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Bulgaria

Port of Bourgas Expansion Project

External Evaluator: Kenichi Inazawa, Office Mikage, LLC

1. Project Description

Map of the Project Area Terminal 2A at the Port of Bourgas

1.1 Background

The Port of Bourgas is located along the coast of the Black Sea in the southeastern part of

Bulgaria. In 1996, its handling volume exceeded the peak1 and increased to 7.1 million tons.

With the capacity of the port facilities at the time, it was predicted that said volume would

eventually reach a limit.2 Also, since the cargo transportation carried by large cargo vessels was

traveling longer distances, it became urgently necessary to renew cargo-handling equipment and

to enhance handling capacity. The lack of yard in the port in particular became a stumbling

block, and the efficiency and safety of handling cargoes were problematic. Under these

circumstances, it was recognized that expanding and improving the facilities and installations of

the Port of Bourgas were urgent.

Coals and ores from the Port of Bourgas were mainly handled at the Kremikovtzi AD, the

largest metalworking company in the country. It was forecasted that demands regarding ores and

coals at the company would soar after 2000. Therefore, it was recognized that the Port of

Bourgas would also increase in importance in the future.

1.2 Project Outline

The objective of this project is to respond the increasing cargo handling volume and increasing

1 Approximately 6.5 million tons (1986).
2 The capacity of the facilities had reached the limit because the Port of Bourgas was constructed based on the

premise of adjacent-sea vessels of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) trading system.
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use of large vessels at the Port of Bourgas, which has a bay entrance along the coast of the

Black Sea in the southeast part of Bulgaria, by constructing a new breakwater, developing a

bulk terminal for coals, ores, and clinkers, and conducting dredging works for vessels’ entrance

channel, etc., thereby contributing to improvement of economic activities in Bulgaria.

Approved Amount/Disbursed
Amount

14,312 million yen/14,309million yen

Exchange of Notes Date/Loan
Agreement Signing Date

March 1998/June 1998

[Main Body]
Interest Rate: 2.7%
Repayment Period: 30 years
(Grace Period: 10 years)
Condition for Procurement: General Untied

Terms and Conditions

[Consulting Service]
Interest Rate: 0.75%
Repayment Period: 40 years
(Grace Period: 10 years)
Condition for Procurement: General Untied

Borrower/Executing
Agency(ies)

Government of the Republic of Bulgaria/Port of Bourgas,
PLC (POB)
(*However, from now, the output of this project will be
transferred to the Bulgarian Ports Infrastructure Company
(BPICo), and the Executing Agency will be changed.)

Final Disbursement Date March 2008
Main Contractor (Over 1
billion yen)

Penta-Ocean Construction Co., Ltd. and Mitsubishi
Corporation (JV)/VAB-VATECH JV(Austria)

Main Consultant (Over 100
million yen)

Pacific Consultants International (PCI) (Japan)

Feasibility Studies, etc. F/S prepared by GUS (Bulgaria) (1994)
Related Projects (if any) “New Container Terminals Development Project at the

Ports of Varna and Bourgas”（L/A: August 2008/Approved

Amount: 36,932 million yen）

2. Outline of Evaluation Study

2.1 External Evaluator

Kenichi Inazawa, Evaluation Consultant, Office Mikage LLC

2.2 Duration of Evaluation Study

Duration of the Study: April, 2010-February, 2011

Duration of the Field Study: July 5-16, 2010 (1st study: Activities for Information

and Data Collection and Interview Survey)

September 26-30, 2010 (2nd study: Activities for
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Evaluation Feedback)

2.3 Constraints during the Evaluation Study and Point of Concern

This ex-post evaluation report has been written based on the results of the field survey

(information and data collection and interview survey, etc.) conducted in July 2010. Meanwhile,

since the “Special Assistance for Project Sustainability” (hereinafter SAPS) study3 for this

project was implemented after August 2010, some changes regarding the measures and policies

taken by the Bulgaria’s governmental agencies may occur based on the study results and

recommendations.

3．Results of the Evaluation (Overall Rating: D)

3.1 Relevance (Rating: a)

3.1.1 Relevance with the Development Plan of Bulgaria

Before the project implementation, Bulgaria experienced negative growth in 1996 due to

delayed privatization, soaring budget deficits, and collapsed financial sectors, etc. However,

political reforms, stable currency management, and financial improvement measures

implemented in 1997 resulted in further price liberalization and privatization. Even the GDP’s

private sector share expanded to 60%, and the domestic economy stabilized. While the

economic stabilization was sought, development plans for the infrastructure serving as the

development base also began to be considered. As for the port infrastructure, the “Master Plan

for the Development of the Port of Bourgas” had been formulated in 1996.

At the time of the ex-post evaluation, the Bulgarian government formulated the “National

Development Policy (2007-13)” in 2005 in which improvement of economic competitiveness as

well as enhancement and development of the basic infrastructure have been identified as

priorities. Additionally, the “Bulgarian Transportation System Development Strategy” was

approved by the cabinet council in April 2007, so the transportation development strategy until

2020 has been established. Therefore, the infrastructure improvement plan regarding the

transportation sector has continued to be considered important. In 2006, the Ministry of

Transport, Information, Technology and Communications (hereinafter “MTITC”) formulated

the “Bulgarian Transportation Infrastructure Development Strategy” to adapt the existing

3 The study focuses on reconstructing the purpose of port use regarding the whole Port of Bourgas, considering the
use method of the project output, Terminal 2A, and aiming to increase revenue. The study mainly consists of 1) a
current condition study regarding all ports in Bulgaria, 2) a technical study regarding the bulk cargo terminal at Port
of Bourgas, 3) a use conditions study of the whole Port of Bourgas, 4) a market study regarding bulk cargoes around
the Black Sea coast, and 5) a market study regarding container cargoes, etc.
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infrastructure’s facilities and operational levels to European Union (EU) standards. In terms of

the port sector, according to the strategy, the concession system has been adopted and project

efficiency has been aimed for by utilizing private sectors while setting the goal on service

improvements in the transportation infrastructure facilities. Currently, under the initiative of the

MTITIC, the “Transportation Operational Program (2007-13)” for adapting the existing

transportation system to EU’s transportation network is moving ahead. As a result, even at the

time of the ex-post evaluation, the port sector has continued to be considered important.

Therefore, consistency of policies and measures both at the time of the appraisal and of the

ex-post evaluation can be recognized.

3.1.2. Relevance with the Development Needs of Bulgaria

At the time of the appraisal (1998), the Port of Bourgas lacked a yard on its grounds, which

resulted in cargoes having to temporarily be moved and stored at inland facilities outside the

port when congestion was heavy. Therefore, efficiency and safety of handling cargoes became

problematic, and improvement measures were being required. Moreover, since it was predicted

that demands regarding ores and coals at Kremikovtzi AD, the largest metalworking company in

the country, would soar in the near future, development and construction of the bulk terminal

that handled main metals like coals and ores were considered as urgent needs.

