOT process. This concern related to “risk” is highlighted in the recent informal comments from the Commission services, e.g. related to infrastructure, transport and lack of up-dated coordinated spatial and urban development plans. Also the Commission’s related comments on possible lack of capacity to implement projects at the municipal level needs to be addressed more fully under Priority Axis 5 – Technical Assistance. This is discussed later in the report. 
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2.2.4 Whilst the OPRD provides good historic perspectives about past inter and intra regional disparities in Bulgaria, there is a need for a more comprehensive assessment of the future “external” economic, employment and planning factors that may influence as well as constrain regional development in the medium and long term. Although the SWOT does deal with overall Weaknesses and Threats it too cursorily deals with Strengths and Opportunities, especially at the individual region level
. There is also a need for the analysis to illustrate a clearer and logical connection to some of the priorities and indicative operations, especially promoted under Priority Axis 1 that is 50% of the OP in value terms.  An example of what a SWOT table should contain is illustrated in the separate Annex Report (Annex 1). This may be useful for the MRDPW to consider as basis for any further revisions and/or additions to their current SWOT table.   
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2.3 Assessment of the Rationale and Strategy

2.3.1
There is coherence between the current version of the OPRD and general EU Structural Policy related to territorial and regional development and the Lisbon and Gothenburg Agendas. However, there are some areas that need to be highlighted where the proposed key objectives, strategy emphasis and priority axes need clarification and/or amplification. This version of the OPRD covers urban development, ICTs, connectivity, communication, transportation and environment. Significantly there is no mention of Research and Technology Innovation (RTD). There also an overall need to state in-depth why the OPRD is basically targeted at a pre-selected 85 municipalities and in particular why the remainder seem excluded.  

2.3.2

Regional development within the EU concerns amelioration of regional disparity. This requires that the various OPs are complementary in addressing issues of disparity. In this regard, the OPRD needs to take full account of encouraging sustainable capacity building and has full awareness of the economic development initiatives such as the promotion of new innovative technologies to secure economic growth at the regional level. The OPRD seems to have an emphasis on “traditional” infrastructure investment, e.g. new industrial zones, transportation and local roads. This needs a more in depth consideration in terms of market context and clearer description of future spatial planning at the municipal level and taking account of environmental impacts. Specifically, more should be said about selecting projects that are environmentally sustainable whether economic, physical or infrastructure developments. This is especially the case since in the OPRD 20% of the EU SF funds are attributed to road and transport projects. This has to be seen in the context that very significant amounts are dedicated to roads in OPT and is by far the largest overall budget component in the SF programmes for Bulgaria. 

2.3.3
  The MRDPW may wish to consider suggested text related to the objectives and strategy prepared by the evaluators as examples of good practice in the separate Annex report (Annex 2 and Annex 3).
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2.3.4 Tourism development is a major focus of the OPRD strategy. This is also a key consideration within the separate Strategy for Rural Development. The OPRD and Strategy for Rural Development appear to focus on “alternative” tourist development and cultural heritage-type projects at the regional and local level. At the same time an extensive EU Phare funded strategic action plan was completed in 2006 for the State Tourism Agency. 

2.3.5 This is a significant document identifying a series of objectives, priorities and an 11- point action plan. It is understood this is to be the market and development context for all related investment from the public and private sectors in Bulgaria. The new tourist strategy identifies existing and potential tourist growth hubs, tourism corridors and tourists circuits. 

2.3.6 The MRDPW did not have access to this particular tourism sector document at the time of drafting the current version of the OPRD, although consultations between the MRDPW and the State Tourism Agency have been ongoing over the period of elaborating the OPRD. The opportunity should be taken now to assess Priority Axis 3 operational activities in light of the new tourism strategy and action plan.  

2.3.7 As also observed in Strategy for Developing Bulgarian Tourism, the private sector is the driver of (commercial) tourism in Bulgaria, whilst the public sector appears to “operate in parallel”, with limited consultation and effective spatial understanding of the needs of the private sector. This can be addressed for example by ensuring complementarity with relevant public private partnerships (PPP)
 promoted under the OP Competitiveness. Such partnerships can optimise the relatively limited funds available under OPRD Axis 3.
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2.4
Assessment of the Programme’s External Coherence 
2.4.1
The OPRD reflects the core generic strategies and priorities as described by the latest version of the NRP, namely: 

· Attainment of a turning point in the development of Bulgarian planning regions through investments in the physical and human capital and approximation to the average levels of development of the EU regions; 
· Decreasing interregional and intra-regional differences through development of indigenous potential at regional and local level;
· Development of territorial co-operation for the attainment of territorial cohesion with the EU and expansion of good neighborhood and partnership.
More specifically priority is given to:

· Regions and urban centers, which are best suited to concentrate active socio-economic activities with a view to attaining general national growth;
· Regions and settlements, where measures to overcome the lagging behind in socio-economic development and living standards are needed; 
· Areas where specific concerted efforts are needed to preserve and maintain the balance of nature and biodiversity. 
2.4.2
The OPRD directly reflects the above with a priority given to operational activities targeted at the main urban agglomerations dispersed throughout the regions. The current OPRD illustrates closer coherence with the National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF) than previous versions of the OPRD. The current OPRD is generally complimentary to the priorities determined for Competitiveness, HRD, Environment, Transport and Administration Development. However, a number of issues need to be raised in terms of unresolved overlaps at the level of indicative activities between the OPRD and other OPs.  

OP Competitiveness (OPC): 

2.4.3
There remain concerns about the lack of synergy between the OPRD and OP Competitiveness in terms of the spatial allocation of infrastructure projects supporting business and industrial development. The mechanism for ensuring OPs complementarity is assumed to be with the Ministry of Finance. Experience shows, however, that it is at the regional and local level that confusions arise. Within the OPRD, Under Priority Axis 1, operation 1.3 Organisation of economic activities, it appears the intention to promote business and industrial zones (“green field sites” and “brown field” sites) within the identified agglomeration areas. 

2.4.4 There should be a more specific analysis of existing or future market demand, assessment of key target sectors and a better description of industry clusters (composition and location), i.e. an assessment of demand for new premises or sites. There is also a need for the OPRD to say more about the role of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) and how it can be a major user of  “green field” sites; how such sites will be identified and evaluated; and what sectors of FDI will be targeted. FDI is one of the most competitive global activities. Most developing countries are seeking to attract mobile industries. 

2.4.5 The OPRD needs more coherence with the inward investment policies of Bulgarian Inward Investment Agency.  Consultation with Bulgarian Investment Agency is ongoing and the OPRD should be able to achieve a consensus on the spatial and infrastructure criteria for selecting industrial zones and green field sites in particular. A key issue will be focusing OPRD infrastructure projects, road and utilities on those locations that offer the best opportunities of attracting FDI projects. 

