
Cultural heritage preservation trough the 
Operational programme Regions in Growth 2014-

2020 
Miglena Angelova1

Abstract — The paper presents an analysis of the official 
governmental information for the implementation of the 
Bulgarian Operational programme Regions in Growth (2014-
2020) and more precisely in the specific activities of the 
programme dedicated to the preservation of the cultural 
heritage as one of the most useful tools for investments in such 
types of projects. The official governmental data reveals 
alarming findings that under priority axis of the OPRG (2014-
2020) for the regional tourism at the ending of the 
programming period we have only 12, 50% financial 
implementation of the axis and almost 92% contracting 
resources. The present research outlines the seriousness of the 
arisen problems and the critical places in the process of 
implementation as well and makes some proposals for 
overcoming the current situation. 
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I. INTRODUCTION

Cultural heritage is one of the leading specifics when we 
consider the Old Continent from a historical point of view. 
It is not a coincidence but a general official policy both of 
the European Union and national governments of the 
member states to preserve well this heritage. This is not 
only a question of financial resources or pure economic 
matter, but also a question of traditions, culture and history, 
which makes the modern Europeans to be as they are in 
reality. Therefore the preservation of culture heritage in 
Europe is a logical part of the overall policy for 
development. Bulgaria, as one of the member states of the 
Union also has its share in the preservation of the cultural 
heritage with appropriate funding and financial resources 
dedicated namely to this specific field. The current study is 
devoted to the analysis of the implementation of the 
Operational programme Regions in Growth (OPRG 2014-
2020) and more precisely – its priority axis Regional 
tourism where there are available measures for cultural 
heritage preservation.  

1 D-r Miglena Angelova is an assistant professor at the 
Department of Managemant at the University of National and 
World Economy.

II. LITERATURE OVERVIEW

Culture heritage is a subject that attracts continues 
attention from scientists and theorists exploring different 
aspects of its complex and protean characteristics. The 
connection between the culture as an irrevocable part of the 
tourism and their role in the modern life of the World 
Heritage Cities is comprehensively explored by Santa-Cruz 
and López-Guzmán. Scientists conduct a research 
connected to the tourism demands according to three 
groups factors – tourist value, stay and complementary 
service. They conclude the following: The principal results 
of the research show the significant educational level of the 
surveyed tourists, as well as the high level of satisfaction 
with the visit, the high number of countries of origin and 
the outstanding motivation for knowing the city's heritage 
roots. (Santa-Cruz, López-Guzmán, 2017). Dans and 
González explore the aspects of sustainable tourism in the 
World Heritage Sites. They explain the connection between 
the heritage and its social value from one side and their 
influence on the sustainable tourist development. Finally 
they conclude: Research findings provide information 
about the multiple factors determining the social value of 
heritage, namely: existential, aesthetic, economic, and 
legacy values and the risks associated with underestimating 
the contemporary social value. Ultimately, this research 
paves the way for improving normative approaches toward 
sustainable tourism and, offers practical solutions to the 
challenges faced by the Altamira and other World Heritage 
Sites (Dans, González; 2019). Another group of scientists 
examine through the study cases the role of emotions for 
the tourists satisfaction in the world heritage cities. 
According to their findings: tourists have different 
motivations for visiting a destination such as cultural 
motivation, social motivation or psychological motivation 
(Medina-Viruel, López-Guzmán, Gálvez, Jara-Alba, 2019). 

According to another research that explores the 
connection between culture heritage preservation and 
sustainable development, the key challenge for attaining 
sustainability is to focus management on a participatory 
approach, which ensures public participation in the process. 
The paper argues that a successful and effective 
management of heritage depends on the people, who must 
be able to 1) identify the appropriate heritage, 2) link it 
with key stakeholders and other topics, 3) design it into a 
proper service, and finally 4) sell the new service to users 
(Hribar, Bole, Pipan, 2015). Another scientific focus 
connected to the other aspect of the cultural heritage is 
Cultural Heritage Entrepreneurship. Zaman provides an 

