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INTRODUCTION 
Accession of Hungary to the European Union offers a remarkable opportunity for the country to catch up. Our lag behind more highly developed regions of the world is still considerable, especially in terms of infrastructure development aimed at environmental protection. European funds became available even in the period of the accession process. A number of significant projects had been prepared and launched within the framework of the ISPA Initiative as early as four years before de facto accession, in 2000. As an interesting and perhaps not accidental coincidence, the EU set out its Lisbon Strategy of development and job creation also in 2000. The environmental objectives of that strategy were by and large identical to those of Hungarian environmental infrastructure development projects implemented on the basis of ISPA support. Following our accession on May 01, 2004, the ISPA projects were transformed, under identical conditions, into Cohesion Fund projects. Project managers have faced a number of obstacles hindering project elaboration and organization in order to achieve successful implementation. These obstacles bear weird resemblance to the difficulties referred to by experts and analysts involved in the evaluation of the Lisbon Strategy of the European Community on several occasions. On the basis of the „Szeged Regional Waste Management Programme” project launched in 1999 and implemented with support by the EU, I intend to provide an assessment of the domestic reform activities aimed at environmental protection from the viewpoint of the Lisbon Strategy. 
1./ Objectives and major phases of the Lisbon Strategy 

The Lisbon Strategy of the European Community (The Lisbon European Council – An Agenda of Economic and Social Renewal for Europe, 23-24th March 2000) set out the objective to implement joint actions on the basis of an integrated strategy built on top of concerted national reform programmes in the area of improvement in development, competitiveness and market positions, job creation, energy policy, and application of technologies aimed at the protection of the environment. In accordance with the major and comprehensive political objectives, a uniform, dynamic, and knowledge-based economy of the Union is to be established by the year 2010. Under the strategy, an increasing rate of sustainable development is to be realized, full employment and reduction in unemployment are to be central issues of economic policy and social policy so as to achieve the level of best performing countries, and systems of social protection are to be modernized. 
An analysis and assessment of the Lisbon process was completed in 2004 at the Spring Session of the European Council (March 26, 2004), where the Commission Report devotes special chapters to deal with issues of „environmental protection as a priority” and questions pertaining to sustainable development (2.4.2 and 2.4.3). 
1.1./ The report of the Kok Committee 
An important step forward is marked by the November 2004 Report from the High Level Group lead by Mr. Wim Kok. The title of the Kok report was „Facing the challenge”, and the document provided a detailed evaluation of the results attained within the Lisbon process, analyzed the factors presenting obstacles, and identified new objectives. Chapter 5 of the report entitled ”For an environmentally sustainable future” provides an analysis of the long-term opportunities from the aspect of the relationship between environment and the economy and sustainable development. 
The analysis points out the ways in which well thought-through environmental policies may assist in the realization of the fundamental objectives of the original Lisbon Strategy – larger growth and more jobs. More efficient resource utilization and new opportunities for investment provide an opportunity for innovation, create new markets, and increase competitiveness. This means that environmental protection ensures competitive advantage for Europe in global markets. 
1.2./ The new programme for growth and development of the European Community 
„Time to move up a gear!” That was the title of the new programme for growth and employment launched by the Commission at the spring 2006 session of the European Council, which is nothing else but a re-interpretation of the fundamental principles of the Lisbon programme and its adaptation to the new situation. 

