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2 Executive Summary
The NTEF
The NTEF originates from a Debt-for-Environment Swap Agreement between the
Government of Bulgaria and the Government of the Swiss Confederation, which
was officially signed on October 23, 1995. In the period 1995-2009 the Fund has
provided financial support of more than BGN 25 million to 100 projects.
The institutional framework of the NTEF was established through the
Environmental Protection Act (1995). The Fund’s institutional structure is as
follows: a Managing Board (MB); an Advisory Committee (AC); and an Executive
Bureau (EB).
The NTEF has funded projects in four underlying priority sectors:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Liquidation of environmental pollutions and damages occurred in the past
Air pollution reduction
Water pollution protection in the Danube and Black sea watershed
Assistance of the national ecological networks and protection of
biodiversity

Objectives and methodology of the evaluation
The overall objective of the evaluation was to review the experience of NTEF and
to provide an assessment of its operations in pursuing its objectives. The
evaluation applied the five main DAC evaluation criteria (relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability). Beside these criteria, the
Evaluation team also applied for the evaluation the Good Practices of Public
Environmental Expenditure Management (PEEM).
The evaluation was performed in three main phases:
• Examination of documents and interviews
• Visiting of project sites
• Evaluation of the debt-for-environment swap agreement and utilization of
the acquired experience
The following methodological instruments were used for the evaluation:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Desk research
Archive research
Interviews with the NTEF management and staff
Online questionnaire
Semi-structured interviews with Board/Council members, NTEF project
coordinators, competition juries
Site visits
Assessment of the sustainability, technology transfer, innovativeness
Intervention logic analysis
Expert team panels
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•
•
•

Project case studies
Interviews with MoЕW and MF, and representatives of 3 donor countries
SWOT analysis

Conclusions and recommendations
The overall conclusion of this evaluation is that to a large extent the NTEF has
performed very well in terms of: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
sustainability, and impact reaching. The activities of the NTEF were also largely
in line with the Good Practices of Public Environmental Expenditure
Management. What is truly impressive is that the Fund managed to maintain high
professionalism and achieve its objectives in a very complicated context, which is
endemic for all countries in transition.
At the same time, this evaluation report offers a list of recommendations with
regards to all stages of the project life-cycle. This should not be surprising, having
in mind, the latest developments in the Systems for Quality Management and
Programme Management. There is currently a trend for formalisation and the
NTEF will probably have to adhere to it as much as it does not compromise its
efficiency. Most of the conclusions and recommendations of this report should be
viewed in line with this trend.

Using the experience of the NTEF
It is expected that in the near future the NTEF will be involved in new forms of
activities. The most plausible options are the following two:
•

A new amendment to the Environmental Protection Act (2010) has
brought significant changes to the obligations of the NTEF. The new
obligations will also include the management of the funds from
international trade with Assigned Amount Units (AAUs) and trade of
quotas of greenhouse gases for aviation.

•

New Swiss Bulgarian Cooperation Programme in its “Environment
and Infrastructure” pillar – At the time of the evaluation, the NTEF was
internally nominated for a local Intermediate Body, but it was not officially
mandated.

These two options are viable opportunities for the utilisation of NTEF’s
experience in the management of funds provisioned for projects in the field of
environment. The NTEF built an impressive reputation among international
institutions and donors. As a whole the initiative was hugely innovative and
performed in line with internationally recognized standards and principles. It is
strongly recommended that these strengths of the NTEF are used in the future.
At the same time these future roles will also bring the need of new
institutionalisation of the NTEF (a process that has already started), new
procedures for the project cycle management, and increase in the administrative
capacity of the Fund’ s EB.
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3 Introduction

3.1

Background of the evaluation and scope of the report

The National Trust Ecofund was established in 1995 in order to administer funds
provided through a mechanism for conversion of Bulgaria’s debt into
environmental protection projects.1 Since its establishment the Fund has
provided financial support of more than BGN 25 million to 100 projects.
This evaluation of the NTEF was conducted following a public procurement
procedure, which awarded the implementation of the evaluation to ECORYS
SEE. The main purpose of the evaluation was to conduct an independent and
objective evaluation of NTEF’s performance in line with internationally
acknowledged good practices and principles of public environmental expenditure
management. This evaluation builds upon and updates the conclusions and
recommendations from the Review and Assessment of the Bulgarian National
Trust Ecofund, which was performed in 2003.
This Report presents in details the objectives, approach, activities, findings,
conclusions, and recommendations of the evaluation. It follows the structure
specified in the ToR.

3.2

Objectives of the evaluation

The overall objective of the evaluation was to review the experience of NTEF and
to provide a conclusive assessment of its operations in pursuing the set
objectives as an administrator of the Debt-for-Environment Swap Agreement.
This objective is in line with the two different purposes of evaluations specified by
the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (SECO): accountability and
learning.
In order to achieve this objective the evaluation applied the following five DAC
evaluation criteria, which are also specified in the ToR:

1

Debt for Environment Swap Deal between the Government of the Republic of Bulgaria and
Government of Swiss Confederation signed on 25 October, 1995
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DAC EVALUATION CRITERIA
Relevance
The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are
consistent with beneficiaries’ requirements, country needs, global priorities
and partners’ and donors’ policies.
Effectiveness
The extent to which the development intervention’s objectives were
achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative
importance.
Efficiency
A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time,
etc.) are converted to results.
Sustainability
The continuation of benefits from a development intervention after major
development assistance has been completed.
Impact
Positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced
by a development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or
unintended.
Ultimately, the evaluation of NTEF on the basis of these criteria and principles
should assist the NTEF in achieving its future environmental goals and in
becoming a more effective instrument for financing environmental investments.

3.3

Scope of the evaluation

3.3.1 Scope in terms of time horizon and tasks
Time horizon: 1995-2009
Tasks performed:
The ToR lists four main tasks that were performed:
1) Evaluation of the NTEF as an institution in the Bulgarian environment
management and financing system;
2) Evaluation of the NTEF’s programming and procedures;
3) Evaluation of the NTEF’s role in environmental quality improvement;
4) Evaluation of the NTEF’s legacy.
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3.3.2 Scope in terms of duration and evaluation resources
Duration: 3 months
Action plan: The Action plan envisaged in the Inception phase was largely kept.
A slight extension of Phase 4 was necessary due to the availability of the experts
that had to be interviewed, but it did not affect significantly either the Action plan,
or the project results. The updated Action plan is presented in Annex 1.
Resources:
The Evaluation team consisted of a combination of experts with extensive
experience in evaluation and environmental programmes/projects:
•

Mariana Stefanova – Project Director

•

Daniel Nigohosyan – Team Leader

•

Gerbrand van Bork – Evaluator

•

Irena Vladimirova – Environmental expert/Evaluator

•

Radostina Tsvetanova – Evaluator

•

Plamen Stanev – Environmental expert

•

Kristina Popdoncheva – Data gatherer

Their pen-profiles and distribution per phases/activities was presented in the
Inception report. Due to health problems one of the experts (Sacha Koppert), had
to be substituted, with the agreement of the NTEF, by Gerbrand van Bork who is
also an expert with excellent experience in evaluation, including experience in
Bulgaria and the South East Europe region. The updated Distribution of experts
per phases/activities is presented in Annex 3.

3.4

Evaluation methodology

The evaluation methodology closely followed the 5 evaluation criteria specified by
the ToR. The general considerations of the evaluation team with regards to the
link between the evaluation criteria and the evaluation methodology are
presented below.
Evaluation criterion 1: Evaluation of the relevance of operations against the
overall objective as set by the Debt-for-Environment Swap Agreement.
In order to determine the relevance of the operations of the NTEF we broadened
this criterion and also assessed the consistency of the intervention with the
policies and priorities of Bulgaria. The evaluation of the relevance also involved
assessing consistency with other donors’ interventions.
Evaluation criterion 2: Evaluation of the effectiveness of NTEF’s operations –
the extent to which its objectives were achieved.
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Effectiveness is the most straightforward evaluation criterion. It focuses on
assessing whether the intended results of certain operations were achieved. It
contributes to understanding what worked and under which conditions. Two
aspects of the NTEF effectiveness were assessed:
•

Financial effectiveness – annual and overall absorption of the NTEF funds

•

Project effectiveness – the extent to which projects reached their
objectives
o On a project sample basis
o Based on the results of the online questionnaire disseminated
among the beneficiaries

Evaluation criterion 3: Evaluation of the efficiency of NTEF’s operations – how
economic resources were converted to results.
Efficiency represents the relation between resources allocated to the NTEF and
the results achieved. The evaluation of efficiency was performed through:
•

Comparison between the administrative expenditures (cost of experts,
overheads, office costs, etc.) and the project expenditures

•

Limited benchmarking with OPE

•

Definition of the sources of the administrative resources

•

Efficiency of the procurement procedures

Evaluation criterion 4: Evaluation of the sustainability of the achieved results long-term outcomes produced by NTEF’s operations and the possibility to use
NTEF’s experience for the implementation of other programs in Bulgaria and
abroad.
Sustainability looks at the longer-term effects of operations. It assesses the
extent to which the effects of the development intervention will continue after the
withdrawal of the donor support. With regards to the NTEF evaluation,
sustainability was largely determined on a project sample basis and on
information gathered through desk research, online survey, and interviews. The
following aspects of sustainability were assessed:
•

Financial sustainability

•

Institutional sustainability

•

Technological sustainability

Evaluation criterion 5: Evaluation of the impact of NTEF’s operations – positive
and negative, primary and secondary long term effects, intended and unintended.
An impact evaluation is an in-depth assessment, looking at positive and negative,
intended and unintended, short-term and long-term effects of a development
intervention. An in-depth evaluation of the impacts of the NTEF’s operations was
not feasible within this evaluation due to the time/budget constraints and the lack
12
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of aggregated in the monitoring system of the Fund. Taking this into
consideration, the impact was assessed on a project sample basis and mostly
qualitative data (online survey and interviews).
For greater clarity, the evaluation criteria are highlighted in text boxes throughout
the text of the report.
Beside the DAC evaluation criteria, the ET applied for the evaluation the Good
Practices of Public Environmental Expenditure Management (PEEM), which
update the St. Petersburg Guidelines on Environmental Funds in the Transition to
a Market Economy2:
Performance in Terms of Environmental Effectiveness
•

Principle 1. Additionality and consistency with other environmental policy
instruments.

•

Principle 2. Well-defined programming framework

•

Principle 3. Clear identification of environmental outcomes

•

Principle 4. Maximise environmental effect from available funds

•

Principle 5. Leverage additional finance

Performance in Terms of Budgetary Good Practice
• Principle 1. Fiscal integrity of revenues
•

Principle 2. Avoid constraints to efficiency

•

Principle 3. High standards of fiscal discipline

•

Principle 4. Accountability and transparency

•

Principle 5. Collection of revenues and public procurement separated from
expenditure management

Performance in Terms of Management Efficiency
•

Principle 1. Sound governance

•

Principle 2. Professional executive management

•

Principle 3. Sound project cycle management

•

Principle 4. Fair and unbiased relations with external stakeholders

•

Principle 5. Effective management of financial products and related risks

The table below summarises all the phases, evaluation subjects, methods, and
sources of information for the evaluation. It was proposed during the
Implementation phase and did not undergo any significant changes during the
implementation of the evaluation. The only change worth noting is the increase of
the project sample from 5% to 10% due to good planning of the site visits.

