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NATIONAL AUDIT REPORT
OF BULGARIA
on the parallel audit  on
Simplification of the Regulations in 

Structural Funds 
Submitted to the Working Group on Structural Funds V of the Contact Committee of the Heads of the Supreme Audit Institutions of the EU Members State and of the European Court of Auditors
Introduction
In 2011 the Contact Committee mandated the Working Group on Structural Funds V to continue its reviews on Structural Funds issues and specifically to carry out an audit on Simplification of the regulations in Structural Funds. The Working Group was given this mandate against the background of errors, misunderstandings, time consuming and intensive administrative procedures and wrong application that had occurred as a result of complex rules of the Structural Funds

The audit concentrated on  the  implementation of the simplification measures of the EU Regulations covering the Structural Funds (European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), European Social Fund (ESF) and Cohesion Fund (CF)) in the meaning of reducing the administrative burdens and/or reducing the costs for the Managing Authorities (MA), Certifying Authority (CA), Audit Authority (AA) and/or beneficiaries.
The amendatory regulations on the Structural Funds introducing the simplification measures are binding in their entirety and directly applicable in all Member States. Nevertheless, for some of the measures, the Member State can decide whether to apply or not to apply them. Seven of the simplification measures in the Audit Plan are optional and two are non-optional.

In Bulgaria seven Operational programmes (OPs) are approved for financing for the programming period 2007-2013 under the Structural and Cohesion Funds: OP Transport (OPT), OP Regional Development (OPRD), OP Environment (OPE), OP Competitiveness of the Bulgarian Economy (OPCBE), OP  Human Resources Development (OPHRD), OP Administrative Capacity (OPAC) and OP Technical Assistance (OPTA).
The audited pogrammes are financed under ERDF, ESF and CF.
Two OPs Transport and Environment, financed under the CF, are included additionally in the audit scope due to the importance of the implementation of the projects in the transport and environmental area, and also to asses the effects of applying/not applying the optional and non-optional measures in/on CF projects.

Another two OPs, financed under the ESF, OP Administrative Capacity and Human Resources Development, are also additionally included in the audit. The reason is that during their implementation, the similar requirements on indirect costs as Measure 1 for ERDF were applied, and as a consequence, financial corrections were imposed. Analyses are made on the effects on the implementation of the ESF Regulation and the reasons for the imposed financial corrections.

The audit subjects are the Operational Programme’s Managing Authorities, Certifying Authority, Audit Authority, the Central Coordination Unit and the beneficiaries.

The main role of the established Central Coordination Unit (CCU) at the Council of Ministers’ administration is the coordination between the European institutions and the national authorities for achieving more effective governing and implementation of EU Funds. The Unit was audited to assess the results achieved in the process of consultations between the relevant European and national authorities before approving the simplification measures by the European Commission.
Summary

Between June and December 2012 the National Audit Office carried out the audit within the framework of the Working Group Structural Funds V. In 2011 the Contact Committee mandated the Working Group on Structural Funds to continue its reviews of the Structural Funds issues and specifically to carry out an audit on “Simplification of the regulations in Structural Funds”. The Working Group was given this mandate against the background of errors, misunderstandings, time consuming and intensive administrative procedures and wrong application that had occurred as a result of the complex rules of the Structural Funds

For the purpose of this audit measures are regarded as simplifications for the managing/certifying/audit authorities and/or beneficiaries if they reduce administrative burdens and/or reduce costs.
The main audit question is focused on the effects of applying/not applying the simplification measures in the Structural Funds for the programming period 2007-2013.

The specific audit questions related to the main audit question are: which simplification measures have been taken; have these measures been (fully) implemented by the Member States; if not, why not; if yes, what are the experiences so far, and which effects are visible, and what is the  assessment of the draft legislative package for 2014-2020.
After questioning the OP’s MAs, it was found out that only by one OP, i.e. OP Transport one optional measure (Measure 6) was applied, permitting expenditures relating to major projects without prior consent of the European Commission to be included in the expenditure declarations. The number of audited projects, financed by the Cohesion Fund is four and one project is financed under ERDF.

Six out of seven MAs did not use the possibility for applying the optional simplification measures.
Some of the main reasons pointed out by the auditees are: the application area for projects financed under ERDF is limited to energy efficiency and renewable energy investments in housing (Measures 1, 2 and 3); lack of approved national rules for ERDF  OPs for indirect costs and standard scales for expenditures declared on a flat rate basis (Measures 1 and 2); application of the financial engineering schemes is not applicable for the most OPs (over 50%) due to their specific objectives (Measures 4); there are no options for the OPs to use the measure as regards the percentage of advance payments in case of state aid because state aid was not used by any of the OPs (Measure5); it was not envisaged  to use co-financed repayable assistance in case of grants and credit lines (Measure 7). 

One out of two non-optional measures was not applied (Measure 8). The reason is that in some OPs (OPT,OPE,OPRD) the values of the revenue generating projects are above 1 Mio euro. For the other OPs the measure is not applicable because of the lack of revenue generating projects.
OP Environment was affected by the non-optional measure introducing a single threshold of 50 000 TEUR for major projects (Measure 9). The goal of this measure is to eliminate the differences between ERDF and CF.  Projects, financed under OPE with a budget between 25 000 and 50 000 TEUR, are no longer submitted to the European Commission for approval.

The main EC findings and conclusions regarding the ESF’s OPAC and OPHRD, included in the audit, are as follows: lack of developed national methodology for indirect costs according to the EC requirements, and the decrease in the percentage of the indirect costs to 10 % in relation to the direct costs of an operation for administration and management costs for which documentary evidence is required.
The national authorities integrated Measure 6 in some national regulations in a timely manner, thus permitting execution of payments under the major projects before the European Commission’s Decision. The application of the measure for major projects under OPT saves time, contributes to timely implementation of the planed activities, and to paying the contracted amounts to the companies executing the project without delay.

The application of Measure 9 under OPE shortens the period for project evaluation; the procurement procedures start at earlier stage and the administrative costs are reduced. The submission of some documents in English is not necessary any more which reduces the administrative burdens for the MA and the beneficiaries. 

The appropriate conditions have been created for familiarizing with the draft legislative package by the auditees and discussions have been carried out on EU and national levels. A Working Group 19 was created, which has the responsibility for coordination between authorities concerned and development of positions on the legislative package for the next programming period 2014-2020 as well. The lessons learnt from the on going programming period were taken into account. The efforts are concentrated on improvement and simplification of the institutional framework and the rules for management of EU Funds in the next programming period.