At the time of the ex-post evaluation, the annual handling capacity of bulk cargoes and metals

became approximately 8.9 million tons4 by the project implementation. In addition, since the

depth of water in the vessel entrance area also became deeper, the tonnage limit of incoming

vessels also was alleviated, making it possible for vessels up to approximately 120,000 tons to

come and go.5 As of 2009, however, the total handling volume at the Port of Bourgas dropped

to approximately 3.5 million tons since Kremikovtzi AD, which had served as a major source of

supply for bulk cargoes (coals and ores), shut down production in 2008.6

Meanwhile, the Executing Agency, Port of Bourgas PLC (hereinafter called, “POB”), began

transshipping bulk cargoes at the Port of Bourgas and exporting them to other ports, leading to

the recovery of handling volume of some of the bulk. Additionally, the Bulgarian government

(MTITC) is aiming to rent its terminals in accordance with the adoption of the concession

4 The handing capacity is the theoretical value when supposing that the berth occupancy rate is 50%.
5 The depth of water of the Port of Bourgas averages 15.5m (the depth of water at other ports along the coast of
Black Sea is approximately 9m). Moreover, the Port of Bourgas from a geographic viewpoint is highly advantageous
and expansive, considering that it is the gateway to countries (Russia, Ukraine, Georgia, etc) along the coast of the
Black Sea and EU in terms of marine commerce.
6 Refer to section of quantitative indicators at “Effectiveness”. The total cargo handling volume at the Port of
Bourgas before the Kremikovtzi AD suspended production (e.g., in 2006) was approx. 6.77 million tons per year.
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system regarding the port’s operation policies. 7 In particular, Terminal 2A, which was

constructed through this project, has been considered important, and now measures and policies

through which an efficient and beneficial management/operation structure for both the

government and concessionaires can be actualized are currently being considered. Although

there is no longer a major source of supply like Kremikovtzi AD, the development of the port is

being promoted as a flexible response to port operation that would streamline cargo handling

needs. Therefore, it can be said that this project is consistent with developmental needs even at

the time of the ex-post evaluation.8

3.1.3. Relevance with Japan’s ODA Policy

The Official Development Assistance (ODA) Charter, which was approved by the cabinet in

1992, states that “Attention should be paid to efforts for promoting democratization, the

introduction of a market-oriented economy and the situation regarding the protection of basic

human rights and freedoms in the developing countries.” Moreover, it mentions that supporting

the infrastructure development, an important basic condition of economic and social

development, must be focused on. This project offers infrastructure development assistance to

Bulgaria, which is striving to move from the existing COMECON trading system to a market

economy structure. It is also consistent with the relevant principles. Therefore, it is considered

relevant to Japan’s foreign aid policy.

This project has been highly relevant with Bulgaria’s development plan and development

needs, as well as to Japan’s ODA policy, therefore, its relevance is considered high.

3.2 Efficiency (Rating: c)

3.2.1 Project Outputs

Table 1 shows the planned and actual major outputs of the project.

Table 1: Comparison of Planned and Actual Major Outputs

Planned
at the Time of the Appraisal

Actual
at the Time of the Ex-post Evaluation

7 The MTITC intends to rent out by terminal. There are currently four terminals, including Terminal East, Bulk
Cargo Terminal (Terminal 2), Terminal 2A and Terminal West.
8 Currently, improving container cargo handling capacity is being planned at the port. Since the progress of an
expansion plan (JICA’s new loan project “New Container Terminals Development Project at the Ports of Varna and
Bourgas”) is also expected at another terminal, there is a high possibility that it may develop into a multipurpose port
that handles bulk, liquid, general, and container cargoes in the future.
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1. Civil Work
1) Construction for Breakwater: 1,240m
2) Construction for Bulk Cargo Terminal
(Terminal 2A)

Type of Berth No.
Total

Length
Design
Depth

Clinkers
(No. 30)

1 195m

Coals
(No. 31, 32)

2 510m

Ores
(No. 33)

1 280m

14.2m

Total 4 985m -

*Area for Storage Yards: 12.3ha (total)

1. Civil Work
1) 1,196m (almost as planned)
2) Partially reduced, compared with the
original plan as follows

Type of Berth No.
Total

Length
Design
Depth

Clinkers
(No. 30)
*Note 1

1 195m

Coals *Note 2

and Ores
(No. 31, 32)

2 510m

Unused
(No. 33)

1 87.31m

15.78m

Total 4 792.31m -

Note 1）However, the current handling bulk is copper.

Note 2）Included coke.

*Area for Storage Yards: Approx. 11.1ha
(total) (almost as planned)

2. Dredging Works
Increased width and depth of entrance channel
and in-port anchorage: approximately 5.5
million cubic meters total

2. Dredging Works
Increased width and depth of entrance
channel and in-port anchorage:
approximately 7.76 million cubic meters in
total (more than planned)

3. Procurement and Installation of Cargo
Handling Equipments
1) Portal Crane (lifting capacity 40t)
(for coals: 1 unit-new)
2) Portal Crane (lifting capacity 16t)
(for clinkers: 3 units-replacement)
3) Ship Unloader (grab type with capacity
1,500t/h) (for coals: 1 unit-new)
4) Ship Unloader (grab type with capacity
1,500t/h) (for coals: 1 unit-replacement)
5) Ship Unloader (grab type with capacity
1,500t/h) (for ores: 2 units-new)
6) Front Loader Tire Type for coals with 8.5
cubic meters basket (8 units-new)
7) Front Loader Tire Type for ores with 4.2
cubic meters basket (7 units-new)
8) Front Loader Tire Type for clinkers with 6.2

cubic meters basket (2 units-new)
9) Small Machines (bulldozers) (6 units-new)

3. Procurement and Installation of Cargo
Handling Equipments
1) Cancelled (new)

2) 4 units (replacement)

3) 2 units (for coals and ores-new)

4) Cancelled (replacement)

5) Cancelled (replacement)

6) Cancelled (new)

7) 4 units (new)

8) As planned (new)

9) 2 units (new)
4. Consulting Services
Related to smooth project implementations
such as retrospective study review, detailed
design, bidding/contract assistance, supervision
of works, etc. (The amount of M/M is
470M/M.)

4. Consulting Services
The services were implemented as planned.
(The amount of M/M is 697.03M/M.)

Sources: JICA documents, Answers on Questionnaires
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The following is a series of brief explanations of how what was planned differs from what

was actually implemented.