2

The St Petersburg Guidelines had become an internationally-acknowledged framework for
evaluating the performance of public environmental funds since their endorsement within the
“Environment for Europe” process in 1995. These principles were also applied during the
Review and Assessment of the Bulgarian National Trust Ecofund (2003).
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Phase

Phase 1. Inception
phase

Evaluation subject

Method

Preparation of the
evaluation
Evaluability
assessment

•
•

Fund’s
organizational
system and work
method

•
•
•
•

Phase 2.
Examination of
documents and
interviews with
the persons in
charge of the
Fund

Project selection,
appraisal, and
implementation

•
•
•

•

•

Evaluation of the
effects achieved

•
•

Phase 3. Visiting
of project sites
•

Phase 4.
Evaluation of the
debt-forenvironment swap
program and
utilization of the
acquired
experience

Evaluation of the
methods,
programming,
project
selection,
appraisal,
and
implementation
procedures

•

•

Source of
information

Desk research
Interviews with the
NTEF management
and
staff
(see
Annex 7)
Desk research
Archive research
Online
questionnaire
Semi-structured
interviews
with
Board/Council
members,
NTEF
project coordinators,
competition juries
Desk research
Archive research
Project
sample
(10% of all
the Fund’s projects)
Semi-structured
interviews
with
project coordinators,
juries
Site visits (in Phase
3)

•

Archive research
Site visits and semistructured
interviews
with
grantees and NGOs
Assessment of the
sustainability,
technology transfer,
innovativeness

•
•

Analysis
of
the
findings in Phases
1-3
through
intervention
logic
analysis, ET panels,
project case studies,
and
pre-post
analysis
Interviews
with

•

•

•

•

•
•

•
•
•

•

•

Basic
NTEF
documents
Interview notes

Regulations on
the
NTEF,
Procedural rules,
etc. (see Annex 4
List of reviewed
documents)
Online
questionnaire
results
Interview notes
NTEF’s
Procedural Rules
for Evaluation of
Projects,
description of
major programs
Review of project
descriptions
Interview notes
Site
visits
minutes
(in
Phase 3)
Annual reports
Site
visits
minutes
Interview notes

Data gathered in
Phases 1-3
Interview notes
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MoЕW and MF, and
representatives of 3
donor countries
Possibilities to
make use of
NTEF’s
experience

•
•

•

Archive research
Interviews
with
MoЕW and MF, and
representatives of 3
donor countries
SWOT analysis

•

•
Phase 5.
Preparation of a
final report

•

Proposals for
participation of
NTEF in the
implementation
of other
programs
Interview notes

Wrapping up of the
evaluation

There are several comments that need to be made with regards to the
methodology. The online questionnaire (see Annex 5) is a useful technique, but
there were some limitations with regards to this evaluation due to the long period
that it covers. The time span lead to many changes in the grantees structures
and some of the people within the contacted institutions were not involved in the
relevant projects. Thus, there were only 18 respondents, out of 55 beneficiaries.
At the same time, the results of the online survey are representative in terms of
distribution of the respondents between the different priorities and beneficiary
types.
A beneficial way of performing the site visits was the combination of several
projects at the same location, which allowed for an increase in the project
sample. The NTEF provided valuable assistance in the process of site visits
planning, interviews, and access to documents.
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4 The NTEF and the Debt-for-environment
Swap in Bulgaria

4.1 Initiative
The NTEF originates from a Debt-for-Environment Swap Agreement between the
Government of Bulgaria and the Government of the Swiss Confederation, which
was officially signed on October 23, 1995. The signature of the agreement was
preceded by intensive negotiations between the two sides and by amendments
relevant to the Fund’s establishment. The Chairman of the Fund’s Managing
Board was appointed based on agreement between the Bulgarian and Swiss
Governments and the World Bank in October 1995. NTEF became truly
operational one year later (in October 1996) when its Executive Bureau was
established and initial staff appointed.
The Environmental Protection Act (and its amendments that are relevant to the
NTEF) lays down the organisational structure of the NTEF (Managing Board,
Advisory Committee and Executive Bureau). Since 1995 there have been several
minor changes to the structure, which are discussed further in this chapter. There
were also several amendments to the Ordinances on the Organization and
Activities of the NTEF (in the period 1995-2007), which deal largely with the
composition of the members of the MB.
The Debt-for-Environment Swap has almost completely exhausted its funds in
2010. At the same time, due to the fact that the NTEF is seen as a partner with
vast expertise in the environmental sector, a new amendment to the
Environmental Protection Act (06.2010) has brought significant changes to the
obligations of the NTEF. The new obligations will also include the management of
the funds from international trade with Assigned Amount Units (AAUs) and trade
of quotas of greenhouse gases for aviation. These changes are reflected in the
new amendments to the Ordinance on the Organization and Activities of the
NTEF.

4.2 Scope and relevance of the priorities

4.2.1

Scope

The Swap agreement does not specify explicit priorities. A letter to the Embassy
of Switzerland of the Deputy Minister of the Environment (20.10.1995), which is a
part of the Agreement, is more specific in this respect. Inter alia, it says:
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•

The funds of the Swap will be mainly used as grants to finance or cofinance well-prepared and appraised projects of high environmental
priority, which are not commercially viable (excluding projects
supporting loss making activities)

•

The main area in which the funds shall be spent is the one mentioned in
point 5 of Paragraph 4 of Article 1 of the Ordinance concerning the
structure and rules of procedure of the NTEF (“liquidation of pollution
and damages to the environment, occurred in the past”)

According to Art.1 of the Ordinance the funds of the NTEF should be used for:
1. Investment in environmental projects with national and international
priority;
2. Procurement of environmental equipment;
3. Technologies ensuring the least emissions in industry;
4. Activities in the fields of biodiversity and protected areas;
5. Liquidation of pollution and damages to the environment, which occurred
in the past;
6. Assistance to privatized enterprises in reaching compliance with the
environmental legislation;
7. Sustaining of the activities of the NTEF;
8. Other activities in compliance with the criteria and requirements for
funding through the NTEF.
Thus, the document, which underlies the priorities of the NTEF (the Ordinance of
08.1995) identifies three priorities: air, biodiversity, and clean-up of historic
pollution. Following further discussions the priorities set out in the NTEF
Statutes (1997 and 2007) follow the underlying priorities:
1. Liquidation of environmental pollutions and damages occurred in the
past, including but not limited to:3

• hazardous waste and substances disposal;
• reduction to maximum extent possible of drinking water and foods’
contamination with heavy metals, toxic organics or other harmful
chemicals.
2. Air pollution reduction, including but not limited to:

• reduction of health risk due to high dust concentrations, sulphuric and
nitrogen oxides, lead and other toxic and chemical factors in urban areas;
• reduction of greenhouse gases: carbon dioxide, methane, etc;
• encouragement of the use of renewable sources of energy.
3. Water pollution protection, including but not limited to:

3

The text “included, but not limited to” was added in the Statutes of 2007 for the four main
priorities.
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• construction of municipal and industrial waste water purification plants in
the Danube watershed;
• construction of municipal and industrial waste water purification plants in
the Black sea watershed.
4. Assistance of the national ecological networks and protection of
biodiversity4
The Statues of 2007 add that: “The Priority areas shall be equally weighted in the
process of project selection and evaluation, applying for funding from the general
funds of the NTEF, unless the Managing Board, following the consent of the
Advisory Committee, decides to allocate quota for the different priorities towards
the total number of funded projects”. Such a decision was not taken in the 19952009 period, so it can be assumed there was no prioritisation within the identified
priorities. The significance of this fact will be discussed in the next chapter of this
report.
In addition, it should be noted that the NTEF saw its main objective as bridging
the financing gap. That is why it aimed to focus on well-prepared environmental
projects that might not otherwise have been completed, which is relevant to the
objective set out in the initial discussions between the two governments. The
NTEF followed a demand-driven approach and focused on quick and tangible
results. The rationale of this strategy is an issue, which is discussed further in the
text.

4.2.2

Relevance of the priorities

In this section we will apply Evaluation criteria 1. Relevance:
•

Relevance of the priorities to the overall objective of the Swap agreement
(required by the Tor)

•

Relevance to the country priorities

•

Relevance to the interventions of other international donors

Relevance

A problematic issue with regards to the assessment of the relevance of the
priorities of the NTEF is the fact that the priorities are not explicitly included in the
Swap agreement. Indeed, there were some initial needs assessments, but the
choice of priorities was mostly a negotiation process between the MB
(representatives of the stakeholders) and the AC (representatives of the donor),
which lasted until 02.1997.
With regards to the Bulgarian priorities, the start up of a national policy in the
area of the environment for the last 20 years was launched with the Law for
Environmental Protection of 1991. In the period 1991 – 2000, however, the
priorities in the field of environment protection were not specifically set. During
the country’s pre-accession period (2000 – 2006) the priorities in the national
policy acquired clearer characteristics and referred to the preservation and
4

The version from 1997 is more specific with regards to this priority. It mentions protection of the
flora and fauna, and monitoring and inventory of the biodiversity.
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protection of the basic components of the environment, which is similar to the
prioritisation logic of the NTEF. The table below provides a summary of the
country priorities in the periods 2000-2018.
№

National Strategy for the

National Strategy for the

Environment 2000–2006

Environment 2009-2018

Operational
Programme
Environment

1

Strategic objective

Strategic objective

Priority axes

Provision of sufficient water quality and

Reduction and prevention of the

Improvement and

quantity to the population and the state

results of the climate change

development of water

economy

and clean energy

and wastewater
infrastructure in
settlements with over
2000 PE and
settlements below 2000
PE within urban
agglomeration areas

2

Compliance with ambient air quality

Provision of sufficient amounts

Improvement and

standards in hot spot settlements

of good-quality water

development of waste
treatment infrastructure

3

Preservation and enlargement of

Healthier environment for better

Preservation and

territories with good environmental

quality of life

restoration of

qualities
4

biodiversity

Closer integration of the environmental

Promotion of sustainable

policy within the industrial sectors

consumption and production

development policy

5

6

Protection and preservation of the rich

Limitation and prevention of the

biological diversity

loss of biodiversity

Creation of conditions for the

Modelling of new public

enforcement of the European

behavioural patterns aimed at

environmental legislation and

preserving the environment and

international conventions in the field of

assisting sustainable

the environment

development and provision of
high-quality environmental
information and monitoring

7

Improvement of waste management

8

Reduction of noise pollution

9

Wider public participation in the solution
of environmental problems

The first priority of the NTEF (Clean-up of historic pollution) corresponds to
strategic objectives 1, 3 and 7 of the National Strategy for the Environment 2000–
2006. These also correspond to strategic objective 3 of the National Strategy for
the Environment 2009–2018. As far as the OP Environment is concerned, its
Priority Axis 2 corresponds to the NTEF Priority on the treatment of household
and construction waste, and NTEF Priority 1 expands the scope of interventions
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through the funding of activities aimed at the treatment of hazardous waste. The
second priority of the NTEF (reduction of air pollution) is relevant to strategic
objective 2 of NSE 2000-2006. Air pollution, however, is not included in OP
“Environment”. Water quality (NTEF Priority 3) and biodiversity preservation
(NTEF Priority 4) are included into all strategic and programming documents.
Thus, it can be concluded that the priorities of the NTEF are relevant to the
country priorities. “Softer” objectives, e.g. awareness raising are not a priority for
the NTEF due to its focus on investment interventions. With regards to climate
change, this is a relatively new objective for Bulgaria, so it is not surprising that it
was not stated as an initial objective of the NTEF in the period 1995-2009,
although a significant portion of the funded projects were leading to reduction of
GHG emissions.
The consistency with other donors’ interventions was a question that was
discussed during the meetings with representatives of the Danish Energy Agency
(ex-DEPA - Danish Environmental Protection Agency) and USAID. It was
confirmed that the four NTEF priorities were fully consistent with the priorities of
DEPA. USAID also had projects in the fields of wastewater treatment, solid
wastes treatment, and air quality. One of the main priorities after 1995-1996 was
biodiversity. The difference with the NTEF was that their focus was on “soft”
measures rather than infrastructure (trainings, development of management
plans for National Parks, eco-tourism).
Thus, ET’s conclusion is that the priorities of the NTEF can be considered
relevant. Our recommendations for possible improvement of the relevance are
the following:
•

The choice of priorities in the future should be justified on the basis of a
thorough analysis of:
o the country and beneficiary demands
o the existing country priorities in the field of environment protection
o the priorities of other donor organisations in order to avoid
overlaps and to ensure complementarity

•

Preferably such a thorough analysis should become a part of an ex-ante
evaluation of the specific environmental programme