Scope of the audit 

At the preliminary stage of the audit, auditees were questioned for each of the key areas of  the Audit Plan. On the basis of the data collected and additional interviews made an analyze have been developed. The results were that out of seven optional measures only Measure 6 was applied by OPT (projects financed by ERDF and CF) and out of two non-optional measures only Measure 9 was applied by OPE (projects financed by CF). The number of the projects affected by Measure 6 in OPT were four and by Measures 9 in OPE – six. The number of projects in OPAC (ESF) where indirect costs were declared on a flat rate basis of up to 20 % of the direct cost were 137, and  in OPHRD (ESF) – 623.
On the spot checks were not carried out in OPRD, OPCBE and OPTA because they did not apply measures. For these three OPs the reasons for not applying the measures and their assessment on the draft legislative package for 2014-2020 were analysed. To assess the effects of  the application of optional/non-optional measures, projects affected/non affected by the measures have been audited and the reasons as well.
On the spot checkes were performed in OPT, OPE, OPAC, OPHRD, CA, AA and CCU. The beneficiaries were questioned via internet.
The audit covers the 2007-2013 programming period.
Audit methodology

The audit has been carried out in accordance with the Basic Auditing Principles of INTOSAI and ISSAI 3000, ISSAI 3100 and the Audit Manual of NAO. The methods used for collecting and analyzing data are review and analysis of documents, questionnaires, data research and comparative analysis. 
Substantive tests have been made in OPAC and OPHRD MAs in relation to the imposed flat rate financial corrections. To perform substantive tests in the AA and CA, non statistical sampling method was used.  
The population of OPAC is 137 contracts concluded under 3 schemes where the indirect costs declared on a flat rate basis of up to 20 % of the direct cost were applied. The population strata are made in accordance with the contracts’ value. The sample is 20 contracts chosen through random sampling.

The population of OPHRD is 623 contracts, where the indirect costs declared on a flat rate basis of up to 20 % of the direct cost were applied on the projects implemented. After sampling, the whole number of the projects, subject to the audit is 10. Five are with the highest value, and the other 5 have been chosen through random sampling.

The projects have been audited in CA and AA on the basis of sampling made for OPAC and OPHRD. 

The amounts are in euro calculated on the basis of the central fixed exchange rate of Euro and the EMU Legacy Currencies against the Bulgarian Lev (BGN), i.e. 1.95583 as to 31.12.2011.

Main conclusions
For the programming period 2007-2013 three main Regulations (EC) on Structural Funds No 1081/2006, 1080/2006 and 1083/2006 have  been amended by six regulations
, to simplify the complex Structural Funds system. Between 2008 and 2011 amending regulations were adopted and introduced, which allowed their application achieving the desired effect during the implementation of the objectives of the operational programmes. The expectation given by the usage of the amended regulations is for achieving positive effects for the OPs. 

The audit is focused on seven optional and two non-optional simplification measures. Two of the optional measures (Measures 1 and 2) are related to ERDF and ESF. Additionally to Measure 1, which is related to ERDF, two OPs, financed by ESF, were included in the audit.

Six out of seven optional measures (Measures 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7) were not integrated into the national framework (86 %).

Three optional measures are integrated into national framework (43 %), i.e. Measure 2 and 3 (ESF) and Measure 6.
OPs financed by CF were also included in the audit in order to give the complete picture of used European funds in Bulgaria.   

The analysis of the application of the 7 optional and 2 non-optional measures under 7 OPs revealed that only one OP, i.e. OPT was affected by one optional measure and another one OP, i.e. OPE was affected by one non-optional measure.

It was found out that in the course of the implementation of the General Regulation (EC) 1081/2006 omissions have been made by the OPAC and OPHRD MAs, which led to imposition of financial corrections and had negative consequences on the national budget. Changes made in the national legislative framework concerning the percentage of the indirect cost for programmes, financed by ESF by reducing it from 20 percent to 10 percent for administration and management costs (which in their nature are indirect costs) harms the beneficiaries and does not reduce the administrative burden for the beneficiaries and the MAs in the verification process. On the other hand, the MAs learnt their lessons and gained experience for the next programming period.
The application of two measures, one optional and one non-optional, give positive effects for the OPs, in financial aspect, and in reducing the administrative burdens and costs for the beneficiaries as well.

Not using the possibilities, given by the other six optional and one non-optional measure by the MAs retains the administrative burdens/ costs and is not of benefit for the beneficiaries.

As to the new draft legislative package for the next programming period 2014-2020 the auditees made some comments and notes mainly on articles of the General Regulation COM (2011) 615 final. Most of them are positive as concerns its positive effect if the regulation will be adopted – eight out of nine commented articles of the draft Regulation are positively perceived and three are with negative features.  
Expectations are focused on the higher role of the European Commission in the area of methodological guidance, setting of clear rules, clear determining the functions of the MA, CA, and Accreditation Authority and establishing the mechanism of coordination between these bodies and the European Commission.

Audit Findings
Part I  General overview
Key area 1: Overview of Structural Funds Programme
In Bulgaria seven Operational programmes (OPs) are approved for financing for the programming period 2007-2013 under the Structural and Cohesion Funds: OPT, OPRD, OPE, OPCBE, OPHRD, OPAC and OPTA.  For the audited period oonly three OPs:  OPHRD, OPE and OPCBE have Intermediate Bodies with delegated tasks for managing certain priority axes or main areas of intervention. However, the MA retains the overall responsibility for the efficient and effective management and implementation of the Operational Programmes.

Financial data of the OPs is given bellow.
OPs, financed under ERDF are as follows: 
· OPT: financing under ERDF 368 810 TEUR, national co-financing 65 084 TEUR, and financing under CF 1 255 670 TEUR, national co-financing CF 313 917 TEUR. 