1. Civil Work

1) Length of Breakwater

The difference between the planned value (1,240m) and actual value (1,196m) is due to the

initial design being revised at the project implementation phase.9

2) Construction for Bulk Cargo Terminal (Terminal 2A)

The berth for clinkers (No. 30) was constructed as planned, but POB and a German company,

AURUBIS have agreed regarding the use of the berth,10 and AURUBIS currently is handling

copper concentration.11

Although the berth for ores (No. 33) was initially planned to be 280m, the Bulgarian side ran

short of funds,12 so the output plan was changed and only 87.31m was constructed. Bulk cargo

handling operations are not currently conducted at this berth (No. 33); only supplying of water

and electricity for cargo vessels at anchor is being conducted.

Currently, ores are being handled at Berth No. 32, which was initially planned to be

constructed as a berth for coals to a section for ores. (In other words, Berth No. 32 is being used

as the berth for ores.)

Additionally, the reason that the maximum designed depth of water became 15.78m was

because the initial design was revised at the project implementation phase.

2. Dredging Works

The reason that the dredge volume increased than initially planned was mainly because the

maximum depth of water became deeper than what was anticipated in the design (design:

14.2m; actual: 15.78m), and there was more dredge surrounding the tip of the breakwater than

what was assumed.13 In regard to the dredge in the entrance channel, a shortage of the initial

project budget resulted, so the works were conducted only up to a depth of approximately 11.5m.

Subsequently, however, the Bulgarian government came up with additional funds, and

9 When POB conducted the detail design at the project implementation phase, a slight difference of the length
occurred.
10 Contract concluded in April 2006 (five-year terminable contract). Initially, a different private company signed with
POB, but since AURUBIS acquired that company, the current counterparty is AURUBIS.
11 AURUBIS acquired a copper plant near Pirdop in the southwestern part of Sofia, the capital city. It is importing
raw copper ores via the Port of Bourgas and refining and processing them at the plant. Ten percent of processed
copper goods are exported from the Port of Bourgas, while 90% are exported to other EU nations by rail and trucks.
(*Refer to the “Results from Operation and Effect Indicators” at “Effectiveness” section regarding the handling of
copper.)
12 Refer to 3.2.2.2 Project Cost.
13 According to POB, dredging works became more difficult the more they were conducted offshore, and it was also
difficult to predict the dredge amount.
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additional dredging works equivalent to 4m were conducted. As a result, the depth of water

changed to 15.78m, which is the same as the detail design.

3. Procurement and Installation of Cargo Handling Equipments

The reason for the difference between the plan and the actual result of Terminal 2A’s entire

berth (No. 30, 31, 32, 33) was mainly due to Bulgaria’s lack of funds, as explained in 3.2.2.2

(Project Cost), however POB made its best efforts, in spite of the lack of funds. For example,

while many cancellations occurred, POB worked on optimizing the cargo handling system just

like the berth for clinkers (No. 30) by moving the existing cranes from a different terminal,

since new procurement could not be expected.

4. Consulting Services

The reason that the actual M/M volume increased is mainly due to project cost excesses and

delays. Additionally, consulting services, including the supervision of works related to the

above-mentioned additional dredging works, are also considered as part of the increase.

Figure 1: Project Site (1) - The Whole Port of Bourgas
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Figure 2: Project Site (2) - The Whole Terminal 2A

3.2.2 Project Inputs

3.2.2.1 Project Period

Table 2 compares the planned and actual periods. The planned project period was 71 months

from June 1998 to April 2004; however, it actually took 118 months, from June 1998 to March

2008, 166% longer than planned. The reason for the delay is related to the reason mentioned in

3.2.2.2 (Project Cost) in the next section. As for the delay regarding civil work, it took more

time than expected to procure sand and soil, while the dredging works were delayed because the

project faced problems related to abandoned ammunitions, etc. The procurement/installation

period of the cargo handling equipments was prolonged since it was implemented in accordance

with the progress of the berth construction works (civil works). Due to the overall delay of

construction, the period of consulting services was also extended.

Table 2: Planned and Actual Project Period

Outputs Planned Actual

(The Whole Project)
June 1998 to April 2004

(71 months)
June 1998 to March 2008

(118 months)
1) Civil Work

(bidding and contract)
December 1998 to April 2000 December 1999 to June 2001

2) Civil Work
(main construction

work)

May 2000 to April 2004 June 2001 to September 2006

3) Dredging
(bidding and contract)

December 1998 to April 2000 December 1999 to June 2001
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4) Dredging
(main dredging work)

May 2000 to April 2004 June 2001 to September 2006
September 2006 to March 2008
（additional dredging work）

5) Handling Equipments
(bidding, contract, and
manufacture)

April 2001 to October 2002 December 1999 to October 2002

6) Handling Equipments
(installation)

November 2002 to April 2004 November 2002 to March 2006

7) Consulting Services October 1998 to April 2004 August 1999 to March 2008

Source: JICA documents, Project Completion Report (PCR), answers on questionnaires.

3.3.2.2 Project Cost

The planned cost was 19,082 million yen (JICA loan amount was 14,312 million), and the

actual cost was 23,716 million yen (JICA loan amount was 14,309 million), which was slightly

higher than planned (about 124% of the plan). The main reasons for cost excesses are:

1）Problems Related to Abandoned Ammunitions/Firearms

During the dredging works, abandoned ammunitions and firearms used during World War

II were frequently found on the ocean floor. Each time they were discovered, construction

was interrupted, and officers were sent from the Ministry of Defense (in some cases,

specialists were invited from the Netherlands and Germany) to conduct clearance operations.

As a result, costs related to construction, insurance, etc., increased.

2）Problems Related to Dredge Soil Disposal

Since residents of Chernomoretz, the village considered as the site for dredge soil disposal,

waged a protest opposing this decision, the Ministry of Environment ordered POB to dispose

of the dredge soil 30 miles offshore from the village, which resulted in increased transfer and

disposal costs.

3）Problems Related to Exploitation/Transfer of Construction Materials (Sand/Soil)

Initially, the plan was to obtain sand in the coastal area of Nesebar in the northern part of

the Port of Bourgas as construction material for the berths. However, it was discovered that

rare crabs, etc., lived in the sand surrounding the area, so it could not be used, since the

Ministry of Environment also instructed POB not to use the sand. POB tried to obtain sand

from another area (near Lake Vaya), but since POB could not get much, it decided to collect

soil from the area surrounding a mine near the City of Bourgas. As a result, collection and

transport costs increased.

Therefore, accomplishing the output based on the initial budget became difficult. Although
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the original loan agreement stated that the Bulgarian government (MTITC) would cover the

additional costs, additional funds disbursed by the government were limited to only a part of it.