4.3 Organisation
The institutional framework of the NTEF, established under the EPA (1995) and
the Statutes, consists of: Managing Board (MB); Advisory Committee (AC); and
Executive Bureau (EB).
The MB, in association with the AC, was in charge with NTEF’s strategy and
policies, criteria for selection of projects and the final decision on awarding
financial support to projects submitted by the EB. The composition of the MB
changed several times throughout the years. According to the EPA (1995) the
MB consisted of 7 persons (Chairman, Deputy – a Deputy Minister of the
Environment and 5 members) with a Chairman elected by the Council of
Ministers for 5 years.
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The Statutes (1997) decreased the number of MB members to six.
A new Environmental Protection Act (2002) increased the number of the people
in the MB back to 7 (a Chairman, 2 deputies and 4 members), but no other
substantial amendments were made.
The Advisory Committee was supposed to consist of representatives of the
governments and the financial and other institutions which have granted funds or
assist the National Trust Eco Fund. Throughout the whole period 1995-2009 the
AC had only one member – the representative of the Swiss government. The AC
reviewed and evaluated projects proposed for financing by the Fund. It also
participated in meetings of the MB. The AC had a veto right, which was never
used.
The EB is responsible for carrying out the daily operations of the NTEF. It was
involved in practically the whole project cycle: preparation, evaluation financing,
implementation, and monitoring. The EB is headed by a Director (elected for 5
years by the MB) and according to the Statutes of 1997 and 2007 it consisted of
three divisions: the Finance and Economic Division, the Technical Division and
the Office Management and Coordination Division. At the peak of its activities the
EB had a staff number of nine experts (eleven with the support staff).
In addition, in October 2004, was established the Protected Areas Fund (PAF)
through a decision of the MB as an internal structure to the NTEF. A USAID grant
was used for Institutional development assistance. An innovative mechanism as
a revolving trust fund for nature conservation funding was developed, but it did
not get capitalization. The reasons for this were the sensitivity of the forestry
sector and the unfavourable conditions on the financial markets that affected the
policies of American foundations and their available budgets. Above all, the
initiative did not fully materialise due to the fact that initial capitalisation of the
PAF through the GEF was not ensured following the fact that a much larger WB
project in the forestry sector was not launched. So, it can be concluded that the
fact that PAF did not co-finance any projects was due to reasons beyond the
scope of possible actions for the NTEF.
The new amendment to the Environmental Protection Act from 06.2010 gives a
mandate to the Fund to manage also funds from trade of Assigned Amount Units
(AAUs) and trade of quotas of greenhouse gases for aviation as well as for other
mandates. The AC can also include representatives of countries that are buying
AAUs.
The new amendment to the Ordinance on the organisation and activities of the
NTEF reflects the changes in the EPA (2010) concerning the AAUs and the
quotas for greenhouse gases for aviation. It also envisages that the funds of the
NTEF will be spent with consideration of the national environmental
strategies/programmes and the National Green Investment Scheme, reflecting
also the will of the buyers. The MB composition is changed again – the Deputy
Minister of Agriculture and Forests was replaced by a Deputy Minister of the
Economy, Energy, and Tourism for understandable reasons of the new mandates
of the NTEF.
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4.4 Challenges and expectations
The NTEF met a lot of challenges in the past. All evaluation results should be
viewed with regards to the context in which the NTEF operated. Except for a
similar programme in Poland, the NTEF institutionalization had to be designed
basically from scratch, despite the substantial support of the WB. There was
exchange of information between representatives of the Polish and Bulgarian
Swap programme, but the customisation of the NTEF structure and activities
seemed like a formidable task. It explains the time lag between the signature of
the Swap agreement (1995) and the approval for financing of the first projects
(1997). At that time Bulgaria had practically no experience in internationally
funded environmental infrastructure projects (pre-accession funds from the EU
became available only in 2005), so the NTEF had no similar examples to follow.
Perhaps the greatest challenge that the NTEF faced was the political
environment in which it operated. This is an issue that was raised by all
representatives of the donors and the MB that were interviewed during this
evaluation (see Annex 7). It was broadly considered also by the previous
evaluation in 2003. In the first years of its operation the NTEF faced attempts for
political pressure. According to the MB representatives and the international
donors in the past 5-7 years the governments did not assess the merits of the
NTEF and to a certain extent neglected it. The reasons often quoted during the
interviews were the independence of the NTEF and its relatively small budget in
the last 5 – 7 years.
It should also be noted that the Fund implemented its activity in a transitional
period for Bulgaria marked by economic, social, and political problems. For
example, the early period of the Fund’s establishment, 1996-97, was marked by
dramatically high inflation in Bulgaria which seriously depreciated the real value
of the Fund’s resources, which in accordance with the Swap agreement were
held almost entirely in Bulgarian Leva. Another problem was that the potential
beneficiaries of the Fund were still inexperienced with rules and procedures for
project application. To a great extent this lead to a huge number of project
proposals, which were incompliant with the Fund’s rules. Thus, the NTEF had to
operate in a situation of a deficit of good project proposals.
The expectations for the future are also challenging. In order to continue its
operation the NTEF will have to be involved in new forms of activities. The most
plausible options, according to the management of the NTEF, are the following
two:
•

Green Investment Schemes (GIS) – There is an opportunity for NTEF to
become a GIS Implementation unit in Bulgaria. This option was discussed
at different levels in the period 2002-2004, but there has been no official
decision until early 2010 when the MoEW expressed official support to the
NTEF to become such an entity. The NTEF is considered to have a good
track record and seems like an appropriate option to set-up and manage
GIS in Bulgaria. Thus, the amendments in the regulations concerning the
NTEF have been stepped up this year. It is expected that the NTEF can
actively start operating as a GIS Implementation unit in Bulgaria as early
as spring 2011.
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•

New Swiss Bulgarian Cooperation Programme in its “Environment
and Infrastructure” pillar / axis - Agreements between Bulgaria and
Switzerland regarding the Swiss contribution of CHF 76 million to
economic and social development in Bulgaria over five years was signed
on 07.09.2010. The agreement covers fields like security, civil society,
environment and infrastructure and the private sector promotion. The
NTEF has been internally nominated for a local Intermediate Body, but
has not been officially mandated yet. It is expected to manage projects in
two fields:
o management and disposal of hazardous wastes;
o energy efficiency.

The two opportunities mentioned above (GIS and new Swiss programmes),
however, are options that the NTEF will pursue in order to utilise its experience in
the management of funds provisioned for projects in the field of environment.
At the same time these possible future roles will also bring the need of new
institutionalisation of the NTEF (which has already started), new procedures for
the project cycle management, and increase in the administrative capacity of the
Fund’ s EB.
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5 Evaluation of the NTEF and the Debt-forEnvironment Swap programme
5.1 Evaluation of the organization and methods of work
5.1.1

Organization

The organization of the NTEF is fully consistent with the recommendations of the
OECD report on “Lessons Learnt from Experience with Debt-for-Environment
Swaps in Economies in Transition”. It is in line with the recommendation on the
“inclusion of internal and external stakeholders, such as NGOs, academic
institutions, contributing donors” in the decision-making process. What is
especially characteristic and valuable about the Fund’s structure is the division
between the decision-making body (MB) and the executive body (EB), which also
follows the OECD recommendations and lessons learnt.
The development of the NTEF and the Debt-for-Environment through the years is
presented in Graph 1: Chronological development of the NTEF and the Debt-forEnvironment Swap. The institutionalisation of the Swap agreement took almost a
year and a half. That is why the first projects were approved for financing in
March 1997. The Procedural Rules for the Evaluation of Projects were changed
only in 2007 when in practice the NTEF had almost stopped accepting new
applications. The amendments to EPA in 2002 did not bring a new Ordinance
until 2 years later and the NTEF Statutes were changed in 2007. Thus, the NTEF
Statues in the period 2002-2007 were not fully in line with the latest
developments in the legislation. The NTEF was following the new rules, e.g. on
the composition of the MB, but it was not reflected in its Statutes. This cannot be
considered a major deviation, but it is recommendable that in the future all
necessary steps be taken to ensure full compliance between the regulations and
the NTEF internal rules and procedures.
Another issue related to the internal organisation of the NTEF is the selection of
new Chairman of the MB. Dr. Valentin Bossevski’s term expired in 2006 and he
tendered a resignation. The resignation, however, was neither approved, nor
rejected by the Council of Ministers. For an interim Chairman was selected Prof.
Naum Yakimov (BAS), but since he was not appointed by the Council his
legitimacy was not full. This situation reflects the neglect towards the Fund by the
previous government. To a certain extent the procedure for selection of a new
Chairman was not clear and fast enough. The procedure has become more
detailed in the Statutes of 02.2007. Currently, the Council of Ministers shall
appoint a new Chairperson of the MB not later than 3 months after expiry of the
Chairman’s term, or his resignation. This term, however, was also not kept since
Dr. Irena Georgieva was appointed a Chairman of the MB only in 2010.
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Graph 1: Chronological development of the NTEF and the Debt-for-Environment SWAP
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The organisation of the NTEF was determined by the Environmental Protection
Acts, the Ordinances on the Organisation and Activities of the NTEF, and the
Statutes, which are specified above. The three level organisation of the NTEF
(MB, AC, and EB) was deemed successful by all interviewees. It might seem like
a complicated structure, but in reality the cooperation between the institutions
was excellent.
In terms of efficiency, having in mind that the AC consisted of only one member,
it could have been integrated in the MB. However, in view of the complicated
context in which the Fund operated the role of the AC is considered to be
instrumental. The veto power was never used, but the AC was the institution that
gave impartial opinion during the process of selection of projects, which ensured
the limitation of any possible political pressure.
The structure of the MB was relatively balanced between government and nongovernment members thanks to the inclusion of representatives of NGOs, BAS
and the National Association of Municipalities in Bulgaria.
The NTEF has had important informal and direct relations with other state bodies
providing financial support for environmental protection. The EB collaborated
mostly with the SEMAPA, the World Bank, USAID, and the Danish Environmental
Agency. The opinions of these organisations with regards to the organization and
capacity of the NTEF are quite positive. The NTEF experts had sufficient capacity
and motivation. Fourteen of the sixteen grantees that responded to our online
questionnaire rated the qualification of the EB staff as “excellent”.

5.1.2

Methods of work

The methods of work of the NTEF are specified in Environmental Protection Acts,
the Ordinances on the Organisation and Activities of the NTEF, the Statutes, and
the Procedural Rules for Evaluation and Selection of Projects by the National
Trust Ecofund. They provide the framework for all stages of the programme
cycle:
•

Planning

•

Selection and appraisal

•

Implementation

•

Monitoring

•

Evaluation and Auditing

This section will cover Planning, Monitoring, Evaluation and Auditing, and only
partly Implementation. The Selection, Appraisal and Implementation system will
be discussed further in the next section.

Planning
The priorities of the NTEF did not change throughout the years. There was also
no additional prioritisation between the four priorities and financial targets for
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each priority were not envisioned, because, unfortunately, there was no sufficient
number of quality projects that could exhaust the funds. As the graphs below
suggest in the period 1997-2003 the planned budget surpassed the spending for
both the budget envisioned for projects costs and for management costs.

Graph 2: Budget planning and spending

The difference between the planned and spent budget for projects can be
explained with the aim of the NTEF to absorb the money as quickly as possible
and the expectations for more quality project proposals. Another major factor for
this was the lowering of the budgets of the projects during the procurement
procedures, due to highly efficient and transparent procurement practices.
Implementation and monitoring
The implementation of the Debt-for-Environment Swap is evaluated on the basis
of the following three criteria: relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency. The
sustainability and impact criteria are applied in the next two chapters.
The relevance of the implementation has two main dimensions – territorial
relevance and relevance of the budget spending to the priorities. The territorial
distribution of the number of projects that received funding is presented in the
graph below:
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Graph 3: Territorial distribution of the number of projects

Relevance

It shows that the number of approved projects is not fully balanced between the 6
NUTS II regions of Bulgaria. Of course, it should be noted that the NUTS II
regions were only recently established as planning units in Bulgaria. Furthermore
the geographical scope of Priority 3 was set to be the catchments areas of
Danube and Black Sea, so geographical balance was neither expected, nor
required. At the same time, it is noteworthy that to an extent the lack of balance is
due to the dominating tendency to fund projects with higher level of maturity and
absence of an intentional attraction of projects from specific regions. The risk with
such an approach is that the projects that are received are coming from the most
active applicants rather than the ones, which have and potentially can rectify the
biggest environmental problems. In the future the NTEF might consider ways of
increasing the territorial relevance (relevance of the financial support to the extent
of the environmental problems in the territories) through a more targeted
approach, including bonus points for projects for areas of environmental distress,
or economically lagging regions.
As it was discussed there was no additional prioritisation between the four
priorities of the NTEF. In terms of weight they were considered equal. The graphs
below show the actual distribution per projects and per funding.
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Graphs 4: Distribution of the projects per priorities

These graphs show that the air pollution priority was clearly dominant both in
terms of funding and of number of projects. The priority that received the least
funding was Biodiversity. This was one
of the concerns of the previous
evaluation
(2003).
The
NGO
representative within the MB admitted
that there was not a sufficient number of
good projects by NGOs, despite the fact
that 8% of the project applications came
from NGOs. The main reason for this is
the fact that green NGOs at that time
rarely developed investment projects. The AC was also pushing for a bigger
number of projects for biodiversity. So, in the end, there was a tacit prioritization
of the biodiversity sector, which is seen by the increase in the number of
approved projects for biodiversity.. Even without setting financial targets during
the period 1995-2009 the NTEF could have
announced annual prioritization of one of the
priorities in order to encourage more applications
in that particular field. Another way to increase the
number of applications for particular priority sector
is, of course, to give bonus points for relevant
applications during project selection.