2./ The Lisbon Strategy and development of infrastructure for environmental protection in Hungary 
An important aspect from the point of view of feasibility of the environmental objectives of the Lisbon Strategy is related to the fact that the level of development of the member countries that had joined the European Union earlier is considerably higher, which calls for implementation of two action plans that differ from each other considerably. Countries that joined the Union only recently, including Hungary, will have to devote the initial phase to catching up with  the level of the more developed countries of the European Union. As a result, an increasingly pressing task for Hungary after our accession to the European Union is to establish an infrastructure of environmental protection that is in line with the standards of the Union. 
In the course of legal harmonization that took place during the process of accession, a comprehensive transformation of environmental legislation was performed in accordance with the principles and directives of the European Union. However, we still lack an environmental infrastructure that is in line with and conforming to all current legal principles. The ISPA project launched in the final phase of the accession process allowed us to initiate several major programmes utilizing EU resources. Preparation of the ISPA project entitled Regional Waste Management Programme of Szeged began back in 1999 and it s still a long way from completion, even though its completion deadline was prolonged on one occasion, from December 31, 2004 to December 31, 2006. The programme component that has a crucial role in terms of  environmental protection, i.e., remediation of areas contaminated by regional wastes and landfills of small settlements contaminating the environment, is expected to be completed by only as late as December 31, 2007. If one takes a look at the important issue of why completion of a project that could otherwise be implemented within a period of 3-4 years is attained within a period of nearly ten years, he will realize that a justified reason is perhaps hard to find. However, if one takes a close look at the details of each phase within the process, the reasons can be clearly identified. 
3./ The Regional Waste Management Programme of Szeged ISPA project 
Experts taking part in the preparation of the project specified the objective to establish an integrated waste management system for the 250 thousand inhabitants of Szeged and a further 30 surrounding settlements. The local governments involved signed a contract on long-term cooperation in order to meet the requirements of the European Union regarding waste management, to prevent and eliminate contamination of the environment caused by wastes, and also to improve the quality of the environment of the region.
Major areas of the ISPA project:
· Technical protection of the regional waste disposal site  

· Biogas utilization 
· Expansion of selective waste collection 

· Establishment of a regional composting plant 
· Construction of a facility for the treatment of construction and demolition wastes 
· Assessment and remediation of the landfills of small settlements 
3.1./ Historical background 
In spring 1999, the Ministry of Environmental Protection began to assess the feasibility of projects aimed at the development of national regional environmental infrastructure within the pre-accession process through assistance provided by the ISPA Fund made available by the European Union.

3.1.1./ Decision on launching the project  

The document entitled „Waste Management Programme for Csongrád County” elaborated by the Szegedi Környezetgazdálkodási Kht. (Waste Management Public Benefit Company of Szeged) was used as a basis for preliminary discussions regarding the feasibility of launching a project aimed at the development of waste management in the Szeged region. Following collection of information and identification of regional environmental objectives, a project proposal was prepared and its final text was drafted by a Danish EU expert who spent several days in Hungary, including Szeged, in the summer of 1999. The project proposal was approved in Brussels in September 1999. 

3.1.2./ Preparation of the ISPA project documentation in several phases
The management of the Környezetgazdálkodási Kht. set up a team of experts basically consisting of designers and experts of the KEVITERV-AKVA Company of Szolnok and the Okean Company of Budapest, and also some other external experts. Preparation of the project documentation according to the EU rules then in force started already in 1999. Design work related to building and technology was assigned to KEVITERV-AKVA, while preparation of project documentation was undertaken by other experts. For lack of a better source of information, they were instructed at the outset by the Delegation of the EU to Hungary and the Independent Department of International Subsidies of the Ministry of Environmental Protection to follow the rules of project documentation pertaining to the „Phare” Programme then in effect. The documents thus prepared were submitted in June 2000. 
As the Independent Department of International Subsidies of the Ministry of Environmental Protection established that the document was too long and detailed, it was handed over to an expert company with the intent to have of reduced. The shorter version was sent to Brussels in July 2000, where it was handed over, in turn, for auditing to a Belgian company named CarlBro. The Környezetgazdálkodási Kht. received no copies of the shorter documentation and, upon inquiry, representatives of the CarlBro Company informed the Hungarian company that the documentation was unsuitable for use in further negotiations and making justified decisions. Following some hesitation, the company provided Környezetgazdálkodási Kht., at the request of its senior managers, with a list of defaults in which deficiencies  were summarized under 40 sections. It turned out that during „shortening” of the documentation crucial items having to do with basic assumptions were left out, including  the environmental impact assessment.
Upon the request and invitation of the Public Benefit Company, experts of CarlBro finally traveled to Szeged around the end of August 2000 and, after they had made sure on the site that preparation was carried out at a due professional level, they re-worked the whole documentation jointly with Hungarian experts. This joint effort started on Monday and was completed by Friday morning, a couple of days before the deadline for submission.
3.1.3./ Approval of the ISPA project documentation
The project was approved on the basis of the re-edited and submitted documentation, in September 2000, followed by signing the Financing Memorandum. The adopted project documentation also included a public procurement plan elaborated by a public procurement expert of CarlBro. The instructions contained therein were deployed for the elaboration of various design documentation as early as in the fourth quarter of 2000.
3.1.4./ Preparation and implementation of the public procurement procedure 
Preparation of design documentation connected to the approved project documentation commenced in 2001. The project was broken down into five individual tender packages on the basis of the public procurement plan, three of which deal with actual investment activities, the other two are devoted to implementation of additional tasks. 