2.4.6
Not all municipalities can benefit from FDI projects and this should be clearly recognised. This is all the more important given the funds available are limited over the planned period. If not there may be a danger that scarce resources and funding will not be optimised. This observation is also made by the Commission services but for all Priority Axes. 
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OP Transport (OPT): 

2.4.7
In general terms there appear to be no obvious duplications between the OP Transport and the OPRD. The indicative operations under this component generally complement the priority axes and operations set out in the OP Transport where the focus relates to TEN - T highways, Class 1 and some Class 2 roads, which are part of TEN-T. The rest of Class 2 and all Class 3 are within the ambit of the Fund “Republic Road Infrastructure”. However, the concerns already discussed earlier by the evaluators are equally relevant to OPRD Priority Axis 2. To reiterate these previous observations; there needs to be more detail review of how local transport and road projects will be selected in terms of supporting business infrastructure, industrial zones and development sites; for example, the market demand for selected sites, the spatial and location criteria for related infrastructure and utilities and an assessment of positive or negative impacts to the local environment. 
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OP Environment (OPE): 

2.4.8
The OP Environment objectives reflect the objectives and priorities within the National Strategic Reference Framework and are generally aligned to related European Environmental legislation. This includes the need to complete a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) for related Operational Plans. The SEA exercise related to OPRD is almost completed and a draft final report from independent technically accredited Bulgarian experts is now awaited. Given the now strong environmental imperatives underpinning EU policy-making in terms achieving a balance between wealth creation and the overall protection of the natural environment, the use of renewable energy sources, and a more sustainable approach to the utilisation of natural resources inherent to economic growth. It is understood that the relevant recommendations from the SEA will be reflected in the OPRD.   

2.4.9
To reiterate, it will be important that the key issues and findings of the SEA for the OPRD are carefully reviewed and if necessary the relevant priority axes adjusted. For example, it is clear that not all of the 85 municipalities targeted for support under the OPRD Priority 1 will have similar environmental “footprints”. Those with environmental problems constraining future potential developments should be identified as soon as possible. For example under Priority Axis 3: Sustainable Tourism Development, a municipality may have several important natural or cultural assets but that are located in close proximity to pollutant industries. This would be detrimental to the local air or water quality, reducing the overall attractiveness of that location for tourism development. Consequently this may have serious cost implication and would require a cost benefit analysis to assess whether or not the returns expected from investment in tourism infrastructure balance the costs incurred by environmental remediation.                


2.4.10
The ORPD and OP Environment contain operational activities related to water. However, the relevant OPRD activities under Operation 1.4 under Priority Axis 1 relate to smaller scale drainage improvements; and flood and landslide protection infrastructure. Interventions involving water supply
, wastewater, solid waste and waste management are dealt with under the Environment OP that contains an appendix that would seem to delineate the respective roles of the OPRD and the OP Environment.

OP Human Resources (OPHRD): 

2.4.11
The OPRD will be promoting operational activities in support of the proposed activities within the OPHRD. The OPHRD comprises eight-priority axis and, for the most part, the OPRD seems sufficiently aligned to the objectives of the OPHRD. Some overlaps are commented upon informally by the Commission services and these should be addressed by the MRDPW. Also, Operation 1.1 – social infrastructure improvement – includes also municipality buildings to use for education and vocational training. Such infrastructure could be important for HRD operations, and there should be stated complementarity between the OPRD – operation 1.1. and OPHRD.

OP Administrative Capacity (OPAC)
2.4.12
OPRD Priority Axis 4 focuses on building development capacity for local and regional development and partnership with active participation and involvement of local and regional players. The OPAC primarily focuses on the modernisation of public administration in service of the citizens. Thus the potential for overlap and confusion, at least on paper, is minimised. Critically, creating and developing partnerships and networks needs trained professional staff. Such staffs need to be identified, trained and properly resourced to provide sustainable partnership and administrative infrastructures. Such activity is foreseen but it remains to be seen if an appropriate level of resources will be made available.  

Strategy for Rural Development: 

2.4.13
As highlighted earlier in this ex ante report, the recently completed Strategy for Rural Development illustrates the possibility of significant overlaps with OPRD Tourism priorities, e.g. promoted under Priority Axis 3: Sustainable Tourism Development: 

· Promotion of natural assets

· Protection and development of natural heritage

· Other assistance to improve tourist services

· Protection and preservation of the cultural heritage

· Development of cultural infrastructure

· Other assistance to improve cultural services

· Mechanisms for improving good policy and programme design, monitoring and evaluation at national, regional and local level, capacity building in the delivery of policies and programmes.
2.4.14
The table below extracted from that Rural Development Strategy illustrates potential overlaps: e.g. 3.1 and 3.2 “encouragement of tourism activities” and, under 3.1 “to preserve and upgrade the natural and cultural heritage”. Given the value of European funds involved; under the Strategy for Rural Development Programme circa M€40; and under the OP Regional Development circa M€240, it is critical that the management teams of the MDRWP and MAFF consult closely not only at ministerial level but also and crucially at regional and local levels. It is suggested that local projects are identified and promoted jointly to ensure that the clients, farmers and local organisations, do not seek and are not offered duplicate funding.
	Operational Programme for Rural Development

Priority Axis 3 - To improve the quality of life and diversify job opportunities in rural areas

	Sub-objectives
	1. To improve quality of life in rural areas 
	2. To promote diversification of job opportunities in rural areas
	3. Building local capacity

	Operational objectives
	· To improve assess and quality of basic services and infrastructure in rural areas; 

· To preserve and upgrade the natural and cultural heritage.
	· To develop income generating activities outside the agricultural sector of farm households and rural population.
	· To increase the capacities of rural actors for preparing, developing and implementing local development strategies and measures.

	Measures for achievement of sub-objectives
	-
“Encouragement of Tourism Activities”;

-
“Basic Services for the Economy and Rural Population”;

-
“Village Renewal and Development”;
	-
“Diversification into Non-Agricultural Activities”;

-
“Support for the Creation and Development of Micro-Enterprises”

-
 “Encouragement of Tourism Activities”;
	-
“Running Costs, Acquisition of Skills and Animation”


2.4.15
There should be complementarity between OPRD and EU funded cross-border programmes with Romania, Turkey, Greece, FYROM and Serbia to ensure that all the EU funds available are coordinated, integrated and optimised. A separate cross border programme is being elaborated by the MRDPW and overlapping activities between this and the OPRD should be avoided.
2.5
Internal Consistency of the Programme
2.5.1
The current version of the OPRD is a result of many months work and numerous iterations, representing major efforts by the MRDWP and various technical assistance teams. Certainly, there is more clarity of presentation in the current OPRD than in previous versions. However, there is too much repetition making it difficult for the reader to find a logical way through what is a large technical document. It is suggested the presentation and organisation of the document would be benefit from further editing and strengthening of arguments underpinning Priority Axes, ensuring that the linkage between analysis, SWOT, strategies and programmes is clear. 

2.5.2
At the operational level consistency amongst the five priority axes is not always clear from the text, e.g. in terms of complementarity and synergies. In assessing the Priority Axes on Social Infrastructure, Tourism and under Regional and Local Networking, apparently similar topics appear. As an example under Operation 1.1 Social Infrastructure an activity listed relates “to building, repairing rehabilitating equipping cultural centers, public theatres, community centers, libraries, and other facilitated to cultural life and intra city tourism life”. Yet under Operation 3.1 Enhancement of Tourism and Related Infrastructure mention is made of improvement, renovation of natural and cultural heritage” and again “small scale technical infrastructure…construction of small social, health care and educational facilities….access roads utilities” etc. Under Operation 4.3 Small-scale Local investments mention is made of investment in “public places….green areas non material cultural heritage…”                 

2.5.3
Erroneously, this gives a perception of duplication of funding, even if in fact none exists. This can be addressed by ensuring more precise definitions at the operational level. 