· OPE: financing under ERDF 439 059 TEUR, national co-financing 77 481 TEUR, and financing under CF 1 027 366 TEUR, national co-financing 256 842 TEUR.
· OPCBE: financing under ERDF 987 883 TEUR and national co-financing 174 332 TEUR
· OPRD: financing under ERDF 1 361 084 TEUR and national co-financing 240 191 TEUR. 
· OPTA – financing under ERDF 48 297 TEUR and national co-financing 8 523 TEUR.
Total amount of ERDF is 3 770 744 TEUR, incl. EU funds - 3 205 132 TEUR and national co-financing - 565 612 TEUR. Total amount of CF is 2 853 795 TEUR, incl. EU funds 2 283 036 TEUR and national co-financing -570 759 TEUR.
OPs, financed under ESF are as follows:
· OPHRD: financing under ESF 1 031 789 TEUR and national co-financing 182 080 TEUR
· OPAC: financing under ESF 153 671 TEUR and national co-financing 27 118 TEUR.
The total amount of ESF is 1 394 659 TEUR, incl. EU 1 185 460 TEUR and national co-financing 209 199 TEUR.
For the period 2007-2013 the total amount of Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund for Bulgaria without the national co-financing amounts to 6 673 628 TEUR.
The overview of Structural Funds Programmes (ERDF, ESF and CF) for the period 2007-2013 and the percentage of the funds to the grants are given in Annex.
Part II  Simplification Measures adopted 2008/2009/2010/2011
Key area 2:  Impact, integration into national framework and estimation of optional simplification measures
All audited OPs together and separately per fund are illustrated in tables in Annexes. The folowing comments could be made concernig the data.
Only one OP (OPT) out of 7 OPs, was affected by the optional Measure 6. The total number of the financed projects under OPT is 49, incl. 37 financed under ERDF and 12 under CF. From the projects, financed under ERDF, one is potential and affected by the measure (100%). From the projects, financed under CF, four are potential and 3 are affected by the measure (75%).
Data is also included for the two audited ESF programmes, OPAC and OPHRD, on which financial correction have been imposed due to some MA’s omissions in applying indirect costs of Regulation (EC) No 1081/2006. The number of the financed projects under OPAC is 444, incl. 137 projects with imposed financial corrections, i.e. 31 percent of the total amount of the OP’s projects.
The total number of the financed projects under OPHRD is 2 680, 1 236 are potential, on 623 projects the financial correction is imposed, i.e. 23 percent of the total amount of the OP’s projects.
The perception of the measures of MA, CA, AA and beneficiaries is illustrated in the table bellow: 
	Simplification measures
	Perception of managing authorities:
	Perception of:

	
	OPT
	OPE
	OPAC
	OPHRD
	OPRD
	OPTA
	OPCBE
	СA
	AA
	Beneficiaries

	(1) indirect costs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	(2) flat-rate costs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	(3) lump sums
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	(4) permitted in-kind contributions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	

	(5) advanced payments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	

	(6) increased flexibility for major projects
	+


	
	
	
	
	
	
	-/+
	0
	

	(6) increased flexibility for major projects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	


The following ratings are used:

· cost/administrative burden reduced (mark with +),

· no changes (mark with ○),

· cost/administrative burden reduced in this area, but as a countermove other duties increased  (mark with -/+),

-     cost/administrative burden increased (mark with -)

Conclusion 
Despite the fact that the measures have been approved in due time by the European Commission, the MAs did not make the most profit of the measures.  It is due to the limited application area of the measures, which are not applicable for certain OPs (energy efficiency and renewable energy investments in housing, state aid, financial engineering, repayable assistance in case of grants and credit lines) and to the MA’s decisions not to apply the measures (indirect costs, flat rate costs computed by applying standard scales of unit cost).
Main findings
 (1) Indirect costs (declared on a flat-rate basis, of up to 20% of the direct costs)
А) ERDF 
· Integration into the national framework

The measure is not integrated into the national framework.


The main MA’s arguments are: it is not appropriate indirect costs to be declared on a flat-rate basis (OPRD); not applicable for OPT and OPE; not applicable for the OPCBE because indirect costs are applicable only for some intervention areas of 2 priority axes; it is more effective to keep the existing reporting system of submitting documentary evidence for the project expenditures (OPTA).
The Measure is not applicable for OPAC and OPHRD, financed under ESF.
In 2010 the Director of the DG Regional Policy has been informed by the minister responsible for EU funds management that the MAs will not apply the measure because of their reserve opinion. Some of the reasons are mainly connected with the limited scope for ERDF intervention and changes of the systems, and no applicability for operations and measures where public procurement is necessary. Application of the measure in the middle of the programming period will cause difficulties for the beneficiaries and there was higher risk of increasing the mistakes.
As to July 2012 the MA’s opinions as concerns the applicability of the measure remain the same.
· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
The perception of the measure cannot be assessed as it is not applied. 
· Recommended improvements/further simplifications
No recommendations are given.

· Assessment of SAI 
Duly coordination and communication actions were undertaken by the authorities concerned for gathering and communicating the opinions and positions for indirect costs of ERDF’s  programmes.
B) ESF  
Two operational programmes (OPAC and OPHRD) are added in the audit in relation to the application of indirect costs declared on a flat rate basis of up to 20 % from the direct project costs in the meaning of art. 11(3)(b) of Regulation (EC) № 1081/2006 (ESF). The aim is to analyze why through the implementation of the regulation concerned, financial corrections on the two operational programmes are imposed after an audit by the EC, what are the effects for the MAs and the beneficiaries. 

· Integration into the national framework

The requirements of art. 11(3)(b) of Regulation (EC) № 1081/2006 are integrated into the national framework.  
During the period October 2007 – May 2008 correspondence is conducted to provide information, clarifications and guidelines between the European Commission, DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities and the responsible national representatives, responsible for the management of OPAC and OPHRD. The EC does not approve the provided by the national authorities mechanism for defining the percentage and declaration of indirect expenditures on a flat rate basis under ESF grant schemes.    
In 2010 the EC is informed that the national authorities will not apply flat rate of up to 20 % for calculating the indirect costs. Under the two operational programmes, under all procedures for granting assistance, costs for organization and management are eligible up to 10 % from the total eligible expenditure. It is obligatory those costs to be traceable in the accounting and tax documentation and to be justified with documentary proof. For the application of these provisions the necessary legislative acts are amended.   
· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries of the Regulation (ЕC) №1081/2006
Application of indirect costs under OPAC and OPHRD 

Under OPAC, 3 procedures were audited, where indirect costs were declared on a flat rate basis. The indirect costs were reimbursed to the percentage defined under the schemes, and no documentary evidence was requested. During the verification of each request for payment, the MA checks the observance of the percentage of the indirect costs. Before the final payment on each project, on the spot check is performed for checking the documentary evidences of the indirect expenditures and their relation to the project activities, as well.
In 2007 and 2008, the possibility to declare indirect costs on a flat rate basis under OPHRD was applied on 6 schemes. One of the schemes was managed by the Intermediate Body (IB) Social Assistance Agency (SAA), another one by the National Employment Agency (NEA) IB,  and four in the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports (MEYS) IB. To the Intermediate bodies are delegated powers to implement the programme. 
In the frame of the system audits of the two operational programmes by the EC, DG Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion in 2010, it was found out that there is no methodology on how the percentage of the indirect costs is defined.  The Commission considers that the reimbursement of indirect costs calculated automatically as a percentage from the eligible direct costs, as defined in the call for proposal under the respective scheme, and without approved by the EC methodology, does not ensure audit trail justifying the applied percentage.   
After the final audit reports, financial corrections at flat rate, measuring to 10 % of the indirect costs under the three OPAC schemes and under the six OPHRD schemes are imposed. 
These financial corrections are not due to a failure of the beneficiaries, so the amounts are not refunded by them. is the amounts are refunded to an extra budget account of the CA from the budget of the first level budget spender, in which structure the respective MA is. The Minister of Finance informs the EC about the commitment taken by the OPAC MA to impose the flat rate financial correction of 10 % under the three procedures on the expenditures, already certified to the EC as to 30.04.2010. In total, the financial correction under the three procedures under OPAC as to 31.12.2011 amounts to 1 029 TEUR. The OPAC MA refunds 976 TEUR to the extra budget account of the CA towards 31.12.2011.  As to 31.12.2011 the flat rate financial correction on the procedures managed by the OPHRD IBs amounts to 509 TEUR. The amount of 469 TEUR is refunded to the extra budget account of the CA as to 31.12.2011.
CA checks on the OPAC and OPHRD indirect costs 
CA checks on the eligibility of the OPAC indirect costs 