· Engineer
· PR

· Construction Tender (no. 1) 
· Procurement 
· Remediation (Construction Tender no. 2) 

Within the Engineer tender, the cooperating partner that undertook responsibility for coordination of implementation, professional supervision, and control of the overall project was selected. The PR (Public Relations) tender is aimed at project communication, awareness-raising to environmental issues, as well as shaping the readiness of the population to cooperate during the implementation and, later on, operation of the establishment. All building and construction specialist activities related to global development, including subsequent technical protection of the existing dumping ground were elaborated in Construction Tender no. 1. The Procurement Tender involved purchase of all items of equipment, machines, machinery, vehicles and other devices connected to the implementation of the project. The winner of the Remediation Tender was to carry out tasks related to remediation of small settlement landfills and contaminated areas.

As a result of a multi-round coordination mechanism, the procedure turned out to be quite lengthy. While the tender documentation was prepared in a short while (the first two being available already in the autumn of 2001), they were announced only a year later. Evaluation of the Engineer Tender and the PR Tender had been completed, the partners had been selected and contracts had been signed. Construction Tender no. 1 was announced, documentation received was assessed, however, the procedure had to be repeated owing to overrun in budgeted expenditures. In order to speed up the process, the tender was divided into two parts. Activities related to the newly specified Construction Tender no. 1 involving establishment of a smaller part of the infrastructure were completed in February 2005. Other implementation activities announced in Construction Tender no. 2 are under way. The deadline of completion was set for November 23, 2006 but the work is expected to be completed only around the end of March 2007 as a result of certain delay in performance. It took  more than two years to approve the Procurement Tender, which was announced only in 2004, and the winning consortium fulfilled its contractual tasks by March 2005. 
The Remediation Tender is still in the phase of obtaining the necessary licenses. At present, coordination with the authorities is under way. It is expected that all required authority permissions will have been obtained  by the end of the current year. Owing to the fact that the Remediation Tender also included construction activities of waste yards and waste collection islands, that tender was also divided owing to financial and technical reasons. The new Construction Tender no. 3 incorporates minor activities concerning the construction of waste yards and waste collection islands, which can be performed from a significantly smaller budget and in a relatively short time (2-3 months). The new Construction Tender no. 4, on the other hand, includes remediation of contaminated areas, small settlement dumping grounds that contaminate the environment, which includes costs that are higher in several orders of magnitude and duration that involves a considerably longer remediation period (10-12 months). These activities are further justified by the fact that containers and equipment needed for waste yards and waste collection islands that can be realized from several tens of million HUF were already obtained in March 2005 within the Procurement Tender. Remediation activities that will be implemented from a budget of several billion HUF may be considerably delayed in case of a difficulty in financing. The necessary documentation will be submitted in 2006, and, following approval, announcement, evaluation, and implementation of Construction Tender no. 3 will take place in the first half of 2007. Announcement of Construction Tender no. 4 is expected to take place some time later, but still, hopefully, in 2007, with implementation scheduled, also depending on availability of financial resources, to be completed before the very end of 2008. In other words, the deadline for completion of the project will have to be prolonged in 2006 by a further 2 years, up to December 31, 2008. 
The final versions of the tenders thus include:
· Engineer 