2.5.4
The current timetable for completion and approval for the OPRD may prevent all the detailed adjustments necessary. However, the important issue is that MRDPW are aware of the points be addressed and take steps to modify the OP as soon as possible; reflecting the recommendations throughout the main body of this report and summarised in the conclusions section; and importantly, reflecting the informal comments of the Commission services.
2.6
Assessment of the appropriateness of the allocation of resources, perspectives for absorption, availability of national co-finance and the allocation’s appropriateness to the overall strategy 
2.6.1
It is understood that the overall OPDR budget was derived from a wide- ranging cycle of consultations with a large number of potential stakeholders at regional and municipal levels.  Some more explanation about how projects were selected and costed would be useful, e.g. as regards those identified by municipalities and whether projects were based on existing urban development and related spatial plans. Summaries of such support information should available in the form of annexes to the OP to provide justification for the allocations across the five priority axes:  

Priority Axis 1 
Sustainable and integrated urban development 

(50%)

Priority Axis 2 
Regional and local accessibility 



(25%)

Priority Axis 3
Sustainable Tourism Development


(15%)

Priority Axis 4
Regional, local networking, co-operation and capacity 
(8%)

Priority Axis 5
Technical Assistance




(2%)

2.6.2
The MRDPW state there is good justification for the relative weighting between each axis; but close reading of the current version of OPRD lacks some clarity in this important issue. It is recommended that the above budget allocations are reviewed and clearly explained, and account taken of expenditure levels from other complementary programmes. There is a need to provide clearer explanation of how priorities and indicative operations were selected with better attention to indicators and expected results.     

2.6.3
Regarding absorption, the only review made available to the Ex Ante Team (the previous Interim Evaluation on Regional Development) illustrates that there have been continued delays in implementing project related to Grant Schemes, Border Crossing Points and Project Preparation, resulting in low disbursement levels. The overall rating for this tranche of regional development projects was “barely satisfactory”
. 

2.6.4 Under previous PHARE programmes, the MDRPW apparently performed satisfactorily (Projects under Economic and Social Cohesion). However, the scale and the wide ambitions of the OPRD and the additional scrutiny and compliance required in implementing complex SF programmes, should not be underestimated. This is the first time the Managing Authority has taken the full responsibility for all aspects of programme design, management and monitoring. It is also an onerous proposition for the municipalities who will be the major beneficiaries of hundreds of projects and who for the most part have unproven management capacities in relation to EU SF programmes.

2.6.5
The absorption capacity of the whole programme will depend on the institutional capacity at the municipal level and under priority axis 5 – Technical Assistance, more should be described about the timing and level of training and mentoring that will be provided to enhance positive outcomes.  


2.6.6
In terms of co-financing, the OPRD, as with other Operational Programmes, has adopted an average co-financing of 15%. This is aligned to the agreed intervention level of 85% for the countries recently acceding to the enlarged EU. Given the scope of the various operational programmes at regional level, it is only realistic at this stage of the country’s development that the OPRD utilises the maximum level of support under EU Structural Funds. However, give the ambitious nature of the operational activities envisaged for regional and local development in Bulgaria, it will be incumbent upon the MRDPW to ensure it maximises support from the widest array of potential partners, including the wider Donor community. It is vital that all such funding is utilised and optimised efficiently and effectively and that all the activities implemented at local level are harmonised to secure long-term sustainability. Such co-financing issues fall in the scope of budget policy managed by MF It appears some steps have been taken toward regarding this issue, e.g. resolving these problems by providing advance and bridging payments. The situation will require close monitoring.  

2.7
Legal, Institutional and Regulatory Bottlenecks
2.7.1 There appear to be no significant legal, institutional or regulatory obstacles that would impede implementation of OPRD. It is noted, perhaps appropriately at this juncture, that the Managing Authority, the Directorate General Programming of Regional Development of the MRDPW, has deconcentrated rather than decentralised at the regional level, e.g. six regional departments of the MRDWP designated as Implementing (Intermediate) Bodies. Whilst in the short term the European Commission seeks secure financial management by a MIS, this is not to be interpreted as replacing the need for a “bottom up” approach imperative for democratic decentralised regional development and via the widest range of partnerships.         

2.7.2
Although Regional Councils are already established as representative bodies in the six planning regions involving a wide range of regional and local stakeholders, these organisations will be consultative only, and despite they will have a role in project section committees. Over time, and with the necessary training and capacity building under Priority Axis 5 – Technical Assistance, it is suggested that Regional Councils could become “Regional Boards” with increased executive responsibilities and accountabilities. Experience elsewhere shows this type of “decentralisation”
 more democratically engages a wider range of organisations and individuals, encourages sustainable networking and local partnership (especially with the private sector), and introduces a more effective, transparent “bottom up approach” to regional and local development.           


2.8 
Specific comments with regard to further elaboration of individual Priorities and operational activity 
2.8.1
It is fully appreciated that the OPRD is a “programming document” derived from national level strategic objectives with the purpose of refining regional strategies, identifying core priorities and promoting operational programmes at the regional and local levels. The Phare funded Programme Complements now being elaborated will assist the MRDPW with further refining of project pipe-line activities and establish the necessary evaluation criteria, grant and procurement and monitoring manuals to facilitate the identification, assessment, implementation and management of value-for-money projects. 

2.8.2
It is good practice to ensure that the operational activities and any related action plans set out in the originating OP are reviewed on an annual basis, factoring in monitoring information at the regional level, along with any external factors that would required modification of strategies and/or realignment of priorities
. In other words, the OP produced in 2007 should not be seen as a “one-off” document but as a dynamic management tool that is updated regularly in line with changing internal and external conditions. 

2.8.3
This makes it all the more important that management structures and responsibilities are clearly established at the regional and municipal level to effectively implement, manage and monitor projects. This will secure the due diligence required in all aspects of finance and contracting and ensure regular assessment of measurable direct and indirect impacts. In this way the funds provided can be seen to be optimised and sustainable impacts determined. It cannot be over emphasised that the earlier impact monitoring systems are put in place the better. This facilitates the flow of management and financial data within and between ministries and especially to the relevant EU Directorates tasked with the oversight of Community funds; also that such funds are disbursed transparently, efficiently and effectively.

2.8.4 Consideration should be given to reviewing staffing numbers at the regional. The six Intermediary Bodies (IBs) each have been allocated 12 executives. Experience from elsewhere indicates that this may be too low to achieve the quality of management and monitoring required.

2.8.5 As discussed earlier in the report, it would be useful that whatever   technical and administrative assessments have been done related regarding to the absorption capacity, tendering and procurement capacities of the 85 municipalities are annexed to the OPRD. If these are not available, it is urgently suggested that such assessments are carried out as early as possible within the planned programme period; possibly as part of the Phare funded Programme Complement now being elaborated for the MRDPW. The ToR and Inception Report (if available) for this Programme Component could be usefully annexed to the OPRD.             


2.9
Consistency with Community and national policies (including relevant territorial policies), horizontal issues in particular in the areas of equal opportunities, environment and employment
2.9.1
Generally the OPRD and related documents have coherence with Community Strategic Guidelines; namely      

· Improving the attractiveness of Member States, regions and cities by improving accessibility, ensuring adequate quality and level of services, and preserving their environmental potential;

· Encouraging innovation, entrepreneurship and the growth of the knowledge economy by research and innovation capacities, including new information and communication technologies; and 

· Creating more and better jobs by attracting more people into employment entrepreneurial activity, improving adaptability of workers and enterprises and increasing investment in human capital. 

2.9.2
The Community guidelines are about the balance between growth, jobs and territorial cohesion and an understanding “that there can be no question of a one size fits all approach”. Within the OPRD much of the analysis and SWOT exercises, although useful in assessing the generality of regional disparities, needs more focused and most importantly down stream operations transformed into a series if integrated action plans at the regional level. This is especially the case given that the major thrust of the OPRD is focused on a “pre-selected” 85 Municipalities as each Municipality will have is own set of disparities to be addressed and its own potential within the local and regional market context. 