In the certified statements of expenditure and payment applications for the period 01.05.2010 – 30.09.2011 from the total sum of the verified expenditures of OPAC 976 TEUR are deducted, i.e. 10 % financial correction on the total amount of verified expenditure for remunerations (indirect costs) under the grant schemes.  The flat rate financial correction is imposed on the certified expenditures until the completion of the projects. The OPAC MA refunded to the CA extra budget account the amount of 976 TEUR as to 28.12.2011. 
Irregularities are registered under 8 of the 20 sampled projects under which the possibility to declare indirect costs on a flat rate basis was used. Besides the flat rate correction financial corrections for the concrete irregularities were imposed as well.   

CA checks on the eligibility of the OPHRD indirect costs 
In the certified statements of expenditure and payment applications for the period 01.09.2009– 31.08.2010 from the total sum of the verified expenditures of OPHRD 314 TEUR are deducted, i.e. 10 % financial correction on the total amount of verified expenditure for remunerations (indirect costs) under the grant schemes.  
The amount refunded to the CA extra budget account by the OPHRD MA concerning all flat rate corrections till 23.12.2011 amounts to 583 TEUR (summarized data about all kinds of financial corrections under the OPHRD) 
The flat rate financial correction is imposed on the certified expenditures until the completion of the projects. 
Irregularities are registered under 3 of the 10 sampled projects under which the possibility to declare indirect costs on a flat rate basis was used. Besides the flat rate correction financial corrections for the concrete irregularities were imposed as well.   
AA checks on the eligibility of the OPAC and OPHRD indirect costs 

The EC audit sample contains 10 projects that did not fall into the sample of the AA for 2010 Operations’ Audit and in the sample of the NAO’s audit team either. Among the projects selected trough the NAO’s audit team sample, the AA audited 11 projects under the three OPAC schemes on which financial corrections were imposed. 
A recommendation was given to the OPAC MA to develop a methodology for reporting of the remunerations of the members of the project management teams.  The Head of the OPAC MA endorses Guidelines for payment of remunerations of the teams for project management in 2010.
Upon final payment the percentage of the indirect costs set in the call for proposal and laid down in the grant contract is checked. 
The AA did not audit OPHRD projects that fell into the NAO’s audit sample.   
Opinions expressed by OPAC and OPHRD beneficiaries 
According to the beneficiaries, the application of Regulation (ЕC) № 1081/2006 in relation to the indirect costs, simplifies the project management and implementation and ensures the exercising of proper control.  Complications arise from: the strict separation of direct and indirect expenditures; the reduction of the amount of the indirect expenditure of the verified direct expenditures in accordance with the defined percentage; big delays in the verification of expenditure by the MA. 
The possibility the beneficiary to concentrate its efforts on the real project implementation, facilitation of the reporting and ensuring higher flexibility in management are regarded as a positive impact of the application of the measure. 
· Recommended improvements/further simplifications of ESF Regulation (ЕC) No 1081/2006.
The recommendations of the beneficiaries concern:

а) simplification of the procedures and guidelines due to their constant increasing volume in comparison to the decrease of the amount of the indirect costs;

б) reducing the administrative deadlines and procedures regarding the interim payments by the MAs and CA;

в) increasing the advance payment of approved for financing projects up to at least 30-40% due to the slow administrative procedures and the complicated financing in the process of project implementation.
· Assessment of SAI
In applying the ESF Regulation the MAs of OPAC and OPHRD committed omissions that lead to imposition of financial corrections that have to be covered by the national budget.
Not applying the provisions of the ESF Regulation (EC) № 1081/2006, art.11(3)(b) to declare indirect costs on a flat rate basis of up to 20 % and the application of smaller percentage of 10 % for expenditures for administration and management has a negative effect on the beneficiaries and does not reduce the administrative burden for the MAs in the verification process.    

(2) Flat-rate costs (computed by applying standard scales of unit cost)
·  Integration into the national framework
A) ESF
After the proposal made by the European Parliament and the Council for amendment of Regulation (EC) No 1081/2006 regarding ESF, the competent national authorities undertook actions to prepare a position on the proposal. The position supports the proposal. 

The measure is integrated into the national framework concerning OPHRD only, but it is not applied under the operations/schemes financed by the programme. The reason is that no scales of unit cost were developed.
B) ERDF
After the proposal made by the European Parliament and the Council for amendment of Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006 regarding ERDF, the competent national authorities undertook actions to prepare a position on the proposal. The position supports the proposal. 
The measure is not integrated into the national framework 

The MAs do not foresee to integrate the measure.
The arguments are: the OPs were at advanced stage of their implementation; no positive effect and no facilitation will be achieved concerning implementation of the contracts due to the specific features of the OP and the specific type of beneficiaries (municipalities and ministries)(OPRD); lack of approved national rules for implementation of the measure under ERDF (OPTA); limited application area for projects financed under ERDF as regards the eligibility of energy efficiency and renewable energy investments in housing (OPT, OPE). There is a higher risk for increasing the mistakes than the expected positive effect (CA).
· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
The measure was not applied under ESF and ERDF and its usefulness cannot be assessed. 

· Recommended improvements/further simplifications 
No recommendations are given.
· Assessment of SAI
Not applying the measure deprives the beneficiaries of the simplifications that could have been used.  

(3) Lump sums 
A)  ЕSF 

· Integration into the national framework
After the proposal made by the European Parliament and the Council for amendment of Regulation (EC) № 1081/2006 regarding ESF, the competent national authorities undertook actions to prepare a position on the proposal. The position supports the proposal. 
The measure is integrated into the national framework concerning OPHRD only, but it is not applied under the operations/schemes financed by the programme. 
B) ЕRDF
After the proposal made by the European Parliament and the Council for amendment of Regulation (EC) No 1081/2006 regarding ESF, the competent national authorities undertook actions to prepare a position on the proposal. The position supports the proposal. 
The measure is not integrated into the national framework.
The MAs do not foresee to integrate this measure. The answers of the MAs contain arguments analogical to those concerning measure 2 under ERDF.  

· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
The measure was not applied under ESF and ERDF and its usefulness cannot be assessed. 
· Recommended improvements/further simplifications 
No recommendations are given.
· Assessment of SAI
Not applying the measure deprives the beneficiaries of the simplifications that could have been used.  

(4) Permitted in-kind contributions to be declared as eligible expenditure in relation to financial engineering schemes. 

· Integration into the national framework
Following an agreement procedure with the MAs, a principle position is expressed by the Bulgarian institutions in support of the proposal, i.e. to accept the proposed by the EC amendments.   
The measure is not integrated into the national framework. In-kind contributions for financial engineering measures are declared as non eligible in the national legislation.
· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
The negative impact of not applying the measure is connected with the reduction of additional financial resources, provided parallel with the public finances.

· Recommended improvements/further simplifications 
The OPRD MA recommends the development of legal framework for parallel application of financial engineering and grants. This might be done either through authorization of one authority to apply both types of measures or through inclusion of different authorities applying grants and financial engineering measures in a common process directed towards financing of a specific project.
The other recommendation concerns the introduction of an additional measure allowing the financing of construction works in the process of applying energy efficiency measures.

· Assessment of SAI
Despite the expressed position in support of the EC proposals for amendments of the regulations, the Bulgarian authorities did not undertake actions to remove those provisions in the national legislation that prevent the application of this simplification measure.

Not applying the measure restricts the possible instruments for ensuring funds by the beneficiaries. 

(5) Advanced payments (regarding State aid)
· Integration into the national framework
Following the agreement procedure with the MAs, a principle position is expressed by the Bulgarian institutions in support of the proposed by the EC amendments.   
The measure is not applied as there is no state aid provided under the operational programmes for the period 2007-2013 in the meaning of article 56(2) of Regulation (EO) No 1083/2006 and in relation to article 87 from the Treaty establishing the European Community. 

· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
The measure is not integrated and applied and its usefulness cannot be assessed. 

· Recommended improvements/further simplifications 
No recommendations are provided.
· Assessment of SAI
The measure concerns the state aid only and is not applicable for Bulgaria towards 31.12.2011. 
(6) Increased flexibility for major projects 

· Integration into the national framework
The measure is introduced with guidelines of the Minister of Finance in 2009. In addition, the Council of Ministers (CoM) takes decisions agreeing the MAs to provide grants under 4 major projects. The decisions contain provisions relating to the measure. Taking the decisions, the CoM undertakes commitment to provide funds from the state budget or from the budget of the beneficiary in case the projects are not approved by the EC or the value of the project, approved by EC, is lower than the value agreed as a result of a public procurement procedure.
There are no additional controls on payments before approval of the projects by the EC introduced by the MA, AA, CA and the beneficiaries.
· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
The OPT MA considers the usefulness of the introduction of the measure that ensures the necessary financial recourses upon starting the implementation of the major projects.
The measure is applied under 4 projects, 3 of which financed under the CF and amounting to 661 069 TEUR, and one project financed under the ERDF amounting to 185 194 TEUR. The measure is not applied under 1 project, financed by the CF, amounting to 115 053 TEUR, as the grant contract is concluded before the EC decision.   
Before the EC decisions payments are executed amounting to 76 979 TEUR (from CF) and 36 021 TEUR (from ERDF). The time from executing the payments under the specific projects till the EC decision is from 2 to 8 months. 
No irregularities are detected and no financial corrections under the projects are made.
Checks performed by the CA 
Control related to the measure is introduced by the CA in July 2009 in accordance with the guidelines of the Minister of Finance. The control performed by the CA in relation to the payments under the major projects before the EC approval is effective. There is no administrative burden related to the execution of the control when applying the measure.  
Checks performed by the AA 
One of the projects, under which the measure is applied, is checked by the AA. No necessity did arise to introduce specific checks in relation to the measure thus no increase in the administrative burden/expenditure is observed.
· Recommended improvements/further simplifications 
No recommendations are given by the MA/CA/AA and the beneficiaries for improvements and further simplification of the regulations.
· Assessment of SAI

Following assessments are given in relation to the opportunity to apply the measure:

а) The timely and adequate transposition in some national acts (guidelines of the Minister of Finance) ensures the application of the measure.
b) The commitment taken by the CoM to use financial resources from the state budget gives a guaranty towards achieving a positive effect on the implementation of major infrastructure projects.
c) The measure is applied effectively by the MA and the beneficiaries – contracts are concluded between the MA and beneficiaries, and with companies, after public procurement procedures; payments are executed thus minimizing the risk of non implementation of activities. 

d) Time is saved which contributes to execute the planned activities in time, payment of the contracted amounts to the companies without delay.
e) In case of non-approval of the project by the EC there is a risk of financial burden for the Member State’s budget. 
(7) Co-financed repayable assistance
· Integration into the national framework
Following an agreement procedure with the MAs, a principle position is expressed by the Bulgarian institutions in support of the proposal, i.e. to accept the proposed by the EC amendments.   
Measure 7 is not integrated into the national framework.

The reasons are: the funds under one of the operational programs are foreseen for building up of a transport infrastructure, it is not foreseen to apply financial instruments such as repayable grants and credit lines (ОPT); repayable assistance schemes and credit lines are not applied under another OP due to the beneficiaries’ statute – structures and organizations from the central and local administration (OPTA); when the MA analyzed the applicability of the measure it was found out that specific guidelines on its implementation are necessary as in its nature the measure represents simplified type of financial engineering (OPE). 

· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
The measure is not integrated and its usefulness cannot be assessed. 
· Recommended improvements/further simplifications 
No recommendations are given.
· Assessment of SAI
Not applying the measure deprives the beneficiaries of the simplifications that could have been used.  

· Good practice
Measure 1
There are no good practices related to ESF and ERDF.
Measure 6
Taking a commitment by the CoM gives larger assurance to the MAs and the beneficiaries for the implementation of the projects. 
· Weaknesses and recommendations
Measure 1 

ERDF
No actions were undertaken by the MAs to elaborate detailed rules for the application of the indirect costs declared on a flat-rate basis to be approved by the European Commission.  
ESF
The OP’s MAs did not undertake effective actions to elaborate a national Methodology for the application of the indirect costs under the programmes financed by the ESF to meet the EC requirements. The negative impact is of financial nature mainly. A lower percentage (10%) for expenditures for administration and management is applied. The opportunity provided by the Regulation (EC) No 1081/2006 to declare a higher percentage of the indirect costs (up to 20 %) is not applied, which affects the beneficiaries negatively. 

The MA experts use a large amount of time for indirect expenditures verification checking - declarations, reports on the activities performed, timesheets. 
Nevertheless for this type of expenditure no documentary proof is required, but a reliable accounting and audit trail. In practice, the application of the measure does not lead to lowering/decreasing the administrative burden for the MA and the beneficiaries.