· PR 

· Construction no. 1 (Infrastructure) 

· Construction no. 2 (Insulation of the dumping ground, other facilities) 

· Procurement (vehicles, machinery, equipment) 
· Construction no. 3 (waste yards, waste collection islands) 

· Remediation (Construction no. 4) 

3.1.5./ Entrusting the public benefit company wholly owned by the local government with the implementation of the project 
Upon recommendation of the Waste Management Public Benefit Company of Szeged, which is wholly owned by the Local Government of Szeged, a City of County Rank, the Local Government approved submission of the ISPA project proposal to Brussels in the summer of 2000, and entrusted  the public benefit company with carrying out the relevant preparatory works. When the project was approved in 2001, the Local Government authorized the company to perform overall implementation of the project and entrusted the managing  director with completion of the tasks of project manager on behalf of the Local Government.
3.1.6./ Starting and finishing actual investment activities 
Following a split of the original Construction Tender no. 1, actual construction activities of the new Construction Tender no. 1 could be commenced in 2004, five years after the beginning of project preparation, and three and a half years after the official approval of the project in Brussels. Construction Tender no. 2 was signed on June 05, 2004 and is expected to be completed by March 31, 2007. Hopefully activities of Construction Tender no. 3 will begin in April 2007 and end by June 30, 2007. Construction Tender no. 4 will be announced in 2007 and it is scheduled to be completed by December 31, 2008.
4./ Changes in the rules applicable to public procurement
Utilization of EU funds can take place in accordance with stringent rules of procedure, whereby different procedures are to be followed and different rules are to be adhered to depending on the magnitude of development activities. In case of investment bids of comparable magnitude, open international tender (public procurement) procedures are typically announced in the form of an open bid which is to be published in the official publication of the EU.

4.1./ Public procurement tender procedures before accession to the EU
As a system to be applied to public procurement procedures in the course of preparation of the ISPA projects, the DIS (Decentralised Implementation System) used for the utilization of external (third country) aids granted by the European Union was identified as mandatory. With a view to the fact that the law on public procurement then in force in Hungary allowed for application of the procedures specified by the party granting the support, these projects — utilizing EU funds — were implemented up to May 01, 2004 in accordance with the rules of the European Union. The system was a modified version of an earlier DIS order of procedures (adapted in line with the experience obtained in the meantime). However, hardly had a small part of the documentation been prepared when, starting from January 01, 2001, the EU introduced a new order of procedures under the name PraG (Practical Guide to EC External Aid Procedures), which considerably differed from its earlier counterpart in formal aspects as well. This entailed a considerable delay in the implementation of the project that had already lagged behind considerably. That was the time when a number of projects were forced to realize that much progress had been made during project implementation along a way that had to be abandoned, whereby the documents had to be adjusted to a new format and made conforming to new, partly formal but partly also content-related, requirements. 
Re-editing the documents took considerable time to accomplish, with a duration leading to delay in project implementation spanning several half year periods, as a minimum. 
Compared to this amount of modification, the order of procedures connected to the „New PraG” (Practical Guide to Contract Procedures Financed from the General Budget of the European Communities in the Context of External Actions) brought with it changes of a much smaller scale. Nevertheless, this change also resulted in a considerable delay in the implementation of projects as it took considerable time for all actors to clearly understand their new tasks and roles in the implementation of the new system. (Of course, the human factor played a crucial role here. Substantial delay was attributed to the considerable time needed for formulating a clear picture of what and when is to be changed. It took a long time and lamentation over lost work done in vain and extra efforts needed to accomplish because of the change/shift to a new system.) 
Since the earlier principles of: 