2.9.3
The related Programme Complement now being elaborated may enable such integrated action to take place. However, much of the assistance provided by the Programme Complement TA will relate to the refinement of project pipeline and the technicalities of the management processes in terms of administrative procedures, grants and procurement manuals, i.e. ensuring that projects managed transparently according to EU financial procedures. This does not necessarily mean that it can change or improve the content of previously agreed projects. 

2.9.4
A vital process will be the subsequent mapping exercise reflecting transparent project selection criteria, presumably to be carried out under the Programme Complement activity. This should identify projects that are argued properly, i.e. on clear planning and development criteria and, where appropriate, reflecting local market and business factors in terms of predicted demands. This should encourage a more integrated approach to regional development securing sustainable impacts in the medium and longer term, especially at the municipal level. 

2.9.5
Given that there is little or no time to address the issues raised here, the situation may be ameliorated by strict adherence to rigorously formulated evaluation grids and close monitoring of successful project implementation. The Programme Complement needs to be alert to this particular issue.

2.9.6
In terms of consistency with other EU policies, care must be taken to respect to EU Competition Law and the overall aim of privatisation of services, specifically unfair competition against private service providers and suppliers in the areas of public transport, IT infrastructure, energy, and tourism infrastructure. All of these service areas are identified as operational and investment activities within the OPRD. Wherever possible in related supply contracts, there should be open competition and transparent procurement to encourage tenders from a wide range of private suppliers. For example, the  “Country Report for Bulgaria” indicates that the privatisation of energy supplies should be progressed in Bulgaria, especially gas pipeline supplies. There is also the potential to privatise wastewater treatment and water supply networks. 

2.9.7
Specifically, the Community Policy encourages the move to renewable energy sources, away from intensive non-renewable energy sources. In the OPRD, although acknowledging the Community Guidelines in this area, only the extension of natural gas pipeline infrastructure at the level of the municipality is mentioned. Natural gas is a good solution for energy-intensive industries, to be used in power stations combining heating and electricity to maximize energy efficiency. For housing, however, other renewable energy resources are preferable, having a much higher impact for sustainable local employment. 

2.9.8
Currently in the OPRD, little or no support is foreseen for renewable energies (solar, wind and water generated power or biomass options). Wise use of energy from wood is one of the future technologies to replace gas, especially for large-scale district housing heating. 


2.9.9
For the OPRD there is also the opportunity to utilise JESSICA directed towards urban development and restoring cultural buildings for tourism and is understood will strengthen the Programme Complement.     

2.9.10
In terms of the Community Territorial Cohesion Policy, the concept is based on the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) that put the lack of balanced and inefficient sustainable structure of the European territory onto the EU political agenda. Territorial cohesion adds to economic and social cohesion by translating the fundamental EU goal of a balanced competitiveness and sustainable development into a territorial setting. Considered in the light of the Lisbon strategy for sustainable economic growth, the key challenge is that of enhancing the territorial “capital” and “potentials” of all EU regions, promoting territorial integration and by  promoting trans-European synergies and clusters of competitive and innovative activities. In practical terms this means: 

· Focusing regional and national territorial development policies on better exploiting regional potentials and territorial  capital - Europe’s territorial and cultural diversity; 

· Better positioning of regions in Europe, both by strengthening their profile and by trans-European cooperation aimed at facilitating their connectivity and territorial integration 

· Promoting the coherence of EU policies with a territorial impact, both horizontally and vertically, so that they support sustainable development at national and regional level
2.9.11
Seen in this light, territorial cohesion adds an integrated and long-term approach to the process of exploiting territorial potentials that has to be addressed across different policy levels and sectors. The OPDR reflects the generality of the above interpretation of  territiorial cohesion and the main priority axes are derived from this general understanding of Community Cohesion Policies. However, the OPDR although is a national programe, needs to pay close attention to the strengths and future potential of the various regions, i.e. their medium and long term prospects. It is the success of the individual regional local econommies that in the long run create the wealth required for the future sustainability of a country within the highly competitive European Community.    

2.9.12
Horizontal Issues such as equal opportinities, gender equality and treatment of minorities (ROMA) are mentioned in the last sections of the OPRD. More is needed on the Roma situation. There  are positive statements regarding these issues and that strict attention will be paid to how programmes are implemented, i.e. to ensure equal opportunities and non-discrimination for all and transparency in all public tendering procedures. In reviewing individual opperational activities across the five priority axes, is not clear how deeply these horizontal priorities are enbedded. This said, the OPHRD deals with the issues related to the treatment of miniorities and the need for a special focus on eductational and training attainments within the Roma communities.                  

2.10
Quantification of the Objectives
2.10.1 The OPRD does include Tables of Verifiable Indicators of Achievement, Baseline and Target Values across all the priority axes and key operational activities. However, in this most recent version of the OP, with the possible exception of the Priority Axis 3 – Sustainable Tourism Development, none of these tables are completed and, few if any have qualitative indicators. Without relevant, clear and measurable indicators, it is impossible to accurately determine immediate effects, impacts and sustainability and, where necessary, identify interim corrective actions where programmes or projects are going wrong. Without such information, it is difficult also to argue success or to seek additional support at a future date. Critically, it makes it difficult as well as frustrating for external evaluators/auditors to determine the impacts and value for money achieved by EU funded projects. Even where projects are technically well executed, lack of good indicators makes it problematic to accurately identify short, medium and long terms impacts. The lack of relevant, verifiable indicators also calls into question the transparency of a project. It is now most urgent that attention is paid to preparing verifiable indicators, as this component of the OP will be closely scrutinised by EU DG Regio.

2.10.2 At the community level, it would be difficult to gather detailed figures about infrastructure needs for making the OP or the Programme Complement. However, an analysis of baseline and needs should be requested from the municipalities; this and related analysis on local needs should reflect the indicative areas for support for projects under Priority 4.

2.10.3 Given the general nature of the programming and operational activities in the OPRD, the lack of project specificity at the regional level, and the overall lack of project indicators, it has not been possible for the Ex Ante Team to provide an analysis of the expected social, economic and regional impacts. More specifically, indicators and targets at for example programme level 4.4. are not consistent with those indicators at the priority level – there is a lack if consistency. 

2.10.4 Overall general programme strategy should be established with specific objectives. These objectives should have a set of indicators, methods to measure the indicators and a quantification of the baseline, also the target line to be achieved reach and bench marked to 2013. Importantly indicators should be accumulated from similar indicators in other priority axes. Other possible indicators could be derived from the strategy, i.e. competitiveness, attractiveness and as determined under “improving of industrial, residential, social, environmental and cultural environment”. 
2.10.5 There is no clear methodology illustrated in the OPRD to measure the effectiveness of such strategies. This needs to be addressed and in annex 4 of this report some suggestions are outlined in this regard. 

 


2.11
 Quality of proposed implementation and monitoring mechanisms
2.11.1
The prescribed provisions for management and implementing are quite clear for all the procedures after a project application is submitted. But to effectively   promote EU – SF intentions, motivate people to take part in the regional development progress by using SF assistance to help themselves, means not only using technical tools. To encourage innovation requires good development procedures and the ability to create new partnerships between administrations, the economy and civil society.

2.11.2
SF money is of course more than an instrument supplying infrastructure and its intervention also is to support self-responsibility and creativeness. This is not just about only offering high levels of financial support but as important funding, the professional advice and crucially the management of partnership at the local and regional level. 

