
RESULTS OF SURVEY REGARDING 
BENEFICIARIES’ SATISFCATION WITHIN THE OPE  

 
 
Below are presented the results from a survey conducted among the beneficiaries of the Operational 
Programme "Environment 2007 - 2013". The survey is not envisaged under terms of reference and it seeks 
to support the preparation of the interim evaluation. The survey was conducted between December 2012 - 
March 2013.   
 
All figures presented in the tables express percents. The report presents mainly the data in order to provide 
baseline information to the experts, but also contains some general conclusions under the respective topic. 
 
Respondents in the survey  
The respondents that filled in the questionnaire are mainly representatives of municipal administration 
(80.6% of respondents). There are representatives of the administrative structure in the environment 
sector, Directorates of Natural and National Parks (12.5%), the respondents that did not specified 
organization are 6.9%.  
 
According to the answers given the highest share is that of experts - 54.9%. Other professional positions 
held by respondents are Director of "URB" Directorate (9.8%), project manager (9.8%), expert (7.8%), 
coordinator (5.9%), Deputy Mayor and Head of Department (3.9% each), environmentalist and secretary 
of municipality (2% each).   
 
The self-assessment of current awareness of the respondents on the OPE is high and this has a certain 
influence on the responses and participation in the study as a whole. 
 

Is the information that is available for the OPE at the moment rather sufficient or rather 
insufficient according to your needs and interests? 

Rather sufficient 81,9% 

Rather insufficient 15,3% 

No answer 2,8% 

 
Compliance of the priorities of the OPE with the needs of the organization 
In all three areas - "Water", "Waste" and "Biodiversity" the positive responses for the presence of full or 
partial compliance prevail. It is obvious, however, that Waters are considered as top priority (80%), i.e. 
respondents prioritize the needs in the water sector. The compliance between priorities in the area of 
"Biodiversity" is the lowest. It should also be noted that the percentage of answers "can not decide" 
increases, which indicates that water is an area with which respondents are most familiar with.   
 

To what extent the priorities set in the area of "Waters" comply with the priorities/needs of 
your organization:   

They fully comply 34,7 

They are rather consistent 44,4 



They are rather inconsistent 11,1 

They do not comply at all 2,8 

I cannot decide 4,2 

No answer 2,8 

 

To what extent the priorities set in the area of "Waste" comply with the priorities/needs of your 

organization:   
They fully comply 19,4 

They are rather consistent 45,8 

They are rather inconsistent 13,9 

They do not comply at all 5,6 

I cannot decide 15,3 

 
To what extent the priorities set in the area of "Biodiversity" comply with the priorities/needs 
of your organization:   
They fully comply 12,5 

They are rather consistent 37,5 

They are rather inconsistent 12,5 

They do not comply at all 13,9 

I cannot decide 23,6 
 
 
 
Experience in project preparation and use of consultancy assistance  

� The majority (86.1%) were successfully applied with a project as 69% of them (the approved 
projects) are in the "Water" area, 19.4% in the "Biodiversity", the lowest share of approved 
projects is in the "Waste" area (11.3%). 

� 75% of all approved projects used consulting assistance for project preparation. The highest share 
of those that used consultancy assistance is in the "Water" area (70.7%). The lowest share of 
projects using consultancy assistance is in the field of waste (12.1%). 

� In all three areas the consultancy assistance from elsewhere (Sofia) was used mostly (frequently).  
 



 
 

� According to respondents that completed the survey, only 1/8 of the submitted projects were not 
approved. However, it is important to note that half of them are in the "Waste" area, after which 
are the projects in the "Water" area - slightly more than 1/3.  

� 75% of all rejected projects in the area of "Water" used consultancy assistance. 
� 25% of all rejected projects in the area of "Waste" used consultancy assistance. 
� The rejected projects in the area of "Biodiversity" did not consultancy assistance.  

 

 
 
The projects in the area of "Water" are the most numerous and the most successful.  
The "Waste" priority seems to be the the most problematic:  

� The approved projects are less in this area and the rejected - the most.  
� Here’s the lowest level of consultancy assistance used.  

 
Conditions for application and implementation of projects 



The respondents give relatively high positive assesment about the majority of the examined key moments 
and units involved in the process - under all examined aspects the assessment remains positive to neutral. 
Rather negative (3.3) is the assessment of the length of time for preparation of documents that clearly 
impede the beneficiaries due to which they express moderate disagreement. 
To what extent do you agree with the statements using a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is "I strongly agree" 
and 7 "I do not agree at all".   



 



 
The main difficulties when applying the respondents organized in a way that indicates the need for 
significant time limit for achieving readiness to submit a project proposal, given the need to provide 
administrative documents and technical projects: 
 

Which was the biggest difficulty you have encountered in the application process? 

Ensuring of co-financing 19,8 

Project designing 18,2 

Providing all required documents 18,2 

Finding quality consultancy services 14,9 

Assembling the project proposal 10,7 

Collection of the necessary information 7,4 

Providing a technical team for the project implementation 6,6 

Providing a team for project management and control 3,3 

Other  0,8 

 
The process of applying the main problem for almost a quarter turns out to be the providing of working 
capital for payments execution. The difficulties in the preparation of the tender procedures and selection 
of contractors remain in the background.  
 