Measure 6 

Weaknesses

There is a risk that in the process of the project evaluation by the European Commission, the project or its parts are changed, or the project is not approved for financing, which presumes ensuring large amount of national funds to implement the project.  
Key area 3 – Impact and estimation of non-optional simplification measures
.

Out of 7 operational programmes, only OP Environment applies a non-optional measure – measure 9. In total, under the OP Environment 31 projects are financed under ERDF and CF. There are no potential projects financed under the ERDF. The measure was applied by 6 projects financed under the CF.  
As regards the non-optional measure 8, under the OP Regional Development in total 750 projects are financed, 75 of which are potential. The measure is not applied due to the following reasons: the budget of the revenue generating projects is higher than 1 Mio euro (ОPT, OPE, OPRD); there are no revenue generating projects (valid for other OPs).
Table on the usefulness of the measures and actual simplification and the perceptions of the MAs, CA, AA and the beneficiaries
	Simplification mesures
	Perception of Managing Authorities
	Perception of:

	
	ОPT
	ОPE
	ОPAC
	ОPHRD
	ОPRD
	ОPTA
	ОPCBE
	CA
	AA
	beneficiaries

	(8) Revenue generating projects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(9)Single threshold for major projects
	
	+
	
	
	
	
	
	
	+
	


Following ratings are used:
· cost/administrative burden reduced (mark with +),

· no changes (mark with ○),

· cost/administrative burden reduced in this area, but as a countermove other duties increased  (mark with -/+),

· cost/administrative burden increased (mark with -).
· Conclusion
Only one non-optional measure (Measure 9) was applied and the possibility given by it was used for projects in the environmental area amounting between 25 000 TEUR and 50 000 TEUR euro which gives positive effect for starting the projects activities. 
Measure 8 was not applied because the budget of the revenue generating projects is higher than 1 000 TEUR euro (ОPT, OPE, OPRD).  Under the other OPs there are no revenue generating projects.
· Main findings 
(8) Raising the threshold of total costs for revenue generating projects to EUR 1,000,000 and excluding ESF projects 
· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
The measure is not applied due to the following reasons: the revenue generating projects approved for financing amount to higher value than 1 000 TEUR (ОPT, OPE, OPRD); there are no revenue generating projects (valid for other OPs). 
· Recommended improvements/further simplification Arguments for the provided improvements

No recommendations are given.

· Assessment of SAI 
· Not applying the measure deprives the beneficiaries of the simplifications that could have been used.  

(9) Introducing a single threshold of EUR 50 000 TEUR for major projects 

· Perception of managing/audit/certifying authorities/beneficiaries
Two evaluation procedures before and after the introduction of the measure were compared in respect of the simplification of the requirements towards the beneficiaries and the time for evaluation.  Under one of the procedures, the measure was applied on 6 projects amounting between 25 000 TEUR and 50 000 TEUR. Under the other procedure, two major projects, amounting to more than 50 000 TEUR that do not fall into the scope of the measure were checked.
For the 6 projects, the average duration for evaluation of one project proposal for which no EC approval is required (the period from the registration till the decision of the Head of the MA to grant financial assistance) is about 7 months as the submission to EC for approval is no longer required. 
The application of the measure reduces the duration of the evaluation of project proposals that amount between 25 000 TEUR and 50 000 TEUR. Timelier beginning of the public procurement procedures and completion of the project is ensured. There is no more requirement for submission of documents in English for the project proposals for major projects, the administrative costs related to translation and making copies are excluded. The application of the measure leads to a higher number of projects that are evaluated and for which a decision for financing is taken at a national level. The major advantage is the shortened period from the start of the evaluation procedure till the conclusion of the contract, which ensures longer period for execution of the construction works.  
The average duration for evaluation of a major project by the EC is 1 year as the 3 months term as per Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 is interrupted if the Commission raises questions to the MS. 
At national level, the evaluation process of both projects amounting to more than 50 000 TEUR takes 6 months from the evaluation of the project proposal till the decision by the Head of the MA to grant financial assistance. The approval of the projects by the EC is in average 1 year and 1 month. 
For a project amounting between 25 000 and 50 000 TEUR the duration of the evaluation before the integration of the measure takes 1 year and 7 months. After introducing the measure and increasing the threshold to 50 000 TEUR, the duration of the project evaluation was significantly shortened (circa 7 months).  
The AA did not audit projects on which the measure was applied. 
· Recommended improvements/further simplifications 
The proposal for improvements and further simplification, given by the beneficiaries are as follows: 
a) Many of the documents might be submitted electronically (the project proposal, the technical documentation, reports) and only one paper copy, in order to save time and money. This will shorten the time for preparation, assessment and approval of project documentation; for preparation of requests for payments; verification; monitoring and reporting. The administrative costs in the process of application and in the process of implementation are large. Scanning of documents and electronic correspondence using electronic signature will reduce them. 
b) The time for project proposal evaluation should be shortened as the implementation of the major infrastructure projects is time consuming.   

c) In terms of securing financial resources state guarantees on the municipalities’ loans are required. 

d) The verification and reimbursement procedures should be shortened. 
e) The most common mistakes made by the beneficiaries and leading to financial corrections should be summarized.    
· Assessment of SAI
Through the application of the measure:

а) higher number of infrastructure projects in the environmental sector are assessed and the decision for financing is taken at national level;

b) higher effectiveness is achieved through shortening the period by one year from the beginning of the evaluation till the conclusion of the contract which ensures longer period for implementation of the construction activities in the sector;

c) the administrative burden is reduced – translation into English is no longer required.
· Good practices 
The MA of OPE allows the beneficiaries to perform public procurement procedures and conclude contracts before the official conclusion of the grant contract, which brings forward the implementation process, the OP financial resources absorption respectively.
Before the official submission of the project proposal numerous consultations are carried out by the MA to review the prepared documentations and give explanations how to fill in the application form or to other issues related to the procedure. The consultations are of benefit for the municipalities in the process of preparation of the project proposals.  
· Weaknesses and recommendations
No weaknesses are found out.
Part ІІІ Future simplification
· Conclusion

Conditions are created for familiarization with and discussions of the future simplification measures included in the draft legislative package. The responsible national institutions participate in the discussions at EU level and in the frame of the WG19 which is responsible for the coordination and elaboration of positions on the proposals for regulations for the future programming period 2014-2020. The experience gained from the current programming period is taken into account in order to improve and simplify the institutional framework and the rules for management in the future programming period.

· Main findings
A Working group (WG 19), established at the CCU at the Administration of the CoM is responsible for the coordination and preparation of positions on the proposals for regulations for the next programming period 2014 – 2020. 