2.11.3 Whilst it is understood managing PHARE funds is much different from managing SF, it is worth noting the pertinent comments from the PHARE interim Evaluation in this regard, namely: “there is a general lack of potential project promoters” and a ”general lack of regional implementation structures”; also there is an “absence of any real development community
 in the regions”. In effect, more lessons could have been learnt from Phare implementation for the SF programme. Hence the proposed management structure now envisaged is designed “top-down” rather than “bottom-up”, i.e. no real or regular account taken of the undoubted commitment of entrepreneurs and the civil society at the local level. This issue needs to be taken seriously as it is at the municipal and local level real benefits should be accrued.

2.11.4
Some operations in the OPRD do allow support of local level partnerships: e.g. under operational activity 4.1.”Integrated Development Partnerships”; under operational activity 4.3: “Awareness campaigns”; under 3.2: “Tourism partnerships and under 1.1: “Social networks”. Also, in other OP’s some associations are encouraged, e.g. LEADER Action Groups in the Rural Development, and “Cluster” groups within OP competitiveness. 

2.11.5
It is understood during the programming phase that many partners were asked and involved, including Regional Development Agencies; and also that they will be represented on the Monitoring Committee of the programme. It is vital that these partner organisations, over time, should not only be fully consulted but also actively encouraged to be involved in Regional Development at the operational and management levels, i.e. to ensure not only are projects correctly implemented under EU procedures but also that the right projects are implemented; those truly reflecting regional and local needs. There also is a concomitant need to encourage local civil society organisations.     

2.11.6
In summary, the effective use of SF will not necessarily be the administration of the applications; rather the relevance of ideas and the quality of planning and projects submitted. Hence it is the Ex Ante Team’s opinion that there is an urgent need for intensive regional level cooperation and coordination across the different OPs. Only the OPRD has implementing bodies at a regional level. This is not mirrored in the other OPs, i.e. in OP Competitiveness. Coordination seems to be scant between the OP’s in the early stages of project creation. As already outlined earlier, there is a potential for Regional Development Councils to act in this field if their terms of reference and responsibilities are strengthened in relation to the IBs and Management Authorities.

2.11.7 Financial management and control are defined reasonably well in the OP reflecting the EU Regulation. Detailed rules are laid down in the MA and MIS manuals. Under the Programme Complement it is suggested more detailed rules for specific Operations are prepared e.g., particularly eligibility criterions for every operation and the tendering procedure. Also, it is recommended clear information about the Project Selection Committee is published to all potential beneficiaries and stakeholders, i.e. who are making the decisions on project selection. Clear eligibility criteria and a transparent selection process are core conditions for transparency. The Selection committee should be well informed about other projects in the region/municipality, supported by other OP’s, to coordinate and improve effectiveness, and to avoid double financing and administration.

2.11.8
Whilst it is understood the OPRD is for the whole territory of the country, there remains a constant need to ensure that operational activities at the individual regional level are differentiated is terms of sectors and / or spatial needs, one region to another. As described previously in this ex ante report, this needs an accurate up-to-date base line for effective planning, managing and monitoring. Also, as previously outlined, the programme and project indicators and targets remain perhaps too generic, making measurement and evaluation of impacts difficult.  
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3
Conclusions and Summary of Recommendations

3.1 Conclusions

3.1.1 The Operational Programme for Regional Development for Bulgaria has had a long gestation period and has gone through much iteration. This current version is clearer than previous versions and adheres more closely to Community Strategic Guidelines for Structural Funds. It could be better structured and cross referenced internally and externally with other related OPS. The ex ante evaluators have suggested where appropriate additions and amplifications that can bring the document into closer alignment with that expected of an MS Operational Programme document. These should be considered by the MRDPW as a matter of some urgency. In 3.2 Summary Recommendations Table below, those recommendations shown as “Immediate” should be addressed as soon as possible and before submitting a final version to the Commission Services for formal comment and approval.

3.1.2 There are a number of other issues inherent to the document that will need further work but given the tight timetable cannot be improved in the time remaining, e.g. improved quality and currency of data, the production of supporting urban and land use plans at the level of the municipality and the detailed assessment of absorption and management capacities, again at the municipal level. The suggestion is that these be addressed as soon as possible and during the first year of the programme implementation. 

3.1.3 In this regard the role of the Programme Complement is critical as the TA resources should be available to assist the MRDPW to address the relevant capacity building and data base line building fundamental to ensuring the quality and sustainability of projects selected and implemented. Certainly it is suggested that every effort is made to commence this particular set of recommendations by June 2007.

3.1.4 There are also numerous informal comments and suggestions within the recent Commission Services commentary to the MRDPW and these also need to be absorbed into the current document as appropriate. This includes the several comments made about demarcation with EARDF under the tourism rural development activities under Priority Axis 3 and, similarly, for regional and local networking under Priority 4 in terms of EARDF and also LEADER. Indeed this reflects a wider point that the OP, to be successful and optimise impacts at the regional level, must be a positive tool for engaging in partnership with other public and private sector stakeholders at national, regional and local level. In the long term this should lead to establishing fully functioning decentralised regional development network representing all the key stakeholders.

3.1.5 It is important that this OPRD 2007-2013 is instrumental in establishing the benchmarks for regional development in Bulgaria over the next decades by providing the necessary infrastructure for environmentally sustainable development. In this regard, given the emphasis on tourism and urban development, it needs to establish permanent working groups at the regional level with other important development organisations, especially the Bulgaria State Tourism Agency, Invest Bulgaria Agency, Bulgarian SME promotion Agency, as well as the MEE and MAF and the privates sector thus ensuring that all the EU funding available is absorbed efficiently and effectively, and impacts optimised.               


3.2
Summary Recommendations Table  

	Recommendations
	Action by
	Consultations with
	Timescale / date by

	Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats  
(SWOT Analysis)
	
	
	

	1 Indicate in the OP special areas/sectors where the data available is out of date or at risk; 
2 Indicate where additional or new data is required
3 Include (future) data collection / survey activity under Priority Axis 5 – Technical Assistance
4 Ensure by a 1st call for project applications availability of studies for local development/ planning as well as foundations of local partnerships from potential beneficiary municipalities
	MRDWP
	Municipalities

Local Stakeholders 
	By June 2007

By January 2008

	5 To improve the quality of applications and help beneficiaries at municipal level to focus on strengths, opportunities and resources for realisation of their projects; clear succinct information about the selection criteria and access to project preparation advice should be disseminated and published to all these organisations participating at the programme level. 
6 In the OP, it should be stated under the relevant Axes that priority will be given to those applications that are based on up-to-date Urban / Municipal Master Plans. 
7 Where no up dated urban master plans exist, it should be clearly stated under in the OP under Priority Axis 5 that assistance might be provided.
	MRDPW

Municipalities

Municipalities
	Municipalities

TAT Programme Complement
	By June 2007

On-going

	Assessment of the Rationale and Strategy
	
	
	

	8 Traditional infrastructure investments should not be done as an end in themselves; hence,

9 Priority should be given to knowledge based industrial and business projects that are based on Community Strategic Guidelines

10 More attention is required in relation to environmental impacts and sustainability

11 Infrastructure projects should be clearly based on market and business analysis.
	MRDPW
	MEE
	Immediate

	12 Under Priority Axis 3, the OPRD should more clearly state how it is aligned and where it complements the sector and spatial priorities under the Tourism Strategy promoted by the Bulgarian State Tourism Agency 
13 There should be stated a clear priority towards those projects with sustainable environment-friendly benefits for local municipalities and communities

14 It should be clearly stated in the OPRD that priority would be given to project applications based on local tourism investment plans that are also aligned to the OPS for human resources development, competitiveness, and environment.
	MRDPW
	BSTA
	Immediate

	Assessment of the Programme’s External Coherence
	
	
	

	Under Priority Axis 1: 1.3: 

15 The OP should present a clearer rationale and prioritisation for selected investment on industry infrastructure

16 Green field sites for FDI be closely aligned with the location criteria proposed by Invest Bulgaria Agency;

17 Attention should be given to the timetabling requirements of potential investors;  

· It should be stated that utilities gas, electricity, roads etc. for green field sites is provided for a specific investor​ and sites on a customised basis (not speculatively) 
· Permanently “open calls” should be considered for investment into physical business infrastructure, with a strong obligation of the investors to make a firm contract with the preferred municipality.
18 In the OP, it should be clearly stated that priority for physical business infrastructure will be for those municipalities having coherent local industrial business strategy, based on growth sectors and identifiable  “clusters” or have potential to be created.  