And which were the most significant problems that you have encountered in the 
implementation process of the project?  
Providing working capital 22,5 

Preparation of tender procedures 18,0 

Selection of contractors 15,3 

Problems with the performance of the work by the selected contractors 11,7 

Delays in the reimbursement of funds 9,9 

Bureaucratic obstacles for the reimbursement of funds 9,9 

Preparation of reports, reporting documents and payment requests 6,3 

Delay of the programme by the MoEW  1,8 

Coordination of the tender documentation 1,8 

Frequent changes of the reporting templates 0,9 

Updates and correctionsof prepared programmes and projects for the WSS 
network  

0,9 

Lack of support from the IB coordinator on specific issues 0,9 

 



58.3% of the respondents respond to the question on the existence of irregularity or inaccuracy which led 
to a missed opportunity for funding under the OPE and 81% of them answered negatively for such a case. 
An interesting fact is that the majority of the other trspondents perceived the financial corrections imposed 
on them as "inaccurate", which deprives them of financial resources of which it can be concluded that 
these corrections dind't play an educative role and/or were really not necessary.   
 

Have you encountered any irregularity or inaccuracy that led to missing the opportunity for 
financing under the OPE? 
No  81,0 

Financial correction of 25% of the value of the main contracts 4,8 

We do not have access to funding under the OPE 2,4 

Short term  2,4 

Delay in the opinion on the filed claim 2,4 

Failure to examine the whole documentation by the Committee 2,4 

Change guidelines for applicants 2,4 

Omitted list of the accompanying documents 2,4 

 
Corrections, however, are difficult to really be evaluated since they are rather unfamiliar to most of them - 
a little more than 1/3 give a neutral response and 17% directly state that they are unfamiliar with them. 
Just over one third of the beneficiaries that completed the questionnaires positively evaluated the 
corrections made concerning the application of the programme and the application for it. As a whole it 
could be concluded that the corrections are not sufficient and more are necessary.  
 

So far have been made a series of corrections concerning the implementation of the OPE and 
the application for projects under it. In your opinion, have these corrections improved the 
implementation of the OPE?  
Yes  31,9 

No  6,9 

I cannot decide  36,1 

I am not familiar with the corrections 16,7 

No answer  8,3 

 



The respondents who gave positive assessment of the corrections made regarding the OPE highlight  

the following improvements:  

So far have been made a series of corrections concerning the implementation of the OPE and 
the application for projects under it. In your opinion, have these corrections improved the 

implementation of the OPE? answers „YES“ 
Improvements regarding the application procedure 30,8 

Providing an opportunity for organizing working meetings between the 
representatives of the OPE and beneficiaries 

23,1 

Coordination between the intermediate level and the management team 15,4 

Overcoming the many bureaucratic problems 7,7 

Improvement of the the organization for project application 7,7 

Shortening the deadlines for execution of ex-ante control and reimbursement of funds 7,7 

Improving the reporting tables 7,7 
 

 
The respondents that answered negatively note as a main reason that the contracts are signed according the 
old rules, which leads to chaos and confusion in the communication under the OPE, but it is a bit vague 
argument.  
As a whole the beneficiaries are relatively (rather) satisfied with various aspects of the process of 
application and implementation of the projects, as the highest is the satisfaction with the informing on the 
various announcements and the lowest is the satisfaction with the established criteria for project 
evaluation and the overall process evaluation.  
 
The table below summarizes the beneficiaries’ satisfaction with several indicators, using an 
evaluation scale of 1 to 7, wherein the 1 is "completely satisfied" and 7 is "completely dissatisfied".  



 
 
When asked whether they experienced problems which solution does not depend directly/as a whole 
neither on the beneficiaries nor on the authorities involved in the implementation of the OPE, almost 2/3 
of respondents answer and almost half of them state that they had encountered a similar problem. Those 
who responded affirmatively to this question indicated two major problems - 1) slow work flow with 
municipal administrations and regulatory bodies (23.1%) and 2) problems with institutions regarding the 
coordination procedures (9.6%).    
Other problems which are reffered less frequently are:  

- Changing legal framework; 
- Additional procedures in the process of project implementation; 
- Difficulties in paying the remuneration of the teams; 
- Appeals on the inspection of municipal public procurements; 
- Problems with the institutions regarding the coordination procedures; 
- Problems with the quality of the work design and the timely correction of the deficiencies; 
- Financial rules applicable for budgetary authorities; 
- Validation of routes of the MAF; 
- Regarding the application of decree of the Council of Ministers №330/05.12.2011; 
- Problems with the issuance of permits.  

 

Respondents’ expectations and recommendations for improvements   
It is noteworthy that respondents indicate a wide range of recommendations and they could hardly be 
consolidated with the exception of one major recommendation -  

� Lack of selective attitude and assessing only the quality and the necessity of the projects (29%)  
There are three main recommendations on the other hand:   

� Simplifying the phases for project reporting and the preparation of requests for funds and annexes 
to them (10.2%) 

� Clarification of the terms for expenditure verification (10%) 



� More frequent and qualitative conducting of training courses (8.2%) 
 

The presented below recommendations are indicated less frequently but that does not make them less 
important. Each of them should be considered, discussed and appraised carefully in terms of its potential 
impact on the improvement of the application process:   

- More frequent instructions on the project reporting; 
- Opportunity for transfer of funds from one activity to another; 
- Validation of sample reports that do not change during the implementation of the GC; 
- More frequent updating of the OPE website; 
- Priority financing of agglomerations below 10000 pe; 
- Opportunity for implementation of measures in the priority area "water", sewer and water 

pipelines; 
- Improvement of the communication between beneficiaries and the management of the OPE 
- To be created records of the beneficiaries; 
- To ensure sufficient financial resources; 
- Not to change the requirements for the projects in the course of their implementation; 
- Investments to be more comprehensive in nature. 

 