Effectiveness

The financial effectiveness of the NTEF has two
dimensions - annual and overall absorption of the
NTEF funds. The annual absorption was already discussed. Due to various
reasons the NTEF did not absorb annually the budget it planned. In terms of
overall absorption, however, the NTEF was very effective, since it utilised
practically all of the envisioned funding. The table below shows the absorption of
funds and it is based on information from the Annual reports that the NTEF
prepared and distributed.
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Year

Financ
ed
project
s

Complet
ed
projects

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

6
8
22
37
45
52
59
67
74
87
100
100
100

2
5
14
19
29
39
46
59
69
73
85
98
98

Total budget
NTEF
of the
contribution to
financed
the financed
projects
projects
(BGN)
(BGN)

Total budget
of the
concluded
projects
(BGN)

NTEF
contribution
to the
concluded
projects
(BGN)

52 538 706
68 640 858
94 197 039
117 528 048
119 672 664
123 357 509
130 425 942
130 375 893
135 680 754
141 752 494
141 666 240
141 666 240

759 000
1 775 039
56 789 809
62 761 586
79 613 254
92 633 506
113 954 349
126 328 503
129 700 974
130 341 670
135 898 918
141 545 975
141 545 975

351 189
712 302
10 374 364
11 973 363
15 318 140
18 572 522
21 489 417
22 772 892
23 815 569
24 131 424
25 483 741
26 462 661
26 462 661

8 789 687
12 499 616
19 756 476
22 047 434
22 543 391
23 261 470
23 874 148
24 171 713
25 611 783
26 548 666
26 548 666
26 548 666

The results show that by 2003 the NTEF has utilised most of the funding. It also
shows that out of the 100 concluded contracts only 2 were not fully completed.
Thus, it can be concluded that the NTEF was very effective in completing the
projects it endorsed. The two projects, were not fully completed due to reasons
outside the NTEF. In any case they reached certain phases, so no funds had to
be transferred back to the NTEF. The NTEF contribution to the concluded
projects is around 19%. Based on this, it can be claimed that the NTEF certainly
was instrumental in attracting much more funds for the projects than its own
contribution.
The data on possible delays and problems with specific projects should also be
aggregated and analysed in the Annual reports. The report for the period
01.1997-12.1997 is not limited only to the reporting period, which creates
difficulties for progress monitoring. The classification of the number of projects
differs from the previous report and of applicants also differs from the previous
report. Since 1999 the quality of the reports improved. However, there were still
no easily discernable indicators in the project reports for every project – time,
planned indicators, and achieved results. Aggregated data on the indicators for
all projects should be gathered by the monitoring system. This would improve
significantly the monitoring system and will make future evaluations easier and
more reliable. Since 2006 the audit reports have become a part of the annual
reports, which is totally justified and can be considered a good practice.
Again in relation to the monitoring system, the quality of the archive of the NTEF
needs to be improved.
The efficiency of the NTEF implementation can be assessed through:
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•

Comparison between the administrative expenditures (cost of experts,
overheads, office costs, etc.) and the project expenditures

Graph 5: Percentage of non-project costs

Efficiency

The graph above shows the percentage of non-project costs from the total
expenses of the NTEF. It shows that the NTEF was most efficient in the period
1998-2002 when it was implementing a large number of projects. Not surprisingly
the percents of management expenditures of NTEF were relatively higher during
its establishment and in the past several years (excluding 2007).
Until 2004 the staff of the EB consisted of 9 people. But due to the decline of the
available funds, their number started declining in 2005 and according to the latest
annual report (2009) the staff consists of 1 full time and 1 part-time employee.
Despite these facts the NTEF management costs failed to fall below the average
11%. The explanation for this is the fact that after 2004 the MB decided to focus
on small-scale projects and to continue its efforts in acquiring new functions for
the NTEF. It continued to function, which naturally required some fixed
expenditures, despite the fact that in the most recent years there was a very
limited number of projects.
•

Definition of the sources of the administrative resources

Throughout the years most expenses for institutionalization and operation
maintenance were covered by interest revenues, which is an indicator for good
efficiency. The IBRD also made a grant for the institutionalization of the NTEF –
$198,500.
•

The efficiency of procurement procedures

As a result of good organization and carrying out the bidding procedures, the
total expenditures on a lot of projects turned out less than planned. The
economy, thus achieved from effective bidding procedures is significant. For
example in 2001 the economies amount to 1,960,507 BGN, which is about 26%
of the planned budget for project financing in 2001. For 2000 this figure is 14%,
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for 2002 – 18%, 2003 – 7%, 2004 – 8%, 2006 – 41%, 2007 – 3%, and for 2008 –
9%. So, the NTEF was actually quite efficient in spending funds due to wellconducted tender procedures.
Evaluation and audits
The NTEF does not have specific rules on the evaluation of the Debt-forEnvironment Swap – when should they be performed, should they be performed
by external, or internal experts, scope of the different evaluations. In general, it is
recommended that all programmes have ex-ante, on-going, and ex-post
evaluations. Usually the on-going evaluations should be performed throughout
the programme life-cycle on the basis of an evaluation plan. Of course, it would
be difficult to prepare such a plan when a certain programme has no
predetermined end.
Audits of the NTEF activities were performed annually by recognized international
companies, which created an environment of accountability and transparency for
the activities of the Fund. No major discrepancies were found by the auditors and
the reports were quite positive. The National Trust Ecofund, Review on the
Observance of the Statutes and the Procedural Rules and Review of the
Progress of Projects in 2002, by Ernst and Young was fully positive and had only
the following notes :
•

Insignificant discrepancy with regards to the applied 90% limit for retention
instead of 80% (according to Art.37, par.3 of the Statutes), which resulted
from legislation changes and accepted business practice in Bulgaria. In
any case the 80%-rule should have been left out in the Statutes of 2007,
since it was not applied for all projects;

•

The Project Appraisal Committee meetings were not held once per month
due to small number of new projects, which in view of the ET is natural;

•

The labour contracts should be re-signed as permanent labour contracts,
so that they comply with the regulations of the Labour Code, which was
performed;

•

The NTEF needs institutional support of the respective state bodies for
attracting new potential donors, which is an issue discussed in great detail
in this evaluation report;

In the latest years the auditors found that the NTEF staff was below the critical
mass and there is no proper division of responsibilities with regards to project
selection, monitoring, and implementation. This is not surprising in the context of
decreasing funds. All evaluations and audits praised the method of work and the
transparency of the Fund.
There are two other issues, which are horizontal with regards to the programme
cycle – administrative capacity and publicity activities.
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Administrative capacity
The number of the people employed by the NTEF and their professional
expertise, which made the NTEF a “centre of professional excellence”, was
already discussed. In addition, it can be said that the staff received sufficient
training. According to the interviewed ex-employees the trainings were adequate
to the needs. In the period 1997-2001 all experts received training specifically in
World Bank Procurement procedures which were applied before the adoption of
the Bulgarian Public Procurement Law.
For the first projects external controllers were used, but afterwards the NTEF
developed sufficient administrative capacity. External experts were also used in
the project selection process when the NTEF did not have sufficient capacity.
Such a sector was, e.g. biodiversity.
The salaries were reduced already in 1997 with 40% and some of the staff left.
The issue was not so serious since the core staff remained with the NTEF, but in
the following years the remuneration became non-competitive. This fact was
emphasized also by the external evaluation of 2003.
Publicity activities
Throughout the period 1995-2009 the NTEF applied various instruments for
increasing the awareness for its activities. These instruments included brochures
seminars, meetings with municipalities, publicity on the state TV, workshops,
participation in conferences, meetings with foreign donors, a website (established
2000 and recently updated), inclusion in the Institute World Watch’s “State of the
world” edition. Despite all these efforts the 2000 Annual report claims that very
often the mass media were not interested enough in the press-conferences, so
the coverage was mostly by local press and cable TV operators. It should be
noted that the promotion of PAF has started in 2003 1 year before its
establishment) and continued again in 2007. Based on the information of the
reports it can be concluded that the Communication strategy of the NTEF was
relevant and successful.
The assessment of the publicity measures by the grantees that responded to the
online questionnaire is presented in the chart below:
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5.2 Evaluation of the selection, appraisal, and implementation of
projects
The NTEF procedures for selection, appraisal, and implementation of projects are
described in the Procedural Rules for Evaluation of Projects by the NTEF,
henceforth “the Rules”. The Rules (1997) envision annual review and
amendments, reflecting the experience of the Fund, but as a matter of fact they
were not amended before 2007. The Rules of 2007 are indeed an improvement,
but most of the projects were selected, appraised, and implemented in
accordance with the old Rules. In spite of this, the ET did not identify any critical
deficiencies in the NTEF’s operations with regards to the selection, appraisal, and
implementation of projects. According to the OECD report on Lessons Learnt
from Experience with Debt-for-Environment Swaps the NTEF is known for its
rigorous project selection procedures and transparent decision-making. This
assessment was confirmed during this evaluation. At the same time, based on
the evaluation results, we would like to suggest some recommendations, which
might lead to further improvement of the NTEF project selection and
implementation procedures.

5.2.1

Selection and appraisal
The NTEF was confronted with the
formidable task to select projects from the
538 applications that it received. The
applications were balanced between the
different priorities, as the graph suggests.

The selection procedure is a process that
involves several stages - evaluation of the
project’s compliance with established criteria
and terms, AC approval, and MB approval.
The sessions of the Selection committee,
the treatment of project proposals and
approval by the AC and MB, and the contract preparation are all well-described in
the Rules. To a great extent the Rules and their application resulted in a huge
portfolio of successfully implemented projects.
According to Art.4 of the Rules, the maximum co-financing levels for grants shall
be 30%. This requirement can be dropped, if there is such a decision by the MB.
As can be seen from the graph, the number of projects that received less than
30% NTEF contribution is indeed lower than the number of projects that received
more. Yet, a significant number of projects, mostly in the Biodiversity priority
received more than the threshold. This can be explained by the fact that
biodiversity project promoters usually have limited resources and are significantly
smaller in budgets. All projects for clean-up of pollution (with relatively high
budgets) received less than the announced 30% NTEF co-financing.
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The graph below shows that there is no strict correlation between the amount of
the project budget and the level of co-financing. There are also projects that
received less than 10% NTEF contribution, which poses the question of possible
“deadweight”5. But it should be noted that with some projects of the Fund the
percentage of NTEF contribution was low due to the fact that it covered only that
part, which made the certain project commercially non-viable.

5

Change observed among direct beneficiaries following a public intervention that would have
occurred even without the intervention.
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Graph 6: Distribution of the approved projects
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The issue of “deadweight” was also included in the online survey. As the chart
below suggests the majority of the grantees claim that they would not have
implemented the projects without the support of the NTEF, which shows that the
NTEF co-financing was well-targeted.

With regards to the results of the online survey, all respondents rated the
application procedure as either “excellent”, or “good”. An interesting result is that
the volume of the requested documents was not considered too big. Usually, this
is one of the main criticisms against grant procedures. The only issues that did
not have such rates were the clarity of the NTEF priority sectors and the criteria
for assessment of projects.
The lack of clarity of the priority sectors was actually one of the main reasons for
the huge number of applications in 1996-1997, which can be observed on Graph
7: Number of applications and approved projects. The priorities were still not
finalised at that time.

Graph 7: Number of applications and approved projects.

There was a mild criticism of the grantees with regards to the clarity of the criteria
for project assessment. A possible explanation for this is the fact that the Project
selection committee has started to apply a Scoring model in 2001, one of the first
of that type in the country. The model was not formalised before 2007 when it
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was improved. During project selection the experts were trying to reach
consensus. It is recommended in the future that expert opinions/scoring remains
independent and there should be arbitration procedures in cases of huge
differences between the evaluators in the Selection Commission. Costeffectiveness was determined through comparisons between projects, which was
not always possible. The new Rules of 2007 offer some improvement in this
regard, because they include some examples of quantification of the effects. It
can still be improved and categories like “scope and importance of the
environmental problem, subject to solution by implementation of the proposed
project” should be made clearer, because they leave room for interpretation. It
should be noted, however, that these are only recommendations and the ET has
no doubts in the objectivity of the selections and appraisals that the NTEF
performed during the years.
Another aspect, which could be improved in the future, is the explicit announcing
of the eligible expenditures in the Rules. The templates for the project
applications were not specific enough and they did not allow easy comparisons
between the projects. This problem was more or less solved with the new Rules,
but they were endorsed just in 2007. The trend for formalisation of the templates
and the inclusion of comparable tables should be followed further as it would
make the work of the Selection Committees easier and it will also ensure proper
monitoring on the basis of specific indicators.
It is obvious from the review of some of the approved projects that the quality of
the requests for funding was very different. More rigid templates should be
beneficial for the increase in the quality of the proposals. Online application forms
might also be considered in the future.
One of the specificities of the selection procedures of the NTEF was that the EB
was giving phone and e-mail consultations to applicants and potential applicants.
This is in line with OECD’s recommendation that some applicants may need
assistance in the preparation of their projects and in submitting good applications,
especially in the first years of the particular programme. These activities are fully
understandable in view of the low number of quality project applications that were
received. Such practices are applied also currently by other bilateral donors. But
all measures should be taken in order to be avoided possible conflicts of interest,
or any influence on the objectivity of the experts. It is preferable that all Questions
and Answers that have relevance to other applicants are uploaded on the NTEF
website.
A good practice during the appraisal phase that is noteworthy was the visit of
sites before the signature of contracts. Thus, in one or two cases the signing of
contracts was prevented due to a risk of double financing.