	MDRDPW

MRDPW


	IBA

Municipalities
	Immediate

By June 2007

	Where possible SF funds should not be made for transport infrastructure on a “ad hoc” basis; hence,

19 The OP should clearly state under Priority Axis 2 that municipalities seeking to promote new local road infrastructure should do so based on an up-to-date land-use and transport plan. 

20 If there is no such up-to-date plans, assistance can be provided under Axis 5 – Technical Assistance.
	MRDPW
	Municipalities

Programme Complement TAT
	Immediate

On going

	As highlighted in the recent informal comments from the Commission services; 

21 The OPRD should outline the results of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), explaining how they have been taken into account
	MRDPW
	MEE
	Immediate

	An issue is the effective coordination of all EU interventions within a agreed framework for regional development i.e.  

22 There should be clear statements for planning and development criteria and conditions for securing support under SF;  

23 Planning framework documents should be disseminated to all regional beneficiaries and stakeholders;

24 This planning framework could be usefully included as an annex to the OPRD. 


	MRDPW

MRDPW
	Programme Complement TAT
	By June 2007


	Internal Consistency of the Programme
	
	
	

	25 Interdependencies amongst the five priority axes needs to be reviewed and where it exists more clearly stated in the OP; 
26 Where necessary amplify OP to secure better project selection and project appraisal, and to secure efficiencies, economy of scale, effectiveness and optimized sustainable impacts.
	MRDPW
	Immediate
	

	Assessment of the appropriateness of the allocation of resources, perspectives for absorption, availability of national co-finance and the allocation’s appropriateness to the overall strategy 
	
	
	

	27 It is recommend that the TA budget under Axis 5 is increased up to 4 % 

28 Similarly budgets under Priority Axis 4 are reviewed to improve the implementation capacities, and that ensure the quality of projects, i.e. effectively designed, managed and implemented under coherent local and regional development plans.
	MRDPW

MRDPW


	MoFF


	Immediate

Immediate

	Legal, Institutional and Regulatory Bottlenecks
	
	
	

	29 The MRDPW should set a definitive timetable for the introduction of effective regional development “boards” within the cycle of the first OPRD, i.e. to promote an effective, more accountable, “bottom up” regional development process.
	MRDPW
	Regional Councils/

Regional Stakeholders
	By June 2010

	Specific comments on further elaboration of individual Priorities and operational activity
	
	
	

	31 Where appropriate, MRDWP under the Programme Complement consider assessment of institutional and project management capacities of municipalities

32 The staffing levels of the IBs kept under constant review over the period of the OP with a view to providing additional resources dependent on workloads incurred.  


	MRDPW
	Programme Complement TAT
	By June 2007

	Consistency with Community and national policies (including relevant territorial policies), horizontal issues in particular in the areas of equal opportunities, environment and employment
	
	
	

	33 In conformity with the informal comments of Community Services include an additional 

            operations under Priority 2 for supporting a wide range of renewable energy production and 

            supply systems.
	MRDPW
	Programme Complement
	Immediate


	Quantification of the Objectives
	
	
	

	34 At the community level, an analysis of baseline and needs should be requested from the municipalities; this and related analysis on local needs should reflect the indicative areas for support for projects under Priority 4.
35 Annex 4 of this report  – Suggested Approach to Indicators, should reviewed as a possible basis for developing, revising or amplifying indicators in the OPRD. 


	MRDPW
	Municipalities
	Immediate

	Quality of proposed implementation and monitoring mechanisms
	
	
	

	36 The Programme Complement activities should be reviewed to ensure that they address the scale of institutional and capacity building required within the municipalities to ensure efficient, effective and transparent project management of priority projects promoted under OPRD project pipeline

37 Additional focus on provision of training for essential project management capacities for pre-selected Municipalities and hence an increased priority to activities under Priority Axis 5 – Technical Assistance

38 To ensure transparency, information about the Project Selection Committee is published to all potential beneficiaries and stakeholders as to who is making the decisions on project selection, approval and rejections.

39 MRDPW should establish permanent working groups at the regional level with other important development organisations, especially the Bulgaria State Tourism Agency, Invest Bulgaria Agency, Bulgarian SME promotion Agency, as well as the MEE and MAF thus ensuring that all the EU funding available is absorbed efficiently and effectively, and impacts optimised.     


	MRDPW

MRDPW
	Programme Complement

TAT

Relevant Ministries, NGOs, Donors Municipalities and other regional stake holders,
	Immediate

By June 2007

By June 2007


ANNEX A:  Approach to Identifying Measurable Verifiable Indicators

(As Annex 4 in separate Annex Report) 

The indicators for monitoring should be derived from data available by the applicants (bottom up accumulated) or from statistic agencies (top down), so far available. Any additional extra surveys should be avoided as possible, because of additional costs and lacks in compatibility.

To get indicators from applicants, the methodology has to be implemented at the beginning, to avoid additional work and costs. Because there are two stages of close contact between the implementing body and the applicant to get information: 1 – the application, 2 – the final check of the project. Using these meetings well prepared to check data available at the applicant, no additional cost for evaluation and monitoring will arise.  Only for measuring long-term impacts surveys after some years are recommended.

Indicators should be part of the usual monitoring procedures and databases, because of compatibility and reduction of work to generate.

Logic:

Core purpose to collect indicator data is to monitor and develop the strategy at programme level. So the central indicators are at programme level, and here the data from the project database (MIS) - accumulated impacts or results - should be crossed with macro-economic statistical data.

Input indicators:

Number of projects and amount of investments (public – EU and national, and private) are to accumulate for every operation

Output indicators:

These indicators are figures about all what was done by the intervention: km of roads, lines, wastewater pipelines, numbers / square metres of buildings etc. 

Result indicators:

New created enterprises and jobs, m³ water / sewage/ wastes treated, quality level of any infrastructure, capacities for tourism frequencies…., reduction of pollutions

For infrastructure development an analysis of the specific local baseline, needs and target line should be requested from the applying municipalities. Project selection committees have also to decide about the urgency of infrastructure investments – either to solve urgent problems or to enable settlement of factories.

Input, Output and Result indicators are to be laid down in the Programme Complement, deriving from every indicative operation. Output and result indicators should also assess horizontal issues – environment (see draft SEA), gender and employment.

Impact indicators:

Impacts are long-term, sustainable effects from the intervention to the economy and social society;

Examples are long-term jobs, improved quality of water in the rivers….

Main target of the indicator monitoring is to view connections between the input (= funds from SF) and the impacts (wished by the community strategic guidelines), Output and result indicators should show the way of connection between input and impact.

Purpose of indicators:

Indicators should help to further develop the strategy, towards the targets in the EU - community guidelines and in the national OP. For both levels, indicators have to be nominated to measure strategic progress by methods which are available.

Main purpose for further development of strategy is the re-allocation of funds by the Monitoring committee. For this purpose the system of baseline data, data for needs and target data is emphasized, because the effects of specific amounts of SF-money should be estimated before intervention, and the results towards target line should be evaluated after intervention.