· transparency, 

· fair competition based on equal opportunities, and 

· documentation of the procedures 

have remained the same throughout, therefore the only issue to take into consideration in the course of reshaping the documents was to maintain compliance of the new formats with the earlier documents that conformed to the principles, and to effect those of the modifications that helped us apply the principles in a more straightforward manner. The principles of:
· transparency, 
· fair competition based on equal opportunities, and 

· documentation of the procedures 
have remained the same throughout, therefore the only issue to take into consideration in the course of reshaping the documents was to maintain compliance of the new formats with the earlier documents that conformed to the principles, and to effect those of the modifications that helped us apply the principles in a more straightforward manner.
The regulation did not represent one related to legislation, rather, it was an order of procedures adopted by the relevant executive bodies of the EU. In the beginning, its application was supervised by the Commission, later on this task was increasingly (and, in recent years, entirely) taken over by the Delegation of the EU to Hungary, seated in Budapest. This created a relatively simple situation: those involved in implementation strictly adhered to the order of procedures in cases of a less complicated character, while interpretation of the regulation was performed together with the Delegation in more complicated situations. Owing to the fact that the Delegation was very strict in insisting on adherence to the procedures, in checking for a presence of bias in the course of  preparation and implementation of the procedures, and in maintaining equal opportunities of the applicants throughout the procedures, complaints against decisions were infrequent and the contracts were carried out. 
Although indirectly related to the implementation of the ISPA and Cohesion Fund projects, it should be noted here in view of what follows that the PraG, along with the procedures of public procurement, also specified the order of project implementation. In this way, anyone requesting support under a project was granted same in a controlled manner regulated on the same level as the procedures of public procurement. As a result, in some cases he could do without a public procurement procedure, thanks to the project costs being clearly identified in the project proposal. (Occasionally, inviters to tender are faced with the extreme difficulty of having to solve the following issues at one and the same time: (1) the applicant is required to provide all details connected to the implementation of the project to be carried out, identify the key personnel having the required expertise, etc., and (2) once the support has been received, perform a tender procedure that grants every applicant equal opportunities in spending the funds.) 
4.2./ Application of the new Hungarian Act no. CXXIX of 2003 on Public Procurement  (APP)  
Similarly to other changes mentioned above and emerging on a continuous basis, since the utilization of community funds could not be handled among funds extended to third countries following the accession of Hungary to the European Union, another order of procedures was introduced on May 01, 2004 (taking effect on the same day) in relation to the implementation of the ISPA projects that were transformed into Cohesion Fund projects.  
One has to see clearly, however, that, notwithstanding their underlying common core principles, two areas met here that were shaped to that date as being relatively distant from each other in terms of everyday practice, sharing just a small area of overlap, and the practice of effecting public procurement had to be established further on within the framework of the new legislation. 
As of the time of preparing this paper, actual implementation of the law is still in its very beginning. However, it can be concluded already that re-launching the took considerably more time than anyone expected before. While only a few procedures have commenced to date and no comprehensive experience can be derived as yet, I will try to provide a more detailed insight into some of the relevant reasons.  
Considerable difficulty is associated with the obligatory applicability set forth in Article 3 with regard to project implementation. Earlier on, if workshop activities appeared to require that, the interested parties could be convened and mutual agreement could be reached regarding specific unclear or not suitably regulated matters (brought to surface by actual circumstances) as far as the procedure to be followed was concerned. Now, on the contrary, the way the regulation is specified entails that something not codified by law cannot be accomplished even if adherence to a logical solution that is in line with the principles dictated so. In the event that a question pertaining to some unclear issue is asked from our legal experts or the Council for Public Procurement with reference to earlier practice or on account of it appearing as a logical solution, the answers received are, unfortunately, inapplicable to everyday practice. As for implementation, the questions we ask are usually supplied with answers falling into one of following three categories:  
· answers that are ambiguous and even upon multiple reading do not instruct the project manager clearly as to how he should proceed, 
· answers containing references to citations from the law which leave the reader unclear about what he is supposed to do, and 
· answers suggesting caution: we should refrain from doing what we intend to do, even if it would serve the professional objectives of the project and a reputable intention is apparent, because it can be rejected on legal grounds. 
For the time being, this creates a situation that is much more difficult to cope with than it used to be with the earlier practice: it was possible to clarify with the Delegation what kind of practice was to be followed and, even if an ideal situation could not be attained at all times, the practice applied was in line with the agreement. Now, there is no agreement, no clear instructions, just unassisted search for a way out, and nobody knows whether that way out is definitely one leading to our target. 
We have not yet gathered sufficient experience in implementing projects in the new legal environment. I can, however, mention some apparently manifest signs, with the intention to make this list more complete later on and expand it further, even by removing some of the items from list (should they fail to be confirmed by real life situations): 
· in the beginning, it took much longer to prepare the documents in accordance with the new APP than any of the participants / process designers had imagined, due, in particular, to the cautious approach and lack of a clear set of instructions, as mentioned above;  
· -
launching a public procurement procedure takes considerably longer than before. (One might have thought that preparation of the documents in Hungarian and application of a regulation widely known by those concerned would speed up this process. While it is yet difficult to assess the process, we obviously ignored the following factors that may (and, as experience suggest, actually do) slow down the process:  