Striving to minimize the hindrance to the operation of the berths and cargo handling equipments

after the project completion, POB worked to keep spending in line by scaling down other output

plans and proceeded with construction of high-priority areas. As a result, as mentioned

previously, reduction of the berth length and a decrease in the amount of cargo handling

equipment procured occurred.

In the end, additional funds were only approved for the dredging works. Through the

implementation of the additional dredging works, the depth of water changed from

approximately 11.5m to 15.78m, and the maximum tonnage of vessels that could enter the port

became approximately 120,000 tons. (Approximately 50,000 tons before the additional dredging

works were implemented.) Meanwhile, additional budgets were not allocated for procuring

cargo handling equipment.14 According to POB, this resulted in the remote cause, in which the

cargo handling equipments and part of the berth were damaged.15

Tues, the project period was higher than planned while the project cost was slightly higher

than planned, therefore efficiency of the project is low.

3.3 Effectiveness (Rating: b)

3.3.1 Quantitative Effects

3.3.1.1 Results from Operation and Effect Indicators

14 Also, due to the reason mentioned in footnote 13, additional budgets were not allocated for cargo handling
equipment.

15 Refer to 3.5.4. “Current Status of Operation and Maintenance” at Sustainability section.

Figure 3: Berth No.31 Figure 4: A vessel enters the Port of Bourgas.
Vessels up to 120,000 tons may enter the port.
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With regard to evaluating the project effectiveness (quantitative evaluation), cargo handling

volume (solid bulk, liquid cargo, and general cargo), number of vessels arriving in port and total

gross tonnage of vessels arriving in port, berth occupation ratio, and operating ratio per crane

were reviewed and analyzed.

1) Cargo Handling Volume at the Port of Bourgas

Table 3 shows transition of cargo handling volume (actual figures) at the Port of Bourgas. At

the time of the appraisal, the annual handling volume after the project completion was estimated

as 2.5 million tons for coals, 1.5 million tons for ores, and 0.6 million tons for clinkers.16

Table 3: Transition of Cargo Handling Volume at the Port of Bourgas (Unit: 1,000 tons)

Solid Bulk

Year
Coals Ores

Copper
and

Other
Conce
ntrates

Clinkers
General
Cargo

Liquid
Cargo

Total
Volume at
the Port of
Bourgas

1994 3,483 1,762 1,486 135 2,853 75 6,411
1995 5,376 1,953 2,191 560 3,107 56 8,539
1996 4,755 1,810 1,860 580 2,347 39 7,141
1997 4,847 1,769 1,766 591 2,657 26 7,530

1998* 3,959 1,189 1,742 449 2,243 58 6,260
1999 2,779 994 1,197 64 1,805 35 4,619
2000 3,625 1,191 1,018 735 65 2,154 96 5,875
2001 3,053 892 982 754 0 2,004 68 5,125
2002 3,255 734 1,039 769 0 1,685 43 4,983
2003 3,777 1,184 1,632 533 0 2,229 26 6,032
2004 3,460 1,084 1,275 386 0 2,319 42 5,821
2005 3,328 1,055 1,043 314 6 2,176 131 5,635
2006 4,222 1,124 1,337 749 125 2,276 273 6,771
2007 2,813 513 917 806 0 2,029 211 5,053

2008** 1,696 606 251 807 32 2,862 57 4,615
2009 1,891 45 914 932 0 1,616 56 3,563

Source: Project Completion Report (PCR), POB documents. *Project commencement year /**Project completion
year.

Note: Between 1994 and 1999, “Ores” and “Copper and Other Concentrates” were recognized as the same type of
bulk, and the handling volume was counted as one unit.

Compared to the handling volume of coals, ores, and clinkers at the time of the appraisal, the

bulk handling volume after Terminal 2A was constructed is flagging. Although the reason is

explained below, Kremikovtzi AD, the largest source of supply in the country of bulk cargoes,

16 In addition, the demand for coals and ores at Kremikovtzi AD after the project completion was estimated with
1.3-1.5 and 2.2-2.3 million tons, respectively.
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suffered financially and shut down production around the same time that Terminal 2A was

completed, causing a dramatic decrease of the bulk handling volume at the Port of Bourgas17.

 Handling of Clinkers

Since 2000, the handling of clinkers has almost ceased since it became possible to obtain

cement materials in the country rather than importing them from overseas. As described in

“Output” at “Efficiency” section, Berth No. 30 at Terminal 2A was initially constructed for

clinkers, but copper is currently being handled by AURUBIS, which began doing so in 2006. As

described in Table 3, the handling volume of other bulks including copper is on the rise since

that same year. Meanwhile, even as for clinkers, actual handling results can be identified

between 2005 and 2008, although the amount is small. Particularly in 2006, Bulgaria

experienced a construction boom due to the booming economy. It is considered that relying on

imports was necessary since domestic supply alone was not enough.

 Handling of Coals

The handling volume of coals has decreased since 2007. This is mainly due to the decrease in

demands, as Kremikovtzi AD suffered financially and shut down production. Since there was no

other major source of supply in the country, the decrease in handling of coals could not be

avoided. After the company ceased production in 2008, there was little or no handling volume

of coals. According to POB, they are importing a small amount of coals mainly as heating fuel

for homes (45,000 tons in 2009).

 Handling of Ores

The handling volume of ores has also decreased since 2007. Same as what has been

previously stated, the reason is because Kremikovtzi AD suffered financially and shut down

production. The decrease in the handling volume could not be avoided since there was no major

source of supply even for ores in the country. Meanwhile, the handling volume of ores in 2009

increased year-on-year since POB exported the ores to other ports after handling them at the

Port of Bourgas. Namely, this was a result of starting to utilize the berths as a transit port.18

According to POB, exportation in 2009 was mainly to the Port of Galati in Romania.

2) Number of Vessels Arriving in Port and Total Gross Tonnage of Vessels Arriving in Port at

17 POB commented that “Demands for coals, ores, etc. of Kremikovtzi AD prior to the shutting down of production
was approximately 3 million tons annually of which approximately 2 million tons were handled at Terminal 2A.
Greatly affected by the production shutdown of Kremikovtzi AD, the total of the current handling volume has
decreased approximately 50% than before” (see Table 3: approximately 6.77 million tons in 2006; approximately
3.56 million tons in 2009).
18 An analysis of the coastal shipping on the Black Sea by POB revealed that 30-40% of all cargo traffic volume was
transshipment (transit). Based on the study, introducing (new) cargo handling equipment to increase the handling
volume of transshipment cargoes is currently being considered.
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Bulk Cargo Terminal, Berth Occupation Ratio, and Operating Ratio per Crane

Table 4 shows the number of vessels arriving in port and the total gross tonnage of said

vessels, berth occupation ratio, and operating ratio per crane at the Port of Bourgas, in the two

years after the project completion.