Proposing indicators for the common objectives of EC guidelines: (examples)

The Community guidelines can be seen as horizontal issues, they are general objectives for all Structural funds interventions, derived from Lisbon and Gothenburg agenda. To measure progress for SF effectiveness, indicators are to be developed and evaluated for all priorities and operations in the OP. As ideal solution these indicators should be measured on the one hand at a macroeconomic level by statistic (for OPRD at local level for all of the 83 agglomeration centres) and on the other hand at the level of every single project, by gaining data from every applicant with the final check of project settlement and managing by the MIS for accumulation of data for annual monitoring. 

Infrastructure investments will only create directly new jobs and enterprises for the construction phase; but nevertheless Infrastructure should have indirect effects to the local economy, and so also indirect results for local enterprises and employment has to be evaluated, by numbering the enterprises, industrial plants and employees benefiting sustainable from the improved infrastructure.

	EU Guideline targets
	indicator
	Measurement

	employment
	Nr. Of jobs (fulltime equ.)
	Additional jobs created

	competitiveness
	Increase in exports
	Share of exports from turnover

	innovation
	Research activities

Implementing new technology

· products

· processes

· organisations
	Share of research budget from turnover

Nr. of implemented new products, processes or organisations (not before in the region)

	Human resource development
	New employment

Upgrading of jobs
	Nr. of new jobs

Nr. of jobs in RTD

Higher average salaries

	Attractiveness for investors
	Nr. of new plants and enterprises
	Invested capital

Nr. of facilities

	Knowledge based economy
	Share of knowledge based industry from all
	Nr. of enterprises in kb sectors

Nr of start ups in kb business

Nr. of employees in kb sectors

	Environment – reduction of dependence of fossil energy
	Energy production from renewable sources
	Share from renewable Sources

Energy efficiency rate

Red. of greenhouse gas


(Definition of kb (knowledge based) economy: IT, biotechnology, research and science, consulting, engineering and planning, and the “creative industries”, like advertising, design, entertainment media, journalism…)

Indicators for OP RD programme strategy:

General objectives of the OPRD are to decrease disparities and to stop depopulation in disadvantaged areas, to stop migration to the capital Sofia or to foreign countries. But it is not realistic to achieve these objectives for all municipalities in this period, the target should be to stabilize economy and population for all of the 83 agglomeration communities, and analysing different effects for these communities can help to monitor and make strategic decisions for programme improvement and financial allocation.

Core indicators for the programme impacts for disparities will be:

· the number of inhabitants in the 83 regional centres shall grow or be steady, (measured by annual statistics of the municipalities);

· the increase of economy in the regional centres – increase of the number of  industrial plants or workshops and the number of employees and increase of the relation to the average salaries compared with capital Sofia.

Baseline for these indicators is the latest available statistical data. But to get a good information, the baseline figures should be added by trend figures, this means linear continuation of the course from the last 7 years up to 2013.

These indicators are part of a set of indicators at programme strategy level, which can be evaluated also by result indicators from the applicants, managed in MIS database: 

	Programme targets
	Indicators
	Measurement

	competitiveness
	Benefit to comp. industry
	Share of exports of this companies

Share of replacement of imported goods

	attractiveness
	New enterprises, jobs  and industrial plants
	New facilities for industry

New start ups

New employees

Investment capital from abroad

	Decrease of disparities
	Depopulation

Nr. of jobs

Average salaries per employment

Knowledge based enterprises
	Migration data

Rate of employment

Comparison of av. Salaries

Share and Growing of Kb enterprises

	Improving industry
	Investments in industrial. assets
	Nr. of new facilities

Nr. of new jobs

Export rates

	Improved residences
	Nr of high standard flats
	(criteria’s of high standards – 

Nr. living people in flats

	Social improvements
	Poverty rate

Social exclusion

Rate of participation
	raise of income

raise of education levels

Nr. of social networks, nr. of people participating

	Environment improvement
	Reduction of pollution

Air pollution

Water pollution

Waste reduction

Noise….
	Reduction rates

Greenhouse gas

Materials in Sustainable circuits 


Accessibility:

Direct measuring will not give information about the impacts, because accessibility is a condition for other, more important impacts, like flexibility for employment and economy, accessibility to higher education etc.

As the program gives high importance to accessibility and to the role of the cities and urban areas, an impact indicator should be derived. Perhaps this could be the number of residents who can access to the centre of a municipality within half-an-hour by public traffic, from the outlying residential areas.

All data under the both columns “measurement “ should be accumulated from the single project applicants. For infrastructure projects the data from enterprises connected with this infrastructure supply have to be gathered, for further assessment of the impacts.

To cross this data with macroeconomic statistics at a district level it would be very appreciated if these data will be available:

In the analysis part at p. 29, Figure 15, the net sales revenues per employee are presented. This could be a core indicator for a lot of targets, if these figures are really reliable, up-to-date and available at district level and for different economic sectors.

Maybe this figures are to divide in men and women, it would be high valuable for gender statistics.

Only with this figures over the timeline the economic dynamic is excellent to demonstrate and evaluate.

The migration of employees from one sector to another shows the decreasing and uprising sectors (important to evaluate knowledge-based sectors)

Decreasing and uprising of salaries shows the relative welfare and economic strength of the sectors.

Crossing with the bottom up data from the applicants:

The final benefiting enterprises have to be registered with number of employees and allocated to the different sectors. So a compatible data set is possible to cross with statistical data. And the contribution of the OP interventions to the economic welfare can be demonstrated.

Additional to this data about salaries the export-import statistics for sectors or product groups are useful to assess competitiveness. But naturally this data are not available at district level.

Indicators and project selection criterions should regard all EU legal guidelines and directives from all other fields. As an example the Directive 2002/91/EC about energy performance of buildings. This directive has also to be implemented in Bulgaria and is valid for all public and private buildings. So from all of applicants for building investment the energy passport with a low energy consumption target should be claimed as a eligibility criteria, and the energy efficiency improvement could indicated and evaluated. The accumulation of these figures will give a good impact indicator for environment and also economic efficiency.



EC Multiple FRAMEWORK CONTRACT BENEFICIARIES Programme 





SWOT.


Every topic in the SWOT analysis should refer to baseline data. The strategy and every operation should refer to SWOT topics; also indicators for results and impacts should refer to the SWOT topics and the analysis methodology should be aligned with the monitoring methodology to ensure that impacts are measurable. This is needed under EU Article 29, Reg.1083/2006   





Recommendation:


The MRDPW should 


Indicate in the OP special areas/sectors where the data available is out of date or at risk; 


Indicate where additional or new data is required


Include (future) data collection / survey activity under Priority Axis 5 – Technical Assistance


Ensure by the first call for project applications specific studies for local development planning and foundation of local partnerships should be available from potential beneficiary municipalities  





Recommendations


To improve the quality of applications and help beneficiaries at municipal level to focus on strengths, opportunities and resources for realisation of their projects; clear succinct information about the selection criteria and access to project preparation advice should be disseminated and published to all these organisations participating at the programme level. 


In the OP, it should be stated under the relevant Axes that priority will be given to those applications that are based on up-to-date Urban / Municipal Master Plans. 


Where no up dated urban master plans exist, it should be clearly stated under in the OP under Priority Axis 5 that assistance might be provided in this regard. 





Community Strategic Guidelines: Improving the attractiveness of Member States, regions and cities by improving accessibility, ensuring adequate quality and level of services, and preserving their environmental potential. 