– 
in contrast with the earlier practice where the procedural responsibility connected to the PraG procedure did not have to be borne by the local government as the host organization of the project, now the responsibility connected to the implementation of the procedure is assigned to the local government which invites proposals; 
– 
local governments which invite proposals regulate the implementation of public procurement procedures in a variety of ways, they tend to have their own order of implementation, a number of persons and committees may participate in shaping particular public procurement procedures, which does not appear transparent from a central level (all that is clear is that the process is a time-consuming one);  
· in a number of respects, the system is to be introduced to new applicants (tenderers). So far, the scope of applicants was relatively limited: the invitation to tender was published in English, and the English language was used not only for accepting proposals but also for documenting implementation. As a result, only a narrow scope of Hungarian applicants submitted proposals and a large number of international tenderer took part as well. Now this language barrier has been removed, which entailed an increase in the number of Hungarian applicants  that are capable of accomplishing the relevant tasks at the desired level. On the other hand, performance required to be documented in Hungarian appears to narrow the scope of foreign tenderers; 
· it appears that a process has started among the modified sphere of applicants described above, which may negatively affect project implementation, if the tendency persists: even if occasionally dissatisfied with a contract award, the tenderers were inclined to draw the relevant conclusions and learn therefrom so as to be able to prepare better and more elaborate proposals in the future. Nevertheless, the implementation of the projects went on. Now, however, when just a couple of procedures have been launched, a dangerous tendency appears to gain ground: if my proposal does not win, I raise complaints against the implementation of the procedure. Unfortunately, the implementation of a procedure is subjected to such attacks even if the complaining tenderer is apparently not seeking legal remedy, just attacking a procedure that ended unfavourably for him.  