Table 4: Number of Vessels Arriving in Port and Total Gross Tonnage, Berth Occupation Ratio,

and Operating Ratio per Crane

2008 2009
Number of Vessels Arriving in Port (total) 842 620

(number of vessels with coals) 29 5
(number of vessels with ores) 2 54
(number of vessels with copper and other

concentrates)
120 155

(number of vessels with clinkers) 2 0
(number of vessels with general cargo) 668 397
(number of vessels with liquid cargo) 21 9

Total Gross Tonnage of Vessels Arriving in Port
(1,000 ton) *Note 1

4,918 3,917

Berth Occupation Ratio (%) *Note2
Berth No. 30 (handling for copper) 54
Berth No. 31 (handling for coals and coke) 18
Berth No. 32 (handling for ores) 12

N/A
*Note 3

Operating Ratio per Crane (%) *Note 4

(average operating ratio with four handling
equipments (portal crane) at Berth No. 30)

11.5 10.3

(average operating ratio with two handling
equipments (ship unloader) at Berths No. 31
and No. 32) *Note 5

6.5 12.5

Source: POB documents

Note 1) Tonnage per terminal is unknown.
Note 2) Duration that berth was occupied (hours) ÷ duration that berth was operated (hours).
Note 3) No data were prepared in 2009.
Note 4) Crane operating hours (hours) ÷ (7 days ×24 hours)
Note 5) Two cargo handling equipments (ship unloaders) are shared and used at Berths No. 31 and No. 32.

The followings are descriptions of differences of analysis and reviews, regarding these data.

 Number of Vessels Arriving in Port

According to POB, the number of coal/ore vessels arriving in the port has been affected by the

shut-down of Kremikovtzi AD. In particular, the number of coal vessels arriving in the port has

dropped significantly. As the table shows, it is judged that the number of coal/ore vessels

arriving in the port has remained low compared to the number of vessels arriving at Berth No.

30, where the handling bulk is copper, which was constructed at the same terminal (Terminal

2A). The reason that the number of ore vessels arriving in the port has increased from 2008 to
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2009 is that the berths are now being utilized as a transit port. Moreover, although the overall

number in 2009 has decreased compared to the previous year, it is likely that the global financial

crisis may have caused the drop. According to POB, 2010 is a year that has seen some degree of

recover, and an increase in the overall number compared to 2009 is predicted.

 Total Gross Tonnage of Vessels Arriving in Port

There is no data for the total gross tonnage of vessels per terminal. The data available is in

regard to the entire Port of Bourgas, thus it may be difficult to determine certain points.

Nevertheless, it can be assumed that the total gross tonnage of vessels arriving in the port

decreased due to the decrease in bulk cargo handling volume.

 Berth Occupation Ratio

If the occupation ratio is set with 26%19 for one berth, the ratios at most berths are low,

except the ratio at Berth No. 30.20 The occupation ratio declined due to the decrease in handling

volume of bulk cargoes such as coals and ores.

 Operating Ratio per Crane

As for the crane operating ratio, this indicator is not used to determine the Effectiveness since

the target value was not set in advance. Nevertheless, the number was found to be around

10%21.

3.3.1.2 Calculations of Internal Rates of Return (IRR)

Financial Internal Rate of Return (FIRR):

At the time of the appraisal, financial analysis was conducted by setting port usage fees and

19 According to the criteria from JICA’s Operation/Effect Indicator Reference.
20 Berth No. 30 is currently being used by AURUBIS. Detailed information pertaining to the operating time at the

berth could not be obtained.
21 Basically, it is thought that the crane operating time will increase given that there is an increase in bulk cargo
demands as well as in the number of vessels arriving in port.

Figure 5: Berth No. 32
(in the far back is the ship unloader procured

for the project)

Figure 6: Breakwater Constructed
by the Project
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income from cargo handling charges as benefits and investment costs (operating cost),

administrative/maintenance, and operation costs as costs. In addition, the project life was set at

30 years. Then, the Financial Internal Rate of Return (FIRR) was calculated as 8.5%. At the

time of the ex-post evaluation, recalculation was attempted using the same calculation method,

which showed that expected benefits (port usage fees, income from cargo handling charges,

etc.) were not satisfactory. There were also excessive operating costs and project delays.

Therefore, the internal rate of return was negative (not calculated).

The Economic Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) was not calculated at the time of the appraisal.

At the time of the ex-post evaluation, it was not recalculated because specifying the

prerequisites of benefits both at the time of the appraisal and ex-post evaluation was considered

to be difficult.

3.3.2 Qualitative Effects (Safety of Handling of Bulks and Improvement of Work Efficiency)

Improvements pertaining to safety and efficiency are unknown in situations in which the

handling volume of bulk cargoes is decreasing and the operating time of cargo handling

equipments (cranes, etc.) is relatively short. However, POB states that cargo transport is now

being conducted more safely as a result of equipping a new ship unloader (crane for bulk) at

Berth No. 31.

(Determination of the Effectiveness Rating and Conclusions)

When comparing the quantitative indicative data (actual) of 2009 with that forecast at the

time of the appraisal (2.5 million tons of coals and 1.5 million tons of ores regarding annual

handling volume at the project completion stage), coals were 1.8% (45,000 tons) and ores were

60.9% (914,000 tons), which declined greatly. However, these forecast figures were

performance goals based on the assumption that the Kremikovtzi AD would continue operating.

In addition, POB’s efforts to develop project effects such as starting transshipment transport of

ores to increase handling volume should be considered. Therefore, its effectiveness is fair.

[Column: How and Why the Kremikovtzi AD Shut Down Production]

Founded in 1961, the Kremikovtzi AD is the country’s largest metalworking company.

At the time of the appraisal, its crude steel production capacity was 1,750,000 tons by

converters and 400,000 tons by electric furnaces, while its revenue was 2.6 million

dollars (actual figures in 1996). The company produced approximately 75% of all the
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crude steel in Bulgaria, and its products were mainly exported to EU countries and

Turkey. Although Bulgaria continued experiencing economic growth and faced

increasing wages of domestic workers after 2000, the administrative side was not very

proactive about the wage tendency and investing in the old metalworking plant. Since

operating costs (e.g., fuels) and wages of the workers were not satisfactory, strikes were

occurred frequently. Throughout these incidents, production dropped and deficits

expanded. In 2007, both the administrative side and the government held discussions

regarding continuing the business. As a result, production ceased in 2008 and the

company filed for bankruptcy.

Moreover, around the same time that the Kremikovtzi AD’s business conditions were

worsening, Bulgaria was forging ahead to become an EU member, so the company was

required to meet EU’s environmental standards. Nevertheless, problems related to air

pollution from the exhaust gas from the plant were not alleviated.