Efficiency

Usually it took about 3 months from the application to contracting. There were
delays only in the first years of the Swap agreement due to the big number of
received applications. As a whole the appraisal process was quite streamlined.
According to the results of the Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Completed
Grant Procedures under Priority Axes 1-3 of Operational Programme
“Environment 2007-2013” for some grant procedures in the water sector the time
needed for evaluation of the project applications was as many as 132 days. The
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time needed for contracting (the period between the deadline for applications and
the signature of contracts) was between 198 and 320 days. Even in the
biodiversity sector of the Operational Programme for one of the reviewed grant
schemes there were needed 240 days for contracting. Thus, it can be concluded
that the selection and appraisal process in the NTEF was quite efficient.
5.2.2

Implementation of projects

It was already noted that the NTEF was very effective in completing successfully
the projects that it approved. This is largely due to the fact that its procedures
were well-designed and easy to follow, both by the beneficiaries and the EB.
There are several important aspects with regards to the implementation of the
projects by the NTEF, which we would like to highlight: procurement procedures,
payments, and reporting.
During the first years of the NTEF activities, it applied the procurement
procedures of the WB due to the lack of proper national legislation and the
transparency and efficiency of the WB procedures. The tendering procedures of
the WB were followed until 2001-2002 when the NTEF started following the
regulations of the Public Procurement Law. During the evaluation the WB gave a
high assessment of the way the NTEF staff applied the procurement rules of the
WB. Technical assistance was not envisioned in the Rules, but as a matter of fact
the EB experts needed to help a lot with procurement expertise in order to ensure
implementation of the projects. What might raise some concerns is that experts
were sometimes involved even in the preparation of ToR and Technical
Specifications, despite the fact that it was a responsibility of the Beneficiaries.
Experts of the NTEF were involved in practically all procurement procedures, but
their status was different – chairmen of evaluation committees, voting members,
or just observers. Thus, clearer rules on the EB staff involvement were needed in
order to provide further consistency.
After a review of the procurement procedures of the projects in the evaluation
sample, the ET concluded that the international and national rules were followed
and transparency of the procedures was ensured.

Effectiveness

Overall there was no delay in the payments when all necessary documents were
received by the beneficiaries and after the NTEF took steps to verify the
completion of the invoiced services, or works. So, it can be concluded that the
NTEF was effective in ensuring timely payments to the beneficiaries. All the
interviewed grantees expressed their positive assessment in the NTEF payment
procedures. The regular payments for each accomplished phase of the projects
were especially praised.
The NTEF did not ask for
progress reports by the
beneficiaries. Reports were
only required when the
projects had several phases,
e.g.
some
biodiversity
projects, which were in
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general with longer duration. In view of the average duration of the projects (7
months), such an approach was to a great extent justified. Also, in fact, the very
effective and regular on-the-spot checks by the EB members compensated in
great extend the need of such reports. Without being advocates of the
production of reports without value, we would recommend that in future at least
final reports could become one of the reporting requirements of the projects. Of
course, progress/final reports should be short and should consist mostly of tables
with indicators and time planning. Final reports could be instrumental in terms of
lessons learned and solutions applied. According to the Rules, the beneficiaries
were required to provide regular information about project outputs and
quantitative data from periodic measurements and surveys of environmental
variables affected by the project in the course of not less than three years after
the completion of the project. Unfortunately, this requirement was disregarded by
the beneficiaries. If it were kept, it would have offered valuable insights on the
impact and sustainability of the projects.
In general, the grantees that filled in the online questionnaire were also very
positive of the implementation of their project and the cooperation with the NTEF
staff:

All respondents claim that the cooperation with the NTEF has increased their
capacity to implement projects to a large (or to some) extent. This is also an
opinion that was largely shared by the beneficiaries that were visited during the
site visits. Moreover, all of them
claim that the project results
were achieved.
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5.3

Tangible and environmental effects

The environmental effects are related to two of the evaluation criteria:
sustainability and impact. Due to the limitations of this evaluation both criteria
were assessed through mostly qualitative data and on a project sample basis
(described in detail in Annex 5: Case studies).
Impact

The main environmental effects of the NTEF projects are presented in the tables
below.

I. Clean-up of historic pollution
3

1. Clean-up of depots (area in m )
1.1. Legal depots
1.1.1. Villages
1.1.2. Towns
1.2. Illegal depots
1.2.1. Villages
1.2.2. Neighbourhoods
1.2.3. Areas
2. Reduction of hazardous wastes (in t/year)

II. Reduction of air pollution
3. Change in the fuel base of heating systems/aggregates
3.1. Municipal buildings
3.1.1. Kindergartens
3.1.2. Schools
3.1.3. High Schools
3.1.4. Hospitals
3.1.5. Cultural clubs
3.1.6. Dormitories
3.1.7. Public institutions for children and elderly
3.1.8. Other sites
3.2. Gas cleaning installations
3.3. Low NOx burners

Emissions Saved
CO
SO
NO
Dust
CO2

Number

420 722 m3
36
26
10
166
157
5
4
11 733 t/year
Number

201
77
68
12
10
3
4
4
23
2
3
t/year

229,92
8 337,88
1 081,15
115,64
3 223,81

The above table, provided by the NTEF on the basis of data from the beneficiaries, shows
the emissions saved as a result of the realization of NTEF projects for reduction of air
pollution. We would also recommend that similar quantitative data, e.g. on the kind of
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water pollutants that have been reduced and to what extent, should be readily provided by
the monitoring system of the NTEF.

III. Clean water protection
4. Wastewater treatment
4.1. Pumping stations
4.2. Wastewater treatment stations
4.3. Collectors
4.3.1. Main
4.3.2. Others
4.4. Watersheds
4.4.1. Black Sea
4.4.2. Danube

IV. Biodiversity
5. Feasibility studies conservation, recultivation
5.1. Feasibility studies
5.2. Eco-trails
5.2.1. National parks
5.2.2. Nature parks
5.2.3. Protected areas
5.3. Recovery of the Balkan Chamois
5.4. Recovery of habitats (area)
5.5. Improvement of the water systems
5.6. Others

Number

1
2
13
6
7
15
8
7
Number

3
6
3
2
1
4
4
2
3

Length

9752 m
2706 m
7046 m

Length

34 930 m
12 530 m
15 200 m
7 200 m
101,6 dca

The data shows that tangible environmental effects were achieved for all four
priorities. Moreover, the social impact of the NTEF interventions should also be
specifically mentioned. For example, the gasification projects and the project for
renewable energy source (Sapareva banja) have brought an economy of EUR
2,298,487 per year at the expenses of EUR 4,440,469 contribution by the NTEF.

It should be noted that the assessment of the environmental effects of the NTEF
projects by the grantees is quite positive:
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In terms of sustainability the assessment of the grantees is also positive:

Twelve of the 16 respondents said that the installations that were built with the
contribution of the NTEF are still functioning today.
Sustainability

During the site visits significant positive results in terms of sustainability were
registered. Out of the twelve visited projects only in four of them some
sustainability issues out of the control of NTEF were encountered.
Wastewater pumping station "Keya" – Rousse showed that the outputs were
achieved, but the installation has almost not been operated by the local Water
Company. The major reason for this was the significant delay in the construction
of the Waste Water Treatment Plant of the city, for which the Waste Water
Pumping Station had mainly been built for. The Wastewater treatment plant for
“Borovetz” resort complex had a similar problem, because of the unwillingness of
the Water Company to accept it for operations, without any legitimate reason. It
was maintained by the beneficiary – the municipality of Samokov, and was put in
operation a couple of years ago.
The sustainability of one of the eco-trails that was visited – Bojenia 2 in Rusenski
Lom Nature Park can be considered short-term due to the lack of follow-up
activities.
The sanitation of landfills in Karlovo showed some problems, because people
continued to use illegally some of the rehabilitated landfills. Again the outputs of
the project were achieved, but the sustainability of the project is partly short-term.
At the same time, it should be noted that all sanitation projects of this kind in
Bulgaria face similar problems.
One recommendation is for the NTEF to make on-the-spot checks several years
after project completion, because such an approach usually has a disciplinary
effect.
No problems were found with regards to the financial sustainability (no project
results were at risk due to lack of financing) and institutional sustainability (no
project results were at risk due to institutional instability or closing).
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5.4

Sustainability

Innovations and transfer of technology

The innovations and transfer of technology (or technological sustainability) is
described in more details in Annex 5: Case studies. Of all NTEF projects perhaps
the one with the most remarkable technological sustainability is the
Environmental remediation pilot project at Pirdop copper smelter. It brought
multiplication effect, because 6 similar projects were implemented afterwards.
With regards to this project it is also worth noting that besides the co-financing it
provided, the NTEF also played an important role as an agency of the
government and the WB. Both the project and the role of the NTEF as a
coordinator of the efforts of several different agents and investors in this
successful innovative project were highly praised by the WB.
In most of the visited sites there was a clear transfer of technology. For example,
the filter, which was supplied under the project Reconstruction of electrical filters
in "Ruse-Iztok" thermal power plant, is the most advanced and reliable in
comparison to the other filters used in plant. The newly installed burners at
“Sofia-Iztok” thermal power plant are also the most up-to-date equipment in the
TPP.
The Restoration of alpine habitats in Central Balkan National Park was an
innovative project for Bulgaria. It is yet another example that the NTEF had the
capacity and the courage to perform successfully innovative pilot projects.
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6 Using the experience

There is a high degree of unanimity between the representatives of the donors
and the different stakeholders that were interviewed during the evaluation on the
question of whether the NTEF experience was properly utilised. All expressed the
opinion that the Bulgarian government did not make full use of the Fund’s
experience and capacity.
Inevitably, the complicated context in which the NTEF operated, lead to a serious
loss of administrative capacity of the Fund in the last 2-3 years, due to lack of
funding. However, based on the results of the evaluation, it can be concluded
that if the NTEF receives enough political support it would be able to regain its
capacity and its experience could prove highly beneficial.
Below is presented a SWOT analysis of the possible future use of the experience
of the NTEF.

A SWOT of the NTEF
Strengths
• More than 15 years experience
with grant projects
• Strong independence
• Established institutional structure
• Strong degree of trust of foreign
institutions
• Excellent national and
international contacts and
reputation
• Huge environmental portfolio

Weaknesses
• A highly reduced number of staff
• Outdated IT systems
• Lack of available funding
• Insufficiently formalised System of
Management and Control (currently,
it is in a process of updating)
• Insufficiently formalised System for
selection and appraisal of project
applications (currently, it is in a
process of updating)

• Experienced management
• Ability to implement successfully
pilot activities
• Proven efficiency of project
selection, appraisal, and
implementation
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Opportunities
• New developments and
regulations with regards to GIS
• New Swiss Bulgarian Cooperation
Programme in its “Environment
and Infrastructure” pillar/axis

Threats
• Lack of political support
• Lack of clear mandate for future
activities
• Still expected accreditation for the
AAU trade.

• Involvement in EU Structural
Funds management in the next
programming period

The evaluation report of 2003 concludes that “with clear and tangible
Government support, the Fund has the potential to perform a much greater role in
mobilizing and managing the financial resources needed to meet the
environmental challenges of EU accession”. Indeed, the SWOT analysis clearly
shows that the strengths of the Fund outweigh its weaknesses. There are
currently viable opportunities for using the experience of the NTEF. The
evaluation results suggest that the NTEF has the potential to be a successful
partner with regards to GIS, the new Swiss Bulgarian Cooperation Programme,
and in EU Structural funds management. In order to pursue these opportunities,
the NTEF needs to use its strengths and experience to overcome the
weaknesses through: recruiting new staff with knowledge and experience in the
fields of the new priorities for the Fund and improvement (formalisation) of the
current systems of the Fund. The threats are not within the control of the NTEF,
but it needs to take all necessary measures and to harness its contacts with
stakeholders in order to meet the risks of the current context.
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7 Conclusions and Recommendations

This assessment of the NTEF and the Debt-for-Environment Swap reaffirms the
results of previous audits and evaluations. The evaluation team agrees with the
conclusion of the previous evaluation performed in 2003 that “the NTEF is a wellmanaged and highly effective public environmental financing institution with few
weaknesses and many strengths, making it a uniquely valuable institution”. The
NTEF built an impressive reputation among international institutions and donors.
It performed to a high degree of integrity and successfully implemented all the
projects it approved. As a whole the initiative was hugely innovative and
performed in line with internationally recognized standards and principles.
The NTEF and the programme had to deal with serious challenges throughout
the years. As a whole the Fund dealt with them to the best of its ability. In order to
adapt to the future challenges the Fund might need to review and improve
(formalise) its internal procedures in line with state of the art systems of
management and implementation of grant programmes.
The conclusions with regards to the 5 main evaluation criteria are the following:
•

Relevance of operations against the overall objective as set by the Debtfor-Environment Swap Agreement was achieved, but the process of
setting the priorities could be more streamlined.

•

Effectiveness of NTEF’s operations – The NTEF has built an impressive
portfolio of projects and absorbed all funds. Based on the evaluation it can
be concluded that the project objectives were achieved. A guarantee for
that is also the payments procedure, utilised by the Fund, which allows
payment only after completion of the projects, or phases of the projects.

•

Efficiency of NTEF’s operations – Efficiency is definitely one of the
strengths of the NTEF and a limited benchmarking of the speed of
selection and appraisal procedures with the OPE is a striking example of
this.

•

Sustainability of the achieved results – In general it can be claimed that
the sustainability of the projects was ensured. However, it should also be
recommended in the future additional actions to be envisaged in this
regard.