· if we fail to raise awareness to responsibility for project implementation among all those concerned, then that will make the project very difficult to implement. 
In view of the fact that the process (i.e., the implementation of public procurement procedures according to the new Public Procurement Act) is still underway and, it is rather in its initial phase, it appears hard to draw hard-wired conclusions. On the other hand, one can conclude already at this stage that the success of utilizing funds from the European Union largely depends on the type and speed of reactions of the system to the above problems. 
5./ Assessment of the processes from the viewpoint of the Lisbon Strategy 
The renewed Lisbon Strategy deals with issues of administration, lengthy licensing procedures and unnecessary bureaucracy as a priority issue standing in the way of the Lisbon Process. It sets the objective of simplifying the overtly complicated, lengthy, unnecessary, and expensive procedures and reducing related costs in general, not only in the area of environmental protection. According to the proposal, each member state is required to elaborate, within a short period of time, its own internal system aimed at measuring administration costs. 
In the second paragraph of Action 2 (page 24) , the Commission Publication of 2006 entitled „Time to move up a gear” deals with the issue of unnecessary bureaucracy and administration in detail: „In order to cut red tape and simplify administrative procedures, by the end of 2007, all member states should adopt and implement a methodology for measuring administrative costs (for national rules and regulations). For its part, the Commission will launch a major exercise to measure the administrative cost arising from Community rules (or the way in which they have been implemented) in specific  policy areas as part of the ongoing work on legislative simplification, with a special emphasis on small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). It will identify what share of these costs flows directly from the Community rules and what share can be attributed to their implementation by member states. The Commission will, on this basis, come forward with proposals for reducing these administrative costs where appropriate. By the end of 2007, the Commission will remove the obligation to notify certain categories of smaller State aid, which should ease administrative burdens, particularly for SMEs.” 
If we take into consideration the significant delay in the implementation of the Waste Management project of Szeged, it can be stated that over-complicated, mostly unnecessary administrative procedures and rules, harmonization and approval mechanisms, superfluous expert audits made the processes largely difficult and slow to implement. Furthermore, they increased expenses extremely, especially in terms of project planning and preparation, as well as direct costs of the public procurement procedure. And all these costs arose without any value added for the benefit of the process concerned. 
The complicated order of procedures which the beneficiaries had to follow failed to properly regulate scopes of tasks, authority, and responsibility ,and mostly contained formal requirements. In addition, the rules of procedures were changed during the process on several occasions – four times entailing substantial changes –, and nearly all these changes entailed complete re-work of the overall documentation prepared to the given point in time. In the course of preparatory and public procurement procedures, guidelines and instructions formulated by Hungarian state officials and EU officials and experts had to be followed, final responsibility, however, was undertaken in all cases by representatives of the beneficiary. Expert review of some of the documents submitted took several months to complete. Before approval, the documentation underwent audits in multiple rounds, performed first by Hungarian, then by  EU experts. Amendments, corrections, elimination of mistakes, in some cases even simple translation errors required approval in at least six steps and, for final approval, as many as eight (the beneficiary local government, the expert of the local government, the Ministry of Environmental Protection, the expert of the Ministry, the EU Delegation to Budapest, the expert of the EU delegated to Budapest, the Commission of the EU– Brussels, the expert of the EU in Brussels). Even this three-tier system of auditing failed to ensure preparation of an approved project and the set of related tender documents in a faultless condition as regards professional content. When the original Construction Plan no. 1 failed as a result of overrun in budgeted expenditures due to a lengthy procedure, the EU Delegation blamed the Hungarian party and, first of all, the beneficiary for inappropriate professional preparation as if they had not been taking part in the preparatory activities at all. And they did so in spite of the fact that the beneficiary and its experts had notified them on several occasions of the considerable extent of foreseen overrun due to various reasons. They replied that there was no possibility to amend approved budgets until actual proposals are submitted. 
When tender evaluation was completed and it turned out that in fact there was an overrun, first they wanted to terminate the project. Later on, examinations performed by independent experts confirmed that the preliminary calculations were correct and all that happened was the four years that had elapsed in the meantime, which entailed considerable changes in macro-economic conditions and legislative background, which in itself brought with it an overrun in expenses by a rate of more than 50%.  Characteristically, four parallel expert investigations were started with the intent to identify the causes of the overrun mentioned. Separate investigations were initiated by the mayor of the beneficiary local government, the Ministry of Environmental Protection, the Office of the Prime Minister, and the Delegation of the EU to Budapest.  Then the Hungarian party requested that a negotiation procedure be performed, which the latter party rejected (that was the last pleasant gesture of the Delegation extended prior to our accession to the European Union), which put off the implementation of the waste management project of Szeged by a further year. 
If one examines the changes in costs of the administrative procedures involved from the viewpoint recommended by the analysts of the Lisbon Programme, the result is staggering. According to data served by the Szegedi Környezetgazdálkodási Kht., the costs of project design, preparation and public procurement procedures – which were not subsidized either by the Hungarian government or the EU – amounted to more than a total of HUF 120 million of the company. These costs include expenses related to planning, various expert documents re-worked in some cases on multiple occasions, and also direct costs of permission granting procedures. They do not include direct costs of the company and expenses incurring in relation to wages of the staff and experts, and other related costs. 
According to estimates of the company,  the Ministry of Environmental Protection spent a minimum of HUF 50 million to cover various expert audits and similar tasks. A comparable amount (which, however, may have been considerably higher) was spent by the EU through its various organizations. Thus, on the whole, the expenses of professional preparation amount to a total of HUF 220–300 million. The amount sounds astonishing because it does not include the costs of the execution plans for each tender that the winning tenderers are expected to cover. It only includes costs of the tender folders of preparatory documents required by the EU for decision making and announcing various public procurement procedures. Actual and justified costs incurred by technical, engineer, and expert expenditures amount to but 25–30% of the amount mentioned above. 
In addition to these direct costs, delayed and lengthy implementation of the project may incur excess in expenditures amounting to as high an amount as HUF 1 billion, as exemplified, regrettably, by just the Waste Management ISPA Project of Szeged. 