The officials at the CCU, CA, AA and the MAs of the OPs are acquainted with the provisions of the regulations and the discussions held regarding the draft legislative package. Representatives of the MAs of the OPs participate in discussions at EU and national level in the working groups to the European Affairs Council. Positions are expressed on the draft legislative package; ongoing information is received from the Permanent Representation of the Republic of Bulgaria in Brussels. 
Expressed positions on provisions of the General Regulation COM (2011) 615 final: 

a) The main expressed positions on art. 57(1)
The listed measures could be possible only in case that the EC approves unified clear methodology, applicable in all Member states. It is necessary all acts and methodologies, elaborated by EC to be provided to the MSs in a timely manner. 
b) The main expressed positions on art. 58 

Clear rules are necessary to allow the Member states to benefit from the opportunities for reducing the administrative burden. 
The simplification of the procedures leads to accelerating the process of verification and reducing the administrative obstacles for the beneficiaries – small and medium enterprises for which the simplification will have a considerable effect. 
The application of the provision will contribute to reducing the administrative burden during verification and certification of expenditure. 

c) The main expressed positions on art. 54 (1)
Unified clear methodology developed by the EC that should be applicable in all MS is necessary.

The introduction of justified flat rate will contribute to reduce the administrative burden in the process of project management and control. 


d) The main expressed positions on articles 63, 64, 65, 75.
The listed provisions aim at improvement of the functioning of management and control systems and are not specifically aimed at simplification.  
The introduction of an institutional framework reducing the control levels is supported. Additional information is required concerning the Accrediting authority and the procedure mentioned in art. 117.4 as concerns the EC role in the accreditation of programmes above 250  000 TEUR.  Specifying the functions of the unit for monitoring of the accredited structures (art. 64) is needed. The coordination between the Accrediting, auditing and control authorities and the EC should be clarified. The Regulation contains provisions concerning the mechanism of coordination between the EC and the audit authorities but it is not clear what the consequences will be if during a check by the EC it is found out that the MA does not meet the accreditation requirements and shouldn’t be accredited. 
The emphasis should be on the quality of the control and accounting, and not on the quantity of the control authorities and introduction of additional accountancy/reporting. 


e) The main expressed positions on art. 113
Additional clarifications are necessary concerning the mechanisms for coordination between the accrediting, auditing and control authorities and the EC.
The simplification should be not only towards the procedures but towards the system for management of EU funds as a whole, as well. 

f) The main expressed positions on art. 38
It is necessary to provide clarifications concerning the reuse of resources. 

The reuse of resources in relation to financial instruments and investments or the release of resources, taken as commitment on guarantee contracts is supported.

The application of the financial engineering instrument JESSICA will encourage the participation of the banking sector to provide loans for urban development, the public private partnership creation and more effective spending of the funds.
Expressed positions on provisions of the ESF Regulation COM (2011) 607 final: 
Art. 14 of the ESF Regulation foresees additional opportunities to introduce simplified forms, incl. reimbursements to MSs by the Commission on the basis of standard scales of unit costs and lump sums.   
Comments on other relevant articles/sections/topics
The drafts Regulations contain general provisions for the programming and management of the assistance under the 5 funds. This is a precondition for a better interconnection between the funds and the introduction of similar procedures for implementation of projects at national level.  
· Positive feedback

Representatives of the Bulgarian institutions, responsible for the EU funds management, participate in the discussions at EU level and are familiar with the draft legislative proposal for the future programming period.  On the basis of the discussions held an improvement of the proposals for the Regulations and simplifications in comparison to the ongoing programming period (art. 57.4.а, art. 58 (b), art. 54(1), art. 113, art. 38 and art.14 of the draft ESF regulation) are achieved. At national level discussions are held concerning the draft Regulations. The efforts are to ensure the necessary continuity in the management of the structural instruments during the future programming period.  
· Weaknesses/Recommendations/Proposals

Weaknesses related to the draft regulations
According to art. 102(1) (b) by 31 January, 30 April, 31 July and 31 October, the MA shall transmit electronically to the Commission for monitoring purposes, for each operational programme and by priority axis: the total and public eligible cost of contracts or other legal commitments entered into by beneficiaries in implementation of operations selected for support. On the basis of its experience, the MA of OPHRD considers this provision will increase the administrative burden on the MA and the beneficiaries which should submit the information for the purposes of the EC. 
In relation to the annual clearance of accounts (art. 130) it should be taken into account that during the next programming period it is foreseen annual clearance of accounts under all programmes (2007-2013) that might lead to higher burden for the beneficiaries. 
Recommendations
The following recommendations are given by the MAs.
The financial assistance should be granted directly and in a maximum simplified manner to the beneficiaries. Maximum support should be ensured towards the beneficiaries and the capacity to absorb funds at regional level should be strengthened, incl. to consider and analyse the creation of regional intermediate bodies. The administrative procedures should be simplified maximally by using the opportunities of the electronic government.  

The intermediate bodies in the frame of the central administration only complicate and delay the procedures. It is recommended to create regional intermediate bodies responsible for all operational programmes and working in cooperation with the MAs of the OPs which will lead to creation of effective mechanisms for management and absorption of funds. 
Proposals

On the basis of the experience gained it is proposed the regional units of the Programming of the Directorate General Regional Development to continue to work as units with delegated functions during the next programming period. It is advisable to apply integrated territorial approach of development, i.e. activities from one sector to be combined with activities and investments at regional level.
 
Table of all Structural Funds operational programmes in Bulgaria, incl. Cohesion Fund
	
	Budget of the operational programmes (2007-2013) 
	
	

	OP
	ERDF
(in TEUR)
	ESF
(in TEUR)
	CF
(in TEUR)
	National co-financing
(in TEUR)
	Total
(in TEUR)
	Percentage in total 
	Part of the audit

(yes/no)

	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F=B+C+D+E
	G=F/SUM(F)
	H

	OP Transport
	368 810
	
	1 255 670
	379 002
	2 003 481
	26 %
	YES

	OP Environment 
	439 059 
	
	1 027 366
	334 323
	1 800 748
	22 %
	YES

	OP Regional Development
	1 361 084
	
	
	240 191
	1 601 275
	20 %
	NO

	OP Human Resources Development
	
	1 031 789
	
	182 080
	1 213 870
	15 %
	YES

	OP Competitiveness of Bulgarian Economy
	987 883
	
	
	174 332
	1 162 216
	14 %
	NO

	OP Administrative Capacity
	
	153 671
	
	27 118
	180 789
	2 %
	YES

	OP Technical Assistance 
	48 297
	
	
	8 523
	56 819
	1 %
	NO

	total
	3 205 132 
	1 185 460
	2 283 036
	1 345 569 
	8 019 198
	100 %
	


Table of audited operational programmes in Bulgaria
	OP and fund
	Funds (EU funds+ national co-financing) allocated (in TEUR)
	Contracts signed (until 31.12.2011)/Funds granted to beneficiaries * (in TEUR
	Declared  eligible expenditure to the EC**  (in TEUR