•

Impact of the NTEF’s operations – What can be judged from the results of
this evaluation is that the Fund’s operations had positive effects in all of
the four set priorities.

For greater clarity the main conclusions and recommendations of this evaluation
are presented in the table below:
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Conclusions

Evaluation criterion

Recommendations / Lessons learned / Best practices

• Despite being relevant to the
Debt-for-Environment Swap the
NTEF priorities could have been
defined through a clearer and
faster process.

Relevance

• Despite the recommendations of
the previous evaluation report
and the shared view of many of
the stakeholders that were
interviewed the NTEF was
operating largely in an
unfavourable political context

All criteria

• The government needs to show and sustain active support for the NTEF and to use its
experience in environmental grant schemes management.

• The NTEF Statues in the period
2002-2007 were not fully in line
with the latest developments in
the legislation.

Relevance

• In the future all necessary steps should be taken to ensure full compliance between the
regulations and the NTEF internal rules and procedures. Of course, immaterial changes
in the legislation should not lead to automatic change in the NTEF Statutes and
procedures.

• The procedure for selection of a
new Chairman was not clear and
fast enough. The procedure has
become more detailed in the

Effectiveness

• The new procedure needs to be followed in order not to leave the NTEF in a
“management vacuum”

• The environmental priorities need to be specified in future grant schemes
• The choice of priorities should be justified on the basis of a thorough analysis of: the
country and beneficiary needs, the existing country priorities in the field of environment
protection, the priorities of other donor organisations in order to avoid overlaps and to
ensure complementarity. There should be clear procedures, which allow periodic
revision of the priorities in order to be ensured their relevance to the needs and strategic
country priorities.
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Conclusions

Evaluation criterion

Recommendations / Lessons learned / Best practices

Statutes of 02.2007, but it was
not kept since the new Chairman
of the MB was appointed only in
2010.
• There was no balance between
the spending for the different
priorities. The biodiversity sector
received only 7% of the overall
NTEF contribution

Relevance/
Effectiveness

• The NTEF could announce annual prioritization of one of the priorities in order to
encourage more applications in that particular field. Another way to increase the number
of applications for particular priority sector is to give bonus points for relevant
applications during project selection.

• There were some minor flaws in
NTEF’s monitoring system

Effectiveness

• We would recommend using a template for Annual reports with tables, comparable
indicators, and aggregated data

• The archiving system of the
NTEF needs to be improved

Effectiveness

• More can be done in terms of improving the availability and order of the documents, and
the contents of the files.

• The NTEF does not have specific
rules on the evaluation of the
Debt-for-Environment Swap –
when should they be performed,
should they be performed by
external, or internal experts,
scope of the different
evaluations.

All criteria

• It is recommended that all programmes have ex-ante, on-going, and ex-post evaluations.
Usually the on-going evaluations should be performed throughout the programme lifecycle on the basis of an evaluation plan.

• The Procedural rules of 1997
envision annual review and

Relevance/
Effectiveness

• The Procedural rules should be reviewed more often in order to take into account the
learning process
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Conclusions

Evaluation criterion

Recommendations / Lessons learned / Best practices

amendments, reflecting the
experience of the Fund, but as a
matter of fact they were not
amended before 2007.
• The Scoring model was not
formalised and used prior to
2001

Effectiveness

• The usage of a Scoring model is highly recommendable. The current Scoring model can
be further clarified and improved. It should also be made public.

• The template for the project
applications was not specific
enough and applications did not
allow easy comparisons between
the projects.

Effectiveness

• The trend for formalisation of the template should be furthered and the inclusion of
comparable tables should be followed as it would make the work of the Selection
Committees easier and it will also ensure proper monitoring on the basis of specific
indicators.

• A good practice during the
appraisal phase that is
noteworthy was the visit of sites
before the signature of
contracts.

Effectiveness

• This practice should continue

• The NTEF followed a very
efficient procedure, which
ensured timeliness of payments

Efficiency

• The regular payments for each accomplished phase of the projects were especially
praised by the beneficiaries and should continue to be followed

• The NTEF followed a “hands on”
approach during project
preparation and procurement

Efficiency

• This approach could be re-examined due to the administrative costs and the possible
risk of conflicts of interest, which it brings
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Conclusions

Evaluation criterion

Recommendations / Lessons learned / Best practices

• In general the NTEF did not ask
for progress/final reports by the
beneficiaries.

Sustainability

• Even with the risk of further formalisation, we believe that at least final reports have
instrumental value for the monitoring and evaluation process and in the future could be
required by the beneficiaries. The requirement for reports 3 years after project expiry
should also be implemented

• On-the-spot checks were
performed, but there is no
procedure for such checks in the
Procedural Rules

Effectiveness/
Sustainability

• The on-the-spot check should be formalised (principles, regularity, checklists) in order to
be ensured a better monitoring process

• The aggregated quantitative data
on the effects of the NTEF
projects under the priority Clean
water protection should be more
detailed

Impact

• Quantitative data, e.g. on the kind of water pollutants that have been reduced and to
what extent, should be readily provided by the monitoring system of the NTEF.
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Based on the above conclusions and the overall evaluation it can be judged that
to a large extent the NTEF has followed all the relevant good practices of Public
Environmental Expenditure Management (PEEM):
Main principle
Performance in
Terms of
Environmental
Effectiveness

Principles

Application

1. Additionality and consistency with
other environmental policy
instruments.

1. Fully applied

2. Well-defined programming
framework
3.

Clear identification of environmental
outcomes

2. Fully applied
3. Partially applied
4. Partially applied
5. Fully applied

4. Maximise environmental effect from
available funds
5. Leverage additional finance
Performance in
Terms of Budgetary
Good Practice

Performance in
Terms of
Management
Efficiency

1. High standards of fiscal discipline

1. Fully applied

2. Accountability and transparency

2. Fully applied

3. Collection of revenues and public
procurement separated from
expenditure management

3. Fully applied

1. Sound governance

1. Partially applied

2. Professional executive management

2. Fully applied

3. Sound project cycle management

3. Partially applied

4. Fair and unbiased relations with
external stakeholders

4. Fully applied
5. Fully applied

5. Effective management of financial
products and related risks

In conclusion, the NTEF has proved its agility and experience, but in view of the
current challenges and new priorities it might consider becoming more pro-active
in priority setting. In its selection, appraisal, and implementation procedures, the
NTEF should also seek to find the difficult balance between formalisation and
efficiency.
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8 Annexes
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Annex 1.Updated Action Plan
Action Plan
Phase/Activity

October
Week:

Phase 1: Inception Phase

1

2

3

November
4

5

6

7

December
8

9

10

11

Phase 1

1.1. Project office establishment
1.2. Mobilisation of the ET and appointing of a Contact Person
1.3. Kick-off meeting
1.4. Additional meeting with the NTEF management
1.5. Preparation of a list of documents needed for the evaluation
1.6. Drafting and submission of an Inception Report

Phase 2: Examination of documents and interviews

Phase 2

2.1.Reviewing of documents related to the Fund’s organizational system
2.2. Reviewing of documents concerning the programming of NTEF’s activities
2.3. Familiarization with project selection and appraisal procedures
2.4. Drafting and sending of an online questionnaire
2.5. Interviews with Board/Council members concerning organisational/programme/implementation issues
2.8. Interviews with NTEF project coordinators, competition juries on project selection/implementation issues

Phase 3: Visiting of project sites

Phase 3

3.1. Selection of project sites
3.2. Visiting at least 8 completed projects and interviews with grantees and NGOs
3.3. Assessment of the effects, sustainability, innovativeness, and technological transfer of the projects

Phase 4: Evaluation of the debt-for-environment swap program

Phase 4

4.1. Interviews with MoEW and MF
4.2. Interviews with representatives of 3 donor countries
4.3. Evaluation of the methods, programming, project selection, appraisal, and implementation procedures
4.4. Evaluation of NTEF's potential for future environmental activities

Phase 5: Preparation of a Final report

Phase 5

5.1. Preparation of a Preliminary version of the Final report
5.2. Preparation and submission of the Final report

Reports/Results

October
Week:

1. Inception report
2. A preliminary assessment of the Fund's organisation, project selection, and implementation procedures
3. Evaluation of the social, technical, and ecological effects of the implemented projects
4. Presentation of the preliminary assessments to the NTEF Board and Council Members
5. Preliminary version of the Final report

1

2

3

November
4

5

6

7

December
8

9

10

11

15.10.
05.11.
20.11.
13.12.
13.12.
20.12.

6. Final report
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Annex 2: Updated Distribution of experts per phases/activities

Distribution of the experts per phases/activities
Phase/Activity

DN GB

IV

RT

PS

KP

Phase 1: Inception Phase
1.1. Project office establishment

√

1.2. Mobilisation of the ET and appointing of a Contact Person

√

1.3. Kick-off meeting

√

√
√

√

√

√

√

√

1.4. Additional meeting with the NTEF management

√

1.5. Preparation of a list of documents needed for the evaluation

√

√

1.6. Drafting and submission of an Inception Report

√

√

√

Phase 2: Examination of documents and interviews
2.1.Reviewing of documents related to the Fund’s organizational system

√

√

√

√

√

2.2. Reviewing of documents concerning the programming of NTEF’s activities

√

√

√

√

√

2.3. Familiarization with project selection and appraisal procedures

√

√

√

√

√

2.4. Drafting and sending of an online questionnaire

√

√

√

2.5. Interviews with Board/Council members concerning organisational/programme/implementation issues

√

√

2.8. Interviews with project coordinators, competition juries on project selection/implementation issues

√

√

Phase 3: Visiting of project sites
3.1. Selection of project sites

√

3.2. Visiting at least 8 completed projects and interviews with grantees and NGOs

√

3.3. Assessment of the effects, sustainability, innovativeness, and technological transfer of the projects

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

Phase 4: Evaluation of the debt-for-environment swap program
4.1. Interviews with MoEW and MF

√

4.2. Interviews with 3 donor countries

√

√

√

4.3. Evaluation of the methods, programming, project selection, appraisal, and implementation procedures

√

√

√

√

√

√

4.4. Evaluation of NTEF's potential for future environmental activities

√

√

√

√

√

√

5.1. Preparation of a Preliminary version of the Final report

√

√

√

√

√

√

5.2. Preparation and submission of the Final report

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

Phase 5: Preparation of a Final report

DN
GB
IV
RT
PS
KP

Daniel Nigohosyan
Gerbrand van Bork
Irena Vladimirova
Radostina Tsvetanova
Plamen Stanev
Kristina Popdoncheva
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Annex 3: List of reviewed documents
I. List of reviewed documents related to the structure and regulation of the
National Trust EcoFund
1. Detailed information on National Trust Eco Fund – bg, ang
2. Environmental Protection Act – 07.1995 (Art. 66, 67 and 68)
2.1 A new Environmental Protection Act (09.2002)
2.2 A new amendment to the Environmental Protection Act (06.2010)
3. Decree № 96 of May 10, 2004 adopting the Ordinance on the structure and
activities of the National Trust EcoFund
4. Operations manual of protected areas fund, 2007
5. Procedural rules for evaluation and selection of projects by the National Trust
EcoFund, 2007
5.1 Procedural rules for evaluation and selection of projects by the National Trust
EcoFund, 1997
6. Statutes for operations of the National Trust EcoFund, 2007
6.1 Statutes for operations of the National Trust EcoFund, 1997
7. Decree № 163 of Council of Ministers to adopt the Ordinance on structure and
activity of the National Trust EcoFund, 1995
8. Council of Ministers Decree No.166 of 08.1999 amending the Ordinance on
the Organization and Activities of the NTEF, enacted by Decree No.163 of the
Council of Ministers – 08.1995
9. Decree № 185 of September 2, 2010 on amendments to the ordinance on the
structure and activities of the National Trust EcoFund, adopted by Ordinance №
96 Council of Ministers 2004

II. List of reviewed documents, related to the NTEF’ projects:
1. Implementation of the approved projects - bg
2. Criteria for evaluation and selection of projects for financing - bg
3. Proposal for implementation of projects through funding by NTEF -bg
3.1 Project proposal – bg, eng
4. Requirements to projects applying for funding by NTEF -bg
5. Schematic diagram showing the application handling procedure by NTEF –en
6. Frequently asked questions – en
7. Filled in Project proposals of the reviewed projects
8. Project dossiers of the reviewed projects (Tender documentation, Budgets,
Protocols, Decisions, Contracts, Invoices, supporting documents and etc.)
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III. Other reviewed documents
1. Debt-for-Environment Swap Agreement between the Governments of the
Republic of Bulgaria and the Swiss Confederation signed on October 23 1995
2. A Review and Assessment of the Bulgarian National Trust EcoFund for the
period 1997 – 2003 – bg, eng
3. Annual Activity Reports for NTEF (1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003,
2004, 2005, 2006, 2007) and Audit Reports
4. National Trust Ecofund, Review on the Observance of the Statutes and the
Procedural Rules and Review of the Progress of Projects in 2002, by Ernst and
Young
5. An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of the Completed Grant Procedures under
Priority Axes 1-3 of Operational Programme “Environment 2007-2013”
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Annex 4: Case studies
Priority area