3.4 Impact

3.4.1 Intended Impacts

3.4.1.1 Impact on the Improvement of Economic Activities in Bulgaria

With the project implementation, it was expected that cargo handling volume at the Port of

Bourgas would increase and that the production at Kremikovtzi AD would also grow, in order to

contribute to the Bulgaria’s economic activity. However, as stated earlier, due to the company’s

shut-down, it resulted in a decline in the bulk cargo handling volume at the Port of Bourgas.

Therefore, it can be assumed that the impact of the project is limited at this point.

3.4.2 Other Impacts

3.4.2.1 Impacts on the Natural Environment

There is no negative impact on the environment from the project.22 Moreover, the following

explanations are the need of improving environmental issues pointed out before the project

implementation, the implementation of environmental monitoring during the project

implementation, and the environmental monitoring system and implementation condition after

the project completion.

22 No major observations of negative impact on the environment were found in the field survey.
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1) Improvement of Environmental Issues Such as Soot and Dust

Environmental standards in Bulgaria require that a distance of more than 1,000 meters must

be secured between the yard of the port facilities and the urban area to prevent soot and dust

from scattering into the neighboring cities. Since at the time of the appraisal the yard was

located approximately 800 meters from the urban area, 23 improvements were required.

Meanwhile, at the time of the ex-post evaluation, measures such as covering bulk cargoes with

calcareous matter to prevent dust from scattering have been taken at Berth No. 30 (see Figures 1

and 2) at Terminal 2A, which is the closest to the urban area and is recognized to be less than

1,000 meters away, which violates the environmental standards. Therefore, problems related to

dust have not occurred. Additionally, AURUBIS, which is currently using Berth No. 30, is

planning to construct a warehouse in the near future to store bulk cargoes indoors,24 so such

problems will continue being prevented.

2) Implementation of Environmental Monitoring

According to POB, no environmental problems occurred at all during the project

implementation. Moreover, it can be considered that no problem exists concerning the

environmental monitoring system and implementation conditions 25 after the project was

completed. Since the Bourgas branch of the Ministry of Environment is in charge of conducting

overall environmental monitoring of the city of Bourgas, it also conducts monitoring for the

Port of Bourgas. Should any environmental pollution (e.g., oil leakages) be confirmed, residents

or POB staff will contact the branch, and external companies commissioned by the office will

conduct cleaning.

3) Impact on the Ecosystem

As explained in 3.2.2.2 Project Cost (“Efficiency”), although the original plan was to obtain

sand in the coastal area of Nesebar for building the berths, it was discovered that rare crabs and

other animals lived there. Thus, POB decided to collect soil from the area around a mine near

the city of Bourgas, since the Ministry of Environment also instructed not to use the sand.

Therefore, it can be said that impact on the ecosystem was considered during the project

implementation.

3.4.2.2 Land Acquisition and Resettlement

Neither resettlement nor land acquisition occurred in the project. It was confirmed through

23 According to JICA appraisal documents.
24 There are two objectives for storing materials indoors: damages to the materials can be minimized, and
environmental issues can be considered.
25 The environmental monitoring included inspections of treatment of waste water drained when the terminal is used.
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interviews with POB employees and local site investigations.

3.5 Sustainability (Rating: c)

3.5.1 Structural Aspects of Operation and Maintenance

Since the Bulgarian Port Infrastructure Company (hereinafter called “BPICo”)26 has been

required by law to construct, manage, and operate the ports in Bulgaria, the company should be

the one in charge of this project management and operation under ordinary circumstances. The

outputs constructed by the project would have been transferred from POB to BPICo, and

operation and maintenance would have been conducted by BPICo. However, the maintenance

work have been conducted continuously by the Facility Administration Department27 of POB28.

Meanwhile, the Bourgas branch of BPICo controls and supervises29 the facilities at the Port of

Bourgas. The reason that the outputs’ transfer have not completed yet is, as described in 3.5.4

Current Status of Operation and Maintenance, that there has been an instance where a damaged

part (a dent) was found in the berth No.32 after the project completion. According to BPICo and

POB, until the damaged part is repaired, POB is in charge of the operation and maintenance.

Hereafter, the repair is scheduled to be conducted after a detailed study is concluded and

possible measures are examined, and the transfer is scheduled to officially be approved based on

a decision to be made in the cabinet council meeting. However, the date was not specified at the

time of the ex-post evaluation (as of July 2010). In addition, although who shall be conducting

the repair of the damaged part and how the budget should be handled still seem to be undecided,

BPICo commented that this task may be imposed30 on future concessionaires. In the case of the

26 Established in 2005. There currently are 135 employees. The headquarter office is located in Sofia, the capital city.
BPICo is a public corporation (national enterprise) that owns and manages port facilities in the country. There are
four BPICo branches (Port of Bourgas branch and Varna branch near the Black Sea, Port of Ruse branch near the
Danube, and Port of Lom branch). Each branch manages and supervises its port facilities by working with local port
operators.
27 The department is in charge of operational and maintenance tasks of the bulk cargo terminal facilities.
28 Established in 1903. The Executing Agency at the time of the appraisal was also POB. In POB’s appointment
system of its executive personnel, the executive board members who are the top decision-making body are first
appointed by the MTITC. Based on the board’s resolution, the executive director is elected, and this decision is
reported to the MTITC. Subsequently, an agreement regarding the approval of operation is signed between the
MTITC and the executive director, and thus the organizational structure is established.
29 Should repairs or works on a larger scale be necessary, a structure is set up that allows BPICo to exercise certain
control and supervision rights such as approving POB to delegate repair and construction works to external
companies (or sometimes bidding that directly concerns the selection of external companies to outsource the tasks is
conducted by BPICo).
30 As a matter of planning for both the MTITC and BPICo, it is considered that all port facilities will be loaned to
and cargo handling tasks will be outsourced to the concessionaires from now. If the plan decision comes to fruition,
after the repairs to the damaged parts of the berth are completed, all facilities will be transferred from POB to BPICo
and will immediately be loaned and outsourced to concessionaires. According to BPICo, future concessionaires are
not assumed to be domestic companies but rather those outside the country (with profitability in mind).
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Port of Bourgas, concession biddings are conducted per terminal for loaning and outsourcing.

Therefore, whether or not concessionaires can be found is what remains to be done.

Although there were 2,756 POB employees at the time of the appraisal, the number dropped

to approximately 1,000 at the time of the ex-post evaluation (as of July 2010). Among them, 224

employees are in the operation and maintenance division (bulk cargo division). By the end of

this year, it is anticipated that the number will be downsized to 970 employees because staff

downsizing was gradually being conducted through such measures as adopting an early

retirement plan. It is also recognized that Kremikovtzi AD’s shut-down has affected staff

downsizing.31

Therefore, there are concerns regarding future maintenance implementation structure since

POB has faced worsening operational and financial conditions, and it has downsized the staff.