Encouraging innovation, entrepreneurship and the growth of the knowledge economy by research and innovation capacities, including new information and communication technologies; and


Creating more and better jobs by attracting more people into employment entrepreneurial activity, improving adaptability of workers and enterprises and increasing investment in human capital.





Recommendations 


Under OPRD Priority Axis 1 – 1.3 Organisation of Economic Activities   


Traditional infrastructure investments should not be done as an end in themselves; hence,


Priority should be given to knowledge based industrial and business projects that are based on Community Strategic Guidelines


More attention is required in relation to environmental impacts and sustainability


Infrastructure projects should be clearly based on market and business analysis.











Recommendations


Under Priority Axis 3, the OPRD should more clearly state how it is aligned and where it complements the sector and spatial priorities under the Tourism Strategy promoted by the Bulgarian State Tourism Agency 


There should be stated a clear priority towards those projects with sustainable environment-friendly benefits for local municipalities and communities


It should be clearly stated in the OPRD that priority be given to project applications based on local tourism investment plans that are also aligned to the OPS for human resources development, competitiveness, and environment.








Existing Business Infrastructure


In the NRP 10 business incubators and 37 Business Centres are enumerated. In the OP for Competitiveness 10 existing industrial  “clusters” are mentioned. Yet there is no detailed analysis of the Business Incubators and Business Centres performance; nor any evaluation of the impacts of the various clusters on the economy of Bulgaria. Instead more business zones are muted without analysis of market demand.





Recommendations


Under Priority Axis 1: 1.3: 


The OP should present a clearer rationale and prioritisation for selected investment on industry infrastructure


Green field sites for FDI be closely aligned with the location criteria proposed by Invest Bulgaria Agency;


Attention should be given to the timetabling requirements of potential investors;  


It should be stated that utilities gas, electricity, roads etc. for green field sites is provided for a specific investor� and sites on  a customised basis (not speculatively) 


Permanently “open calls” should be considered for investment into physical business infrastructure, with a strong obligation of the investors to make a firm contract with the preferred municipality.


In the OP, it should be clearly stated that priority for physical business infrastructure will be for those municipalities having coherent local industrial business strategy, based on growth sectors and identifiable  “clusters” or have potential to be created.  





Recommendations


Where possible SF funds should not be made for transport infrastructure on a “ad hoc” basis; hence,


The OP should clearly state under Priority Axis 2 that municipalities seeking to promote new local road infrastructure should do so based on up-to-date  land-use and transport plan. 


If there is no such up-to-date plans, assistance can be provided under Axis 5 – Technical Assistance. 


                  








Recommendation


As highlighted in the recent informal comments from the Commission services; 


The OPRD should outline the results of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), explaining how they have been taken into account.





Technology & Innovation.


Linkages between technical education and the training for innovation and the emergent knowledge based economy in Bulgaria and relevant European networks of like-minded entrepreneurs. Yet in the indicative operational activities there is no positive discrimination in favour of innovation and technology institutions in Bulgaria. Moreover, there are opportunities arising from other operational activities identified within the OPRD; ICT projects, treatment of waste, rehabilitation of housing, energy efficiency initiatives, renewable energy. All Priority Axis 1 under OPRD could underpin future technologies and generating an exponential demand for scientific and technology based education in Bulgaria





Recommendations


An issue is the effective coordination of all EU interventions within an agreed framework for regional development i.e.,  


There should be clear statements for planning and development criteria and conditions for securing support under SF;  


Planning framework documents should be disseminated to all regional beneficiaries and stakeholders;


This planning framework could be usefully included as an annex to the OPRD. 











Recommendation


Interdependencies amongst the five priority axes needs to be reviewed and where it exists more clearly stated in the OP; 


Where necessary amplify OP in terms of criteria for project selection and project appraisal to secure efficiencies, economy of scale, effectiveness and optimized sustainable impacts.


Example: urban traffic activities; every project should be based on a municipal spatial plan (Op. 4.2.) A spatial plan for traffic organization can be developed with related traffic management systems. If this done, urban public transport investments in buses will be more effective (all Operation 1.5). 





Recommendation 


It is recommend that the TA budget under Axis 5 is increased up to 4 % 


Similarly budgets under Priority Axis 4, are reviewed to improve the implementation capacities, and that ensure the quality of projects, i.e. effectively designed, managed and implemented under coherent local and regional development plans.





Recommendation


The MRDPW should set a definitive timetable for the introduction of effective regional development “boards” within the cycle of the first OPRD, i.e. to promote an effective, more accountable, “bottom up” regional development process.   





Recommendations


Where appropriate, MRDWP under the Programme Complement consider assessment of institutional and project management capacities of municipalities


The staffing levels of the IBs kept under constant review over the period of the OP with a view to providing additional resources dependent on workloads incurred.  





Recommendations 


In conformity with the informal comments of Commission Services, recommend an additional operation under Priority 2 for supporting a wide range of renewable energy production and supplying systems. 


.





Recommendation


The evaluators have suggested separately in the Annex Report a structured approach to the preparation of measurable verifiable indicators. It is recommended 


This suggestion is reviewed as a possible basis for developing, revising or amplifying indicators in the OPRD. 


At the community level, an analysis of baseline and needs should be requested from the municipalities; this and related analysis on local needs should reflect the indicative areas for support for projects under Priority 4.





Recommendation





The Programme Complement activities should be reviewed to ensure that they address the scale of institutional and capacity building required within the municipalities to ensure efficient, effective and transparent project management of priority projects promoted under OPRD project pipeline.   


Additional focus on provision of training for essential project management capacities for pre-selected Municipalities and hence an increased priority to activities under Priority Axis 5 – Technical Assistance  


To ensure transparency, information about the Project Selection Committees is published to all potential beneficiaries and stakeholders, advising who are making the decisions on project selection, approvals and rejection.   





Recommendation


MRDPW should establish permanent working groups at the regional level with other important development organisations, especially the Bulgaria State Tourism Agency, Invest Bulgaria Agency, Bulgarian SME promotion Agency, as well as the MEE and MAF thus ensuring that all the EU funding available is absorbed efficiently and effectively, and impacts optimised








� Experience elsewhere under the PHARE indicates that it is not just a matter of staff retention but also and critically the range of experience, cumulative and individual, within managing authorities that ultimately determines the proper management and effectiveness of EU funded programmes and optimal absorption of funds and capacity building. Certainly staff at the MRDPW is now retained but their experience will be very variable and certainly limited in terms of SF.   


� As indicated in EU regulation 1083/2006, national programmes have to consider more the regional differences including strengths and opportunities.  


� PPP is certainly pertinent regarding the funding of energy and utilities throughout Europe and the MRDPW under the OPRD should take full cognisance of this trend, one that is increasingly promoted within the EU.


� There is however mention of “sustainable utilization of water and water resources” (PP 75,76) and also a list of indicative activities. On these it is assumed there will agreed understandings with the OPE.  


� Source: Strategy for Rural Development, MAF, and January 2007.


� There is no golden rule as to how any MS implements its regional social and economic development strategies. Some countries adopt democratic networks of Regional Development Agencies such as in Scotland, in the new MS as in Romania, Latvia and Slovenia. In Ireland, there is a mix, where the regional economic development agency network is deconcentrated rather than decentralised, but there are also substantial business development networks at the local level.    


� See EC Regulation 1083 (2006) Article 29: updated annual strategic reports are requested. 


� The “development community”, whether at the regional or local level, under whatever measure it receives assistance from the EU, remains the same “community of interest” and needs to be both understood and its capacity promoted to ensure effective projects resulting in optimal regional and local impacts.        





�Explanation of the the whole ranking scale could be useful)


�This is not devoted to OPRD MA