”Clean up of historic pollution’’

Project Title

“Environmental remediation pilot project – emergency clean-up
of immediate environmental hazards in Aurubis, Pirdop ”

Total Budget

Part A 6 860 807 BGN
Part B 38 374 110 BGN

NTEF contribution

Part A 6 034 380BGN

Planned period of
implementation

48 months

Final Payment

Part A – 20.12.2000; Contract signed on 27.03.1998
Part B – 13.12.2002

Project Evaluation
The Environmental hazards clean-up Program consists of two components: Part
A and Part B. Part A is emergency cleaning of environmental hazards and part B
is clean-up of critical past environmental damage. NTEF financial assistance
concerns only Part A. Part A consists of 3 major objectives: dam reinforcement
and crest increasing of the slime pond, change of the waste water treatment
process throughout construction of a temporary effluent treatment plan for
industrial water and construction of storage for dewatered sludge from the
effluent treatment plan. These three remediation steps are the initial components
of the Environmental Remediation Project. Part A activities were performed in the
period of 1998-2003.
During the site visit it was observed that both Part A and Part B had been carried
out successfully as the three major components of Part A played a significant part
in the implementation of the whole Remediation Project. The outcomes analysis
indicates that the goals of the Program have been fully achieved and at present
the plant does not pose a threat to the environment and human health. The
project achieved the objective of reducing environmental hazards caused by past
pollution and unsafe environmental management practices at the plant improving
the plant environmental performance.
The project was prepared, managed and implemented for less than 4 years. This
short period of realization along with the highly satisfactory outcomes make this
Program unique for Bulgaria and the whole Europe in the field of cleaning up of
historic pollutions.
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Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF

Evaluation
Yes
No


Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness



Efficiency







Sustainability
Technological transfer



Multiplication



Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation



Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is relevant to what is set in the
Application form
The project is effective; the objectives are
fully achieved
The project is environmentally efficient in
terms of reducing the environmental
hazards caused by past pollution
The project is sustainable; the
environmental audit and monitoring show
that there are no potential threats
The remediation steps were innovative for
Bulgaria
Could be applicable in other copper
smelter plants
Positive
The project is “very well performed” with a
long-term environmental impact

Priority area

”Clean up of historic pollution’’

Project Title

“Remediation of the landfills in the municipality of Karlovo –
pilot project”

Total Budget

1 967 661 BGN

NTEF contribution

245 604 BGN

Planned period of
implementation

5 months

Final Payment

25.11.2003
Contract signed on 20.08.2003

Project Evaluation
The project aims at remediation of old landfills in 7 settlements of the Municipality
of Karlovo. The choice of those 7 landfills has been made by taking into
consideration their proximity to water bodies and water supply wells. The main
purpose of the remediation is to reduce the potential health risks for the
inhabitants by cutting off the contamination of the water bodies. Yet another
purpose is to rehabilitate and re-cultivate the agricultural land by forestation. The
approximate surface of all 7 landfills is 50 000 square meters and the landfilled
waste is estimated to be up to 27 793 cubic meters. According to the application
form the landfilled waste has to be removed and re-deposited to the recently
opened regional landfill. Furthermore the remediation includes forestation of the 7
landfills with 1660 saplings. The expected positive environmental impact of those
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actions is reduction of contamination of the surface and underground waters,
soils and agricultural lands.
During the site visit it was observed that some parts of the old landfills were
slightly covered with recently landfilled household and mostly construction waste.
The reason for that is that the people living nearby are still using those landfill
sites by the force of habit and the municipality is obliged to remove the waste on
regular basis. In spite of that the project could be considered successful since all
7 landfills have been remediated.
Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF

Evaluation
Yes
No


Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness



Efficiency





Sustainability
Technological transfer
Multiplication
Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation




Comment

The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is relevant to what is set in the
Application form
The project is effective regarding landfill
remediation
The project is environmentally efficient in
terms of surface and underground water
protection
The
sustainability
of the project- results is

partially compromised; the waste disposal
is reiterated
Not applicable
The remediation of landfills could be
multiplied
Positive
The project is “well performed” with a
short-term environmental impact

Priority area

”Reduction of air pollution”

Project Title

“Gasification of municipal buildings in the town of Veliko
Tarnovo”

Total Budget

Stage I – 286 609 BGN
Stage II – 844 032 BGN

NTEF contribution

Stage I – 57 322 BGN
Stage II – 152 678 BGN

Planned period of
implementation

Stage I – 60 days

Final Payment

Stage I – 03.06.2006; Contract signed on 25.07.2005

Stage II – 6 months

Stage II – 02.07.2007; Contract signed on 02.05.2006
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Project Evaluation
The project has two stages of implementation. The first one includes the
gasification of two schools while the second aims at the gasification of two
schools and two kindergartens. The two stages are identical in terms of the
project objective which is the reduction of the air pollution in the town by
reconstruction of the boiler units of the heating system for operation on natural
gas. The implementation of the project contributes to the reduction of noxious
emissions in the atmosphere and of the health risks for the town residents.
The two stages of the project were completed in 2005-2006. The on-site
evaluation shows that the equipment including gas burners, circulation pumps,
gas lines, control panels, etc. is maintained in perfect order and functions
efficiently. The project implementation has a great impact on the reduction of air
pollution in the town through substitution of the conventional liquid fuels with
natural gas. For example the emissions of sulfur oxides and dust are cut down to
zero. Moreover there are two other positive effects of the project-the gas burners
and boilers are of high quality resulting in improved heating (social effect) and
reduction of the operation costs (economic effect). The unintended effect of the
project is that by switching to natural gas there can be noticed a slight increase in
the quantities of VOC and nitrogen oxides. Nevertheless those emissions are
insignificant and do not exceed the standards.

Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF
Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness
Efficiency
Sustainability
Multiplication
Technological transfer
Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation

Evaluation
Yes
No









Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is completely relevant to what
is set in the Application form
The project is very effective
The project is environmentally efficient
The project is sustainable
It is strongly advisable to multiply the
project in other civil buildings
The gas burners and boilers are a good
example of a technological transfer
Positive
The project is considered “very well
performed” with a huge positive
environmental impact
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Priority area

”Reduction of air pollution’’

Project Title

“Thermal Power Plant (Rousse)”

Total Budget

3 024 700 BGN

NTEF contribution

900 000 BGN

Planned period of
implementation

12 months

Final Payment

05.03.2002
Contract signed on 19.10.2000

Project Evaluation
The Thermal Power Plant applied for funding to cover the supply and installation
of a new filter in 2000. The application form lists the environmental benefits and
there are 3 major polluters mentioned - SO2, NO2 and dust. The filter was
installed in 2001 and during the site visit it was observed that it has the potential
to clear only one polluter (dust). Nevertheless the filter is still environmentally
beneficial since it reduces the dust emission from 200mg/Nm3 to 50mg/Nm3 (a
norm set by the Bulgarian standards). Based on the interviews with the
stakeholders it was explained that the filter is the state of the art in the dust
reduction technology in the plant.
There is one unintended negative effect due to the precise function of the filterthe filter settings need to be very precise and well-adjusted depending on the
coals (the only fuel used at TPP) structure and content. Taking into consideration
that the adjustment can be done only by representatives of the filter supplying
company it can lead to inaccurate operation of the filter and the standards could
be slightly exceeded.
It can be concluded that the installation of the filter meets the overall project
objective which is the reduction of the air pollution in the region of Rousse.
Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF

Evaluation
Yes
No



Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness



Efficiency



Sustainability



Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is not completely relevant to
what is set in the Application form as
reduction of certain air-polluters
The project is effective in terms of
reduction of dust emissions
The project is environmentally efficient
when the filter is well adjusted
The project is sustainable and with a longterm effect
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Multiplication



Technological transfer



Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation

The filter could be used for other boilers in
this plant or in other similar plants
The filter is the most advanced and
reliable in comparison to the other filters
used in TPP
Positive
The project is “well performed” and
expected to be with a long-term and
sustainable positive environmental impact

Priority area

”Reduction of air pollution’’

Project Title

“Gas cleaning installation at hospital waste incinerator at the
Military Medical Academy Hospital (Sofia)”

Total Budget

1 756 974 BGN

NTEF contribution

976 836 BGN

Planned period of
implementation

6 months

Final Payment

22.12.1999
Contract signed on 12.11.1998

Project Evaluation
According to the project documentation the installation is meant to complete the
assembling of the hospital waste incinerator built in 1990. At the time of the
application in 1998 the incinerator was functioning without a gas cleaning
installation which caused significant air pollution in the downtown area of Sofia. In
order to reduce the level of pollution the incinerator had to work at incomplete
capacity.
The gas cleaning installation was built in 1999 and at the time of the site visit it
was fully equipped and operating efficiently. As a result the incinerator works at
full capacity and despite that the levels of the main air polluters have fallen more
than 10 times. According to the self-monitoring data the standards set in the
application form have been reached.
Yet another positive impact to mention is that the full capacity operation of the
incinerator guarantees that additional 1400 kg hazardous hospital waste is
treated daily in the incinerator instead of depositing it in municipal landfills and
posing a threat to the environment and human health.
Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF
Relevance to the

Evaluation
Yes
No



Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is relevant to what is set in the
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project objectives
Effectiveness



Efficiency
Sustainability




Multiplication
Technological transfer




Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation



Application form
The project is effective in terms of
reduction of air pollution
The project is environmentally efficient
The project is sustainable and with a longterm effect
The project can be multiplied successfully
The gas cleaning installation can be
referred to BAT
Positive
The project is “well performed” and highly
beneficial in terms of environmental
protection

Priority area

”Reduction of air pollution’’

Project Title

“Low NOx burners for Thermal Power Plant (Sofia East)”

Total Budget

6 831 475 BGN /3 240 000 USD

NTEF contribution

2 049 443 BGN /972 000 USD

Planned period of
implementation

3 years

Final Payment

07.02.2003

Project Evaluation
The overall objective of the project is the reduction of air pollution in Iskar district
area by replacing the old burners with new low Nox burners for boilers 5, 6 and 7
at the TPP. The expected outcome is that the NOx emissions of the three boilers
will be reduced by 55 percent while the CO emissions will be reduced by 8
percent.
The site visit showed that in 2001 each of the three boilers was equipped with 9
low NOx burners that makes 27 burners installed altogether. The newly installed
burners are fitted in the slots of the old burners so that there were no additional
expensed incurred.
At present the efficiency of the burners operation in terms of emissions reduction
is questionable since the emissions levels set by the environmental legislation
have been reduced from 300mg /Nm3 (when the burners were installed) to 200
mg/Nm3. In order to observe the recently adopted standards the boilers efficiency
has been decreased by 1 percent. The self-monitoring performed in 2009
indicates that the standards were not exceeded throughout the whole year.
Based on this data it can be concluded that the project objectives have been
achieved and the project is considered successfully implemented.
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Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF

Evaluation
Yes
No



Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness



Efficiency
Sustainability




Multiplication




Technological transfer
Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation



Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is completely relevant to what
is set in the Application form
The project is effective in terms of
reduction of NOx and CO emissions
The project is environmentally efficient
The project is sustainable and with a longterm effect
The same burners are recommended to
be used in the remaining boilers at the
TPP
The newly installed burners are the most
up-to-date equipment in the TPP
Positive
The project is “well performed” and
expected to be with a long-term and
sustainable positive environmental impact

Priority area

”Clean water protection, including waste-water treatment in the
Danube and Black Sea watersheds’’

Project Title

“Wastewater treatment plant at Borovets winter resort”

Total Budget

1 026 197 BGN

NTEF contribution

299 630 BGN

Planned period of
implementation

12 months

Final Payment

13.10.1999
Contract signed on 20.03.1998

Project Evaluation
The overall objective of the project is to complete the construction of waste water
treatment plant which started in 1993. As of the date of the application (1998) 81
% of the plant had been already built. The design capacity of the waste water
treatment plant is equivalent to about 7 000 permanent visitors and its
construction guarantees the waste-water treatment of the whole resort area. The
waste water treatment plant is also designed to ensure a high level of water
purification so that the national environmental standards are met.
The on-site evaluation revealed that for more than 10 years the already built
waste water treatment plant hasn’t been put in operation. The reasons for that
are various-mostly related to administrative problems on local level. Ultimately
the waste water treatment plant started functioning in the beginning of 2009 and
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despite being on a stand-by for a long period the plant is operating properly at the
moment. The outlet parameters show that the level of water purification is very
high regardless of the seasonal character of the plant operation. Thus the project
implementation resolves an important environmental issue to eliminate
discharges of waste-water into the Bistritsa River, a tributary of the Iskar River,
down to the Iskar dam which is the basic drinking water source of Sofia.
Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF

Evaluation
Yes
No


Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness




Efficiency
Sustainability




Multiplication



Technological transfer
Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation




Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is relevant to what is set in the
Application form
The project is effective in terms of waste
water treatment
The project is environmentally efficient
The project is sustainable and with a longterm effect
The waste water treatment plant is
recommended to be used in other winter
resort areas
The technology is well known and
obviously efficient
Positive
The project is “well performed” and
expected to be with a long-term and
sustainable positive environmental impact

Priority area

”Clean water protection, including waste-water treatment in the
Danube and Black Sea watersheds’’

Project Title

“Wastewater pumping station "Keya" (Rousse)”

Total Budget

4 740 497 BGN /2 789 675 USD

NTEF contribution

1 211 635 BGN /501 525 USD

Planned period of
implementation

28 months

Final Payment

16.11.1999
Contract signed on 05.08.1997

Project Evaluation
The Wastewater pumping station “Keya” was built in year 1998, and at the time of
the site visit it was fully equipped and ready for exploitation. What poses a
problem there is that at present the role of the pumping station for water quality
improvement is insignificant because it hasn’t almost been put in operation,
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mainly because of the delayed construction of Waste Water Treatment Plant.
This situation will be changed in the next year (2011) as the pumping station
“Keya” is envisioned to be a substantial element of the “Water cycle” of Rousse
which also includes the completion of a new Waste Water Treatment Plant and
the renovation of the sewage system. After the completion of the Water cycle
project the discharge of wastewaters into the Danube River will be significantly
reduced but the share of the Wastewater pumping station ‘’Keya’’ itself can’t be
measured in numbers or percentage because its function is not to purify the
water.
The pumping station ‘’Keya’’ is not an innovative technology in the field of waste
water treatment in Bulgaria and it can’t be considered as an example of
technological transfer but without it the whole water cycle will be compromised.
Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF

Evaluation
Yes
No


Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness



Efficiency



Sustainability



Multiplication



Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation





Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is relevant to what is set in the
Application form
The project effectiveness can be assessed
after the completion of the water cycle of
Rousse
The project is environmentally efficient
since the pumping station is an essential
part of the water cycle.
The project is sustainable and with a longterm effect
The pumping station can be used in the
other municipalities if needed.
Positive
The project is “well performed” and
expected to be with a long-term and
sustainable positive environmental impact

Priority area

”Protection of biodiversity”

Project Title

“Bojenia 2 Touristic Trail (Roussenski Lom Nature Park)”

Total Budget

46 980 BGN (%)

NTEF contribution

36 077.29 BGN (%)

Planned period of
implementation

12 months

Final Payment

21.09.2006
Contract signed on 02.08.2005

Project Evaluation
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According to the Application form the aim of the project is to construct a touristic
trail which is 8000 meters long. The trail is meant to provide opportunities for
walking tourism and biking in the surroundings and within the boundaries of the
Nature park. The project envisions the construction of several touristic facilities to
attract potential visitors in the park.
The project was completed in 2005 and the site visit revealed that the touristic
facilities (sports field, fishing place, barbecue with a table and benches, children’s
playground) were not well maintained. The trail itself has not been well
maintained. A possible explanation for that is the lack of guarding personnel or
budget shortage. The poor maintenance of the touristic infrastructure
compromises the final results as stated by the project objective which is to
establish conditions for organization and control of the tourist traffic and activities
meant to preserve the biodiversity in the nature park.
Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF

Evaluation
Yes
No


Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness



Efficiency
Sustainability







Technological transfer
Multiplication
Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation




Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is relevant to what is set in the
Application form
The project is effective with some
discrepancies in the area out of the
territory of the nature park
The project is environmentally efficient
The project could be sustainable if the
maintenance is well organized
Not applicable
In general the project can be multiplied in
other territories but the proper
maintenance is a must
Positive if applicable to the territory of the
park.
The project is considered “bad performed”
because of the lack of any maintenance
activities after its completion

Priority area

”Protection of biodiversity”

Project Title

“Rehabilitation of Alpine habitats in Central Balkan National
Park”

Total Budget

76 600 BGN

NTEF contribution

68 308 BGN

Planned period of
implementation

10 months

Final Payment

09.01.2002
Contract signed on 15.03.2001
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Project Evaluation
According to the Application form the aim of the project is to perform a number of
activities to minimize or cease active erosion processes caused by the usage of
off-road wheeled and chained vehicles and by the heavy meteorological condition
in the mountains. The erosion destroys habitats which have significant
importance for the preservation of 7 endangered species of the flora, fauna and
ornithofauna in the area. The problem is described as urgent as pointed out in a
Global Environment Fund research. The Bulgarian–Swiss Biodiversity Protection
Program recommends the undertaking of immediate measures to resolve the
problem. In response to that a project for the re-cultivation of 26.34 dca eroded
areas was developed and carried out in 2001.
The on-site evaluation showed that in spite of the difficult work conditions the
project outcomes correspond to the project documentation. Taking into
consideration that a rehabilitation of a habitat takes a very long period, minimum
10-15 years, at this stage it is too early to consider it as completed successfully.
The erosion control facilities serve their initial purpose; the results so far are very
promising and provide a good practice for project multiplication in other high
mountainous areas.
Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF

Evaluation
Yes
No


Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness



Efficiency





Sustainability
Technological transfer
Multiplication



Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation



Priority area



Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is completely relevant to what
is set in the Application form
The project is effective in terms of erosion
reduction
The project is environmentally efficient
since it aims at restoration of habitats
The project is sustainable
Not applicable
The multiplication is possible and highly
recommended
Positive
The project is considered very “well
performed” with a long term positive
impact on biodiversity

”Protection of biodiversity”

Project Title

“Construction of a tourist trail in the Central Balkan
National Park (Kalofer)”

Total Budget

89 635 BGN
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NTEF contribution

69 696 BGN

Planned period of
implementation

8 months

Final Payment

24.10.2004
Contract signed on 20.08.2003

Project Evaluation
The overall objective of this project is to minimize the negative anthropogenic
impact on the biodiversity in the park by directing and controlling the stream of
tourists in the specially designed for that purpose eco-trail. Another project aim is
the diversification of the touristic product.
The trail was completed in 2004 and it is 1830 meters long. There are 8
pedestrian bridges built over Biala Reka river, 7 wooden staircases at different
places, 2 viewpoints at the highest elevation, and 380 meters of wooden railings
along the trail. The project also includes the setting up of a camping site where
the trail starts. There are 2 WCs built and a place to picnic.
During the site visit it was observed that the trail and the camping site were fully
completed and all the facilities have been well-built and maintained. The trail itself
serves its initial purpose to guarantee the biodiversity protection and the
sustainable development of eco tourism in the region. As an example it can be
pointed out that each year the trail is visited by approximately 10 000 tourists
without this causing any negative impact on the biodiversity in the park.
The construction of the eco trail is a good example of a cost-effecting project.
Evaluation criterion
Relevance NTEF
Relevance to the
project objectives
Effectiveness
Efficiency
Sustainability
Technological transfer
Multiplication
Environmental impact
Overall environmental
evaluation

Evaluation
Yes
No









Comment
The project is relevant to the overall
objectives
The project is relevant to what is set in the
Application form
The project is effective in terms of
biodiversity protection and eco-tourism
development
The project is environmentally efficient
The project is sustainable both in terms of
nature protection and incomes generating
activities for the region
Not applicable
The project can be successfully multiplied
in various places in nature parks in
Bulgaria
Positive
The project is considered “very well
performed” because its implementation
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achieves the set objectives.
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Annex 5: Questionnaire
Part 1:General questions

*

Please, specify the type of the organisation, which implemented the project/s co-financed by the
National Trust Ecofund (NTEF):
Municipality
Company
National institution
BAN (scientific institute)
NGO

*

How many projects co-financed by the NTEF were implemented by your organisation?
1
2
3
4
Other, please specify
............................................................

*

Please, specify the priority sector of your project/s

Clean up of past pollution
Reduction of air pollution
Clean water protection
Protection of biodiversity
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*

How did you find out about the opportunities for application to the NTEF?

NTEF brochure
Event organised by the NTEF (seminar, workshop)
Event attended by the NTEF
Thanks to the National Association of the Municipalities
Internet
Television, press, other media
Other, please specify
............................................................

Part II: Questions concerning the application process

*

*

How would you rate the application procedure?
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Good

4
Excellent









How would you rate the clarity of:
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Good

4
Excellent

NTEF's priority sectors









The application process









The required documents









The Forms that needed
to be filled in









The criteria for
assessment of projects
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*

How would you rate the following elements/characteristics of the procedure:
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Good

4
Excellent

The lack of
predetermined
application deadline









The speed of processing
of your documents









The volume of the
required documents









The lack of
predetermined min-max
of the total project
budget









The lack of
predetermined min-max
of the project duration









The transparency of the
procedure









Could you give us your recommendations with regards to the application procedure?

Part III: Questions concerning the implementation of the projects
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*

*

*

*

How would you rate the following elements/characteristics of the work of the NTEF staff during the
implementation of the project/s:
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Good

4
Excellent

Cooperation by the
NTEF staff









Communication with the
NTEF staff









The speed of processing
of the documents filed to
the NTEF









The monitoring
performed by the NTEF









The clarity of the
procedures for project
implementation and
reporting









How would you rate the cooperation of the NTEF during the tendering process?
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Good

4
Excellent

N/A











Based on your impressions, how would you rate the qualification and experience of the NTEF staff?
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Good

4
Excellent









Did the project achieve its predetermined goals?
Yes, completely
Yes, to a large extent
Yes, to some extent
No
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*

Was your project/s completed according to the initial work-plan?
Yes
No

*

What was the delay of project implementation?
1-6 months
7-12 months
13-18 months
More than 18 months

*

*

*

Please, specify the reasons for the delay

How would you rate the effect of the project/s on the environment?
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Good

4
Excellent









How would you rate the sustainability of the project/s results?
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Good

4
Excellent
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*

For how long did the installations/sites function after project/s completion?
Not applicable
1-2 years
3-4 years
5-6 years
Still functioning today
Other, please specify
............................................................

*

Would you have realised the project without NTEF's support?
Yes
Yes, but in a longer timeframe
Yes, but in a smaller scale
No
Other, please specify
............................................................

*

To what extent did your cooperation with the NTEF contribute to the capacity of your organisation to
implement projects?
1
There was no
contribution

2
It contributed a little

3
To some extent

4
To a large extent









Do you have any comments/recommendations with regards to the project implementation procecdures
of the NTEF?
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Annex 6: List of people interviewed
Members and ex-members of the NTEF Executive Bureau
•
•
•
•

Assoc. Prof. Dimiter Nenkov, Executive Director
Mr. Ivaylo Tzekov, Chief Accountant and Financial Expert
Mrs. Maria Minkova, Environmental Projects Expert (ex-member)
Mr. Hristo Mihaylov, Chief Accountant and Financial Expert (ex-member)

Members and ex-members of the NTEF MB and Advisory Committee
•
•
•

Dr. Valentin Bossevski, ex-Chairman of the NTEF MB
Prof. Naum Yakimoff, BAS representative in the MB;
Prof. Hachadur Chuldjyan, NGO representative in the MB

Donor, Government and other Collaborating Institutions
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mr. Marino Cuenat, Deputy Head of Mission, Embassy of Switzerland
Mr. Gerassim Gerassimov, Programme Officer, Embassy of Switzerland
Mrs. Blaga Djourdjin, Procurement Analyst, World Bank office in Sofia
Mrs. Christina Mateva-Dontcheva, Local Programme Coordinator for the
Danish Environmental Protection Agency (now DEA)
Mrs. Ivanina Beleva, Director of the CFCU in the MF, previously
coordinator at the USAID
Mrs. Ivanka Tzankova, Director, Programs for Education and Libraries,
America for Bulgaria Foundation (previously USAID)
Mrs. Milya Dimitrova, Director of the Climate change policies department
MoEW
Mr. Stefan Sotirov, Head of unit “European Financial Institutions”, MF
Mrs. Rositza Mihaylova, ex-deputy of the Deputy Minister of Finance, MF

Beneficiaries
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mr. Dontcho Dobrev, Deputy Mayor of Russe
Mr. Ilyan Milev, Head of unit, “ViK” – Russe
Mr. Plamen Nikolov, head of department, “Toplofikacia” – Russe
Mr. Milko Belberov, Director of Nature Park Russe
Mrs. Tzonka Hristova, chief expert, Nature Park Russe
Mr. Ivajlo Datchev, chief expert, municipality of Veliko Tarnovo
Mrs. Anastasia Markova, Director, “Toplofikacia” – Sofia
Mrs. Stefka Todorova, Environmental Inspector, Aurubis, Pirdop
Eng. Zaharieva, “Military Medical Academy - VMA” – Sofia
Mr. Gantcho Karadjov, Deputy Mayor or Karlovo
Mrs. Krasimira Bonevska, environmental expert, municipality of Karlovo
Mr. Nanko Minkov, Head of sector, Central Balkan National Park, Kalofer
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