However, it seems that there is no major problem regarding the current maintenance structure or

BPICo’s control and supervision structures.32

3.5.2 Technical Aspects of Operation and Maintenance

The Human Resources Division at POB creates an annual training plan to offer support so

employees may qualify for various certifications and improve their PC skills.33 In 2008, 19

training courses were conducted with more than 140 participants. In 2009, 12 training courses

were conducted with more than 100 participants. Moreover, many maintenance staff members

have extensive experience, and on-the-job training (OJT) is conducted occasionally. The staff

has high professional qualifications.34 Therefore, POB’s technical level in terms of operation

and maintenance is adequate.

3.5.3 Financial Aspects of Operation and Maintenance

Table 5 explains the operation and maintenance budget regarding the project. The reason that

the budget decreased in 2009 is because the handling volume at the Port of Bourgas dropped

significantly, and POB’s operating revenue also declined due to Kremikovtzi AD’s shut-down.

31 For reference, there are 1,350 employees in 2009, and the decrease is considered as great as the one last year.
32 Although the Executing Agency of this project is currently in the transitional phase, sustainability is considered in
this ex-post evaluation, assuming that POB will continue being responsible for operation and maintenance.
33 On the POB’s site, there is an educational center used exclusively for training and run by the Human Resources

Division. This is where the staff members receive training.
34 Regarding the staff’s qualifications, in the case of crane operators, for example, they will be qualified to take the
operation test after receiving crane maneuvering training for about a month. If they pass the test, they may assume the
responsibility of maneuvering operations. Moreover, managing engineers of the facilities and staff in charge of the
power distribution division must have graduated at least from technical schools.
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Table 5: Operation and Maintenance Budget of POB (Unit: 1,000 BGN)

2006 2007 2008 2009
Operation

Budget 3,030 3,282 3,110 800

Maintenance
Budget 1,693 2,015 2,643 994

Total 4,723 5,297 5,753 1,794

Source: POB documents

POB has been operated with an independent profit system, and the maintenance budgets have

to be allocated from operation revenues. POB’s financial resources consist of cargo handling

operation income, rental income from renting warehouses, and power/water supply income

obtained from vessels arriving in port.35 Regarding the data on Table 5, POB commented that

“regular maintenance was conducted until 2008 by eking out the maintenance budget. Since

2009, however, enough budgets could not be secured thus only emergency maintenance is

currently being conducted.” As background, POB has officially announced its plan to cut costs,

reduce labor costs, and acquire new customers in 2008 and has been striving to improve its

financial standing since then. Since the plan was announced, the operation and maintenance

budgets decreased in 2009, as shown in Table 5.

Table 6 is the Statement of Income of POB for the last four years. Due to Kremikovtzi AD

shutting down, POB’s revenues and expenses have also been affected. There has been some

impact from the global financial crisis in 2009, which also has depressed operating revenue.36

Therefore, despite POB’s efforts to cut costs to improve revenues, there is concern about the

financial condition of operation and maintenance, since the budget to conduct regular

maintenance cannot be secured.

Table 6: Statement of Income of POB (Unit: 1,000 BGN)

2006 2007 2008 2009
Operating
Revenue

35,836 33,438 40,462 26,046

Non-operating 5,271 3,543 2,878 1,352

35 Meanwhile, BPICo collects harbor charges from vessels arriving in port, which have become the company’s
source of income.
36 Operating revenue, non-operating income, and operation cost and financial cost increased from 2007 to 2008. This
mainly relates to the economic boost in Bulgaria that resulted from the country’s joining EU and the economic boom
worldwide at that time. According to POB, the main factors are 1) the handling volume of general cargoes increased,
compared to 2007 (see Table 3 on page 12), and the operating revenue also increased (since the unit price of the
handling volume per ton is higher than that of bulk cargoes, the influence is definitely reflected in the operating
revenue). In addition, with increases of handling volume of general cargoes, the operating cost, etc., also increased; 2)
the handling volume of container cargoes increased by approximately 16,000 TEU in Port of Bourgas, compared to
the previous year, and the operating revenue and cost, etc., also increased, and so on. (Information about the detailed
reasons for the increase of the operating cost from 2007 to 2008 was not available.)
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Income
Operating Cost
and Financial Cost

35,775 38,840 50,766 32,470

Profit Before Tax 5,332 -1,859 -7,426 -5,072
Current Net
Profits (losses)

4,500 -1,859 -7,588 -5,027

Source: POB documents

3.5.4 Current Status of Operation and Maintenance

The staff members of the Facility Administration Department at POB are conducting

maintenance work by following the facility/equipment usage manual. As for repairs, staff

members who have professional knowledge and experience are conducting the work. Moreover,

POB has a certain amount of spare parts stored.37 Nevertheless, due to maintenance budget

shortfalls, the current situation is that only emergency maintenance is being conducted as of this

moment. As for the breakwater, there have been no damages, and there is no record of repairs

after the project completion, either. No problems could be identified regarding the conditions of

the facilities (regular inspections are being conducted). Nor is there a problem regarding the

staff’s skill and maintenance implementation status both for Terminal 2A and cargo handling

equipment.38

As shown in Figure 8 below, there is a damaged part (a dent) on the surface of Berth No. 32.

According to POB, the dent was made when bulk transport that should have not been conducted

was actually conducted, due to the lack of cargo handling equipment.39 As a result, it seems that

an excessive load was placed on the area where the dent eventually formed, making the

foundation sag.40

37 The structure allows orders to be placed on an as-needed basis. POB commented that although it takes some time
from the point that repair becomes necessary to actually placing the order, the delivery time itself is relatively short.
Nevertheless, due to the current budget shortfall, sometimes parts cannot be purchased.

38 The staff members are engaged in maintenance tasks at the terminal all day and all night on a two-shift system.
39 Transport by bulldozers and heavy machineries adds lots of burden (excess load).
40 As noted in “Constraints During the Evaluation Study and Point of Concern” on pages 2 and 3, the study (SAPS
study) aimed at reconstructing the purpose of port use regarding the whole Port of Bourgas, considering the use
method of the project output, Terminal 2A, and at increasing the revenue along with the project purpose, is underway.
In the study, the examination of cause and remediation of the damaged part is being investigated.
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Figure 7: Berth No.30 Figure 8: Dent at Berth No.3241

As a general conclusion of the “Current Status of Operation and Maintenance,” there is no

problem regarding the implementation details of maintenance. Nevertheless, as mentioned

above, there are concerns that damage has occurred at the berth and that there is no plan to

repair this affected area even now. Repair work must be conducted as soon as possible.