The question arises as to what could have been expected from preparation in Hungary of a better and higher level work. On the one hand, the Delegation and its experts have already left Hungary. This in itself offers a solution to a large number of the problems owing to the fact that the levels of decision is thus reduced by at least two. On the other hand, the Development Directorate of the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Water Management represents a partner that performs considerably better cooperation and is predominantly interested in as fast, simple, and smooth utilization of the support from the EU as possible. They have already implemented a number of steps aimed at making administration simpler and are maximally helpful in eliminating problems that may be encountered. 
Summary of the experience obtained during project preparation and the public procurement procedure: 
· Preparation is a complex, slow, and expensive procedure. 
· There are too many participants who have a word in the decision process and too many who assume actual responsibility afterwards. 
· Too many external experts are involved and they cost all too much, while their involvement does not in itself represent a guarantee of success. 
· An expensive foreign expert has Hungarian experts to do the job or re-edits materials produced by  Hungarian experts. 
· As a consequence of an administratively orientated, overtly secured system of guarantees, tendering was open only to expensive giant companies. 
· Even in the period of preparation, one could foresee a large number of further difficulties in the course of implementation. 
· In summary: everything will take longer to complete and cost much more than was envisaged. 
6./ Recommendations regarding elimination of administrative obstacles according to the Lisbon Strategy 
· Project preparation should be considerably simplified in the future, as suggested by the experience accumulated so far. 
· Expenses of preparation should be reduced considerably. 

· Unjustified parallelism should be eliminated. 
· Unnecessary expert filters should be removed. 
· In individual cases, foreign experts should be involved only in when duly justified. 

· National experts should be applied. 

· A system with a clear scope of authorization and responsibility should be elaborated. 
· An administratively orientated system of guarantees should be replaced with guarantees implementing realistic technical and financial content. 
· It is important to allow smaller and cheaper national companies to submit tenders. 
SUMMARY 
Accession to the European Union offers unique opportunities to the new member states, especially as a result of community support extended for projects aimed at the development of infrastructure related to environmental protection. Such funds allow countries of Central and East Europe to catch up with the level of more developed countries of the world. One should see it clearly, however, that the support systems have a complicated structure and the conditions prescribed are extremely stringent. On the one hand, there is a need to establish an efficient system of regulation at the national level and also implementation, on the other hand, professional expertise of the beneficiaries should be raised to a level that is significantly higher than the present one. Changes in these circumstances will have a decisive impact on the utilization of the funds arriving to Hungary from the European Union. On the other hand, being a member of the European Union with full rights, we can elaborate proposals aimed at considerably simplifying orders of procedures that are occasionally over-administered and over-complicated. This would largely assist newly adopted countries in the utilization of available funds. In this way, Hungary could also significantly contribute to the acceleration of the Lisbon Process and achievement of the objectives of the strategy by 2010. 
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