	
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011

	OP Transport
(ERDF & CF)
	148 686 


	  214 776 
	  290 181
	305 547 
	326 770
	0
	3 108 
	440 253 
	714 993 
	2 282 730 
	0
	0
	27 858
	58 105 
	371 702 

	OP Environment
(ERDF & CF)


	133 400


	192 923 
	260 837
	274 668
	293 773 
	0
	  195 650 
	379 940
	456 736
	1 003 714 
	0
	0
	10 006 
	9 504 
	65 806 

	OP Human Resources Development 
(ESF) 

	88 280 


	129 230   


	175 961   


	185 418   


	198 508  


	0
	  117 298   


	244 993   


	452 137 


	665 413  


	0
	0


	19 930


	0

	100 303


	OP Administrative Capacity 
(ESF)
	13 148   


	19 247   


	26 207   


	27 615  


	29 565   


	10 199   


	36 484  


	54 831   


	38 318   


	54 929   


	0
	0


	23 449


	8 069

	5 338 



* Cumulative contracted amount, according to the Unified Manangement and Information System data
** according to the CA data 
Table for reporting and analysis of the use of measures from the date of introduction to 31.12.2011 in  Bulgaria
	Measure*
	Date of introduction in EU regulations
	No. of  all projects 
	No. of projects in which the measure in principle is applicable (“potential projects”)
	No. of projects with the measure (“actually affected projects”)
	Percentage - No. of projects with the measure (all projects) 
	Percentage - No. of projects with the measure (potential projects)
	Funds*** allocated to all projects
(in TEUR)
	Funds*** allocated to projects in which in principle the measure is applicable 
(in TEUR)
	Funds *** allocated to the projects where the measure used
(in TEUR)
	Percentage - Funds *** allocated to the projects where the measure used (all projects)
	Percentage - Funds *** allocated to the projects where the measure used (potential projects)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6=5/3**
	7=5/4**
	8
	9
	10
	11=10/8**
	12=10/9**

	Optional measures

	1. indirect costs
	22. 5. 2009

(ERDF only)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OP AC
	(ESF only)
	444
	137
	137
	30,86
	100,00
	135 365 
	18 057
	18 057
	13,34
	100,00

	OP HRD
	(ESF only)
	2 680
	1 236
	623
	23,25
	50,40
	1 001 068 
	119 182
	22 196
	2,22
	18,62

	2. flat- rates costs
	22. 5. 2009 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. lump sums
	22. 5. 2009
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. in-kind contributions in financial engineering schemes
	9. 4. 2009
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. advanced payments (State-aid)
	9. 4. 2009
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. increased flexibility for major projects
	9. 4. 2009
	49
	5
	4
	8,16
	80,00
	1 734 673
	916 316
	846 263
	48,79
	92,35

	OP Transport
	ERDF
	37
	1
	1
	2,70
	100,00
	224 048
	185 194
	185 194
	82,66
	100,00

	OP Transport
	CF
	12
	4
	3
	25,00
	75,00
	1 509 808
	776 122
	661 069
	43,78
	85,18

	7. co-financed repayable assistance
	23. 12. 2011
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-optional measures

	8. total costs of revenue generating projects raising to € 1 Mio. (excl. ESF projects)
	25. 12. 2008

(ERDF only)
	750
	75
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	1 299 929
	37 395 
	n.a.
	2,88
	n.a.

	9. single threshold for major projects of € 50 Mio.
	25. 6. 2010 (ERDF only)
	7
	0
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	192 267
	0,00
	n.a.
	0,00
	n.a.

	OP Environment 
	CF
	24
	6
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	301 622 
	215 575
	n.a.
	71,47
	n.a.


*  Funds = EU funds + national co-financing.

Table for reporting and analysis of the use of measures from the date of the (retroactive) applicability to 31.12.2011 in Bulgaria
	Measure*
	Date of applicability of measure
	No. of  all projects 
	No. of projects in which the measure in principle is applicable (“potential projects”)
	No. of projects with the measure (“actually affected projects”)
	Percentage - No. of projects with the measure (all projects) 
	Percentage - No. of projects with the measure (potential projects)
	Funds*** allocated to all projects
	Funds*** allocated to projects in which in principle the measure is applicable
	Funds *** allocated to the projects where the measure used
	Percentage - Funds *** allocated to the projects where the measure used (all projects)
	Percentage - Funds *** allocated to the projects where the measure used (potential projects)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6=5/3**
	7=5/4**
	8
	9
	10
	11=10/8**
	12=10/9**

	Optional measures

	1. indirect costs
	1. 8. 2006 (ERDF only)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. flat- rates costs
	1. 8. 2006 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. lump sums
	1. 8. 2006
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. in-kind contributions in financial engineering schemes
	1. 8. 2006
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. co-financed repayable assistance
	1. 1. 2007
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-optional measures

	8. total costs of revenue generating projects raising to € 1 Mio. (excl. ESF projects)
	1. 8. 2006

(ERDF only)
	
	
	n.a.
	
	n.a.
	
	
	n.a.
	
	n.a.


*  Those SAI which shall next to all optional and non-optional measures audit also some other, not enumerated measure, please add an additional row at the end of the table.

** This formula is not directly applicable in case of sampling. Those SAI which shall use the sampling method are requested to calculate the correct percentage according to the whole OP and report it in the table. The formula should be adapted to the method of sampling.

*** Funds = EU funds + national co-financing.


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

	AA
	Audit Authority

	CA
	Certifying Authority

	CF
	Cohesion Fund

	CCU
	Central Coordination Unit

	CoM
	Council of Ministers

	DG
	Directorate General

	EC
	European Commission

	ERDF
	European Regional Development Fund

	ESF
	European Social Fund

	EU
	European Union

	IB
	Intermediate body

	MA
	Managing Authority

	MEYS
	Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports

	MS
	Member State

	NAO
	National Audit Office

	NEA
	National Employment Agency

	OP
	Operational programme

	OPAC
	OP Administrative Capacity

	OPCBE
	OP Competitiveness of the Bulgarian Economy

	OPE
	OP Environment

	OPHRD
	OP  Human Resources Development

	OPRD
	OP Regional Development

	OPT
	OP Transport

	OPTA
	OP Technical Assistance

	SAA
	Social Assistance Agency

	WG
	Working group

	
	


� Regulation  (ЕC) No 396/2009, Regulation  (ЕC) No 397/2009, Regulation  (ЕC) No 284/2009, Regulation  (ЕU) No 1310/2010,  Regulation  (ЕC) No 1341/2008  and  Regulation  (ЕU) No 539/2010.
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