(Determination of the Sustainability Rating and Conclusions)

As explained, it may be safe to assume that there is no major problem regarding POB’s

operation and maintenance. However, problems of sustainability under the current conditions

have been observed because deficits persist, the operation and maintenance budget is

insufficient, regular maintenance is not being conducted, and the damage to the surface of the

berth still has not been repaired. Therefore, sustainability of the project is low.

4. Conclusion, Lessons Learned, and Recommendations

4.1 Conclusion

It can be seen that the project conforms to national policy and development needs.

Meanwhile, the project period became longer and the cost greater than initially planned. Some

of the outputs could not be achieved. Moreover, demands declined and bulk handling volume of

coals and ores also decreased due to the production shutdown of Kremikovtzi AD. This meant

that regular maintenance has not been conducted due to budget shortfalls resulting from the

Executing Agency’s poor operating revenue. Additionally, there is concern that repairs of

damage to the surface of the berth still have not been scheduled. Therefore, this project is

evaluated as unsatisfactory (D), however the Executing Agency has been promoting new efforts

41 Water has collected in the dent, which appears to be approximately 100m by 3-7m in size, with an estimated
maximum depth of approximately 40-50 cm.
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such as exporting ores that have once been handled to other ports (utilizing facilities as a transit

port) and the new approach can be evaluated as appreciable.

4.2 Recommendations

(Recommendations for the Executing Agency)

1) To expand the low cargo handling volume, it is desirable to continue securing new sources

of supply and to promote the facility as a transit port. The Port of Bourgas is blessed with

advantageous conditions. Geographically, it is the eastern gateway to the EU. Its water is also

deep, allowing large vessels access to it. To maximize its advantages and to lower risks of cargo

handling volume decreasing when major sources of supply like Kremikovtzi AD shut down

suddenly, it is desirable to establish strategies and management plans that accommodate the

cargo growth trend at different times (e.g., promote plans as a transit port), continuously in the

future.

2) Regarding the damage in Berth No. 32 at Terminal 2A, Bulgarian side should immediately

identify repair methods, a schedule, and costs. The cargo handling volume is currently

decreasing, and should berth operating hours become longer because the berths are being used

as a transit port, cargo handling will be affected if repairs are delayed. This could become a

heavy burden on the financial condition of the Executing Agency, if concerns regarding the lack

of maintenance budgets cannot be resolved.

(Recommendation for JICA)

As for this project’s outcome indicators such as cargo handling volume, it is desirable to

continue conducting monitoring. While a new loan project (development of a container cargo

terminal) is yet to begin and the total cargo handling volume at the Port of Bourgas must always

be monitored, it is especially worth considering using the relevant monitoring data as a

performance indicator to optimize existing and new projects.

4.3 Lessons Learned

(Lessons Learned Regarding Project Cost Excess and Project Period Delay)

Due to project cost excesses and delays, the project faced a budget shortfall, and some of the

cargo handling equipment could not be procured. Regarding the costs which were not covered

by JICA’s loan, the aid-receiving country usually has to owe those amounts, which are ruled by

the loan contract. In case that there is negative impact on the appearance of the project’s effects,

when the aid-receiving country realizes that additional budgets are necessary, it must take action
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to secure the budgets as much as possible. At the same time, JICA should occasionally ask for

the execution of such tasks to the country. Throughout this process, it is desirable to enhance the

certainty of disbursing additional costs.

(Lessons Learned Regarding the Necessity of Considering Risks at the Project Planning Stage)

The cargo handling volume at the Port of Bourgas was directly affected by the shutdown of

Kremikovtzi AD, which was the port’s major supplier of bulk cargoes. Should there be only one

supplier or only a few at the planning stage, it is desirable to carefully consider and analyze the

risks associated with the project.
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Comparison of the Original and Actual Scope of the Project

Items Original Actual

1. Civil Work
1) Construction for Breakwater:

1,240m
2) Construction for Bulk Cargo
Terminal (Terminal 2A)
- Clinkers, 1, 195m, 14.2m
- Coals, 2, 510m, 14.2m
- Ores, 1, 280m, 14.2m
(total number of berths is 4 and
total length is 985m)

- Area for Storage Yards: 12.3ha
(total)

1. Civil Work
1) 1,196m (almost as planned)

2) Partially reduced, compared with
the original plan as follows
- Clinkers (copper), 1, 195m,
15.78m
- Coals/Ores, 2, 510m, 15.78m
- Unused, 1, 87.31m, 15.78m
(total number of berths is 4 and
total length is 792.31m)

- Area for Storage Yards: Approx.
11.1ha (total)

2. Dredging Works
Increased width and depth of
entrance channel and in-port
anchorage: approximately 5.5
million cubic meters total

2. Dredging Works
Increased width and depth of
entrance channel and in-port
anchorage: approximately 7.76
million cubic meters in total (more
than planned)

1. Project Outputs

3. Procurement and Installation of
Cargo Handling Equipments
1) Portal Crane (lifting capacity
40t) (for coals: 1 unit-new)
2) Portal Crane (lifting capacity
16t) (for clinkers: 3
units-replacement)
3) Ship Unloader (grab type with
capacity 1,500t/h) (for coals: 1
unit-new)
4) Ship Unloader (grab type with
capacity 1,500t/h) (for coals: 1
unit-replacement)
5) Ship Unloader (grab type with
capacity 1,500t/h) (for ores: 2
units-new)
6) Front Loader Tire Type for coals
with 8.5 cubic meters basket (8
units-new)
7) Front Loader Tire Type for ores
with 4.2 cubic meters basket (7
units-new)
8) Front Loader Tire Type for
clinkers with 6.2 cubic meters
basket (2 units-new)
9) Small Machines (bulldozers) (6
units-new)

3. Procurement and Installation of
Cargo Handling Equipments
1) Cancelled (new)

2) 4 units (replacement)

3) 2 units (for coals and ores-new)

4) Cancelled (replacement)

5) Cancelled (replacement)

6) Cancelled (new)

7) 4 units (new)

8) As planned (new)

9) 2 units (new)
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4. Consulting Services
Related to smooth project
implementations such as
retrospective study review, detailed
design, bidding/contract assistance,
supervision of works, etc. (The
amount of M/M is 470M/M.)

4. Consulting Services
The services were implemented as
planned.
(The amount of M/M is
697.03M/M.)

2. Project Period June 1998 – April 2004
(71 months)

June 1998 – March 2008
(118 months)

3. Project Cost

Amount paid in
Foreign currency

Amount paid in
Local currency

Total

Japanese ODA loan
portion

Exchange Rate

5,843 million yen

13,240 million yen

14,312 million yen

14,312 million yen

1 USD=121 yen
(As of June 1998)

14,309 million yen

9,407 million yen

14,309 million yen

14,309 million yen

1 USD=115.21 yen
(Average between June 2001

and March 2008)