KSI Transactions on KNOWLEDGE SOCIETY

5



analysis namely to this specific field exploring the situation 
in the countries in the Southeast Europe (SEE) and more 
particularly provides analyzing data from 7 SEE countries. 
In a conclusion the author admits: …the problem of CHE 
contribution to economic recovery and re launching 
sustainable development taking into considerations 
challenges and barriers related to: lack of financial sources; 
access to market and innovation; intellectual property 
rights; education and training. An intercountry comparison 
of CHE characteristics and at the EU-7 and EU-27 levels 
reveals a series of difficulties and shortcomings for the case 
of Sagittarius countries in the period 2009-2012 (Zaman, 
2015). A team of researchers devoted a study to use 
innovative entrepreneurship for small start-ups in the field 
of culture heritage and preservation as a form for achieving 
a sustainable local development for not so well developed 
regions within EU. They consider as follows: The old 
model of cultural consumption is no longer attractive as we 
have many possibilities for getting information about 
heritage assets without on-site visit. Therefore, there is a 
new and increasing segment of demand for cultural 
consumption–for active persons willing to get information, 
knowledge and to interact emotional and cognitive with 
visited places. In digital era, young people have the best 
expertise to explore the online world and to come with new 
and successful business ideas, to support new consumption 
with ITC devices. Therefore, the present challenge is to 
create incentives for participatory on-site cultural 
consumption as recreational learning, based on new 
cognitive content, on innovative comparison or association 
of the old and new information about heritage assets 
(Valentina, Marius-Răzvan, Ioana-Alexandra, Stroe, 2015). 
Another researcher is devoted to connection between 
culture, migration, heritage and tourism. The author 
concludes: …how the “cultural” tourism and migration at 
the same time are the cause of urban decline, but they can 
also become the potential engine of a new sustainable 
urban regeneration. If cities are adapting to change in 
accordance with the identity diversity, it is critical to 
develop a deep reflection that sees involved, with 
availability to dialogue, communities, planners, 
geographers, sociologists, architects, philosophers, with the 
common goal of designing new models belonging to the 
progressive unavoidable evolution of the historical scenario 
(Salonia, 2016). Mijnheer and Gamble explore the role of 
managers in the culture heritage attractions analyzing 
specific case study in Edinburgh's Old Town. As a 
conclusion they admit: The findings demonstrate that a 
positive, open relationship between management and local 
stakeholders benefits the co-creation process. By involving 
local stakeholders and providing them with an opportunity 
to co-create value for visitors, heritage visitor attractions 
serve two purposes: they can meet the demand for an 
engaging visitor experience and act as a soundboard for the 
local identity. What this case study has proven is that the 
mentality of the value creators has a large influence on the 
value co-creation process (Mijnheer, Gamble; 2019).  

Barrère has different approach in exploration the cultural 
heritage. The author claims the following: International 
organizations define and legitimate 'official' heritages. Yet 

a heritage policy must go beyond the definition and 
management of a list of elements belonging to a given 
heritage. Informal, non-official heritages (from handicraft 
traditions and recipes, to languages) play a growing role in 
both the working of modern economies and the quality of 
social life (Barrère, 2016). An international team of 
scientists scrutinizes the aspects of cultural tourism 
development, admitting the following: The importance of 
culture and heritage is becoming more and more obvious, 
both in regionalists and regional development. Cultural 
factors are important because they directly affect economic 
performance and development, and therefore the 
competitiveness of the region. This study gives an 
overview of relevant literature, aiming to introduce the 
complex relations between culture, heritage, geography, 
tourism, economy and experience economy. Furthermore, 
it offers a clear definition of each specific term, and defines 
the newest forms and trends in cultural tourism and 
experience economy (Bujdosó et al, 2015). Analyzing the 
specific characteristics of real estate and cultural heritage, 
Kutut claims: The inclusion of cultural heritage in the 
global recovery schemes is an important catalyst for 
sustainable development. Successful regeneration of 
heritage sites causes large-scale effect, going beyond the 
boundaries of a particular object, and has a positive 
influence on society and the city (Kutut, 2017). 

III. CULTURAL HERITAGE PRESERVATION –
NATIONAL DIMENSION IN BULGARIA

At a national level in Bulgaria there is a special law 
dedicated to the cultural heritage preservation. All types of 
cultural heritages are defined and explained in this law 
(article 6) and the national system for cultural heritage 
preservation with all institutional obligations is determined. 
The system is presented graphically on fig. 1. 

Operational program Regional Growth (OPRG 2014-
2020) is one of the useful tools that could be applied in the 
process of real preservation of cultural heritage. Under 
OPRG there is a special Priority Axis dedicated to the 
development of the regional tourism with budget of 6,53% 
from the total budget of the programme (just over 197 
millions BGN). According to the information from the 
official governmental Unified Information System for 
Management and Monitoring of EU funds in Bulgaria 
(UMIS 2020), so far there are two procedures under this 
priority Axis – first one is Investment Support Through 
Financial Instruments for Regional Tourism within 
Operational Programme "Regions in Growth" 2014-2020 
(with the specific budget of 98, 5 millions BGN), which in 
fact is management through Fund of Funds, and the second 
one procedure is Development of tourist attractions (total 
budget of the procedure: 82,5 millions BGN). For the 
purpose of the current research, our attention will be 
especially focused on the second one procedure and its 
financial implementation.  
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Fig. 1. National System for Cultural Heritage Preservation 
Source: Based on the Cultural Heritage Law 

Table 1: Contracting of grants under procedure Development of tourist attractions under OPRG 2020 
Source: Unified Information System for Management and Monitoring of EU funds in Bulgaria (UMIS 2020) 

N Name of the 
beneficiary 

Name of the project Total 
Budget 
(BGN) 

Grant 
(BGN) 

1. Monastery "Saint
George the
Victorious"

The Kremikovski Monastery - the spiritual center of Sofia Holy 
Forest  7 921 

086.06  
7 921 

086.06  

2. Burgas
Municipality

The power of water. Support for increasing the potential of 
Burgas Municipality as a competitive tourist destination 

8 215 
559.17  

8 215 
559.17 

3. Byala
Municipality

Conservation and restoration of the Kolyu Ficheto Bridge in 
Byala Municipality 

8 032 
703.76  

8 032 
703.76 

4. Vidin
Municipality

Restoration of the Synagogue in Vidin and its conversion into a 
tourist site “Cultural center Jules Pascin” 

8 275 
300.00  

8 275 
300.00 

5. Gabrovo
Municipality

Regional Open Air Ethnographic Museum "Etar" - Museum of 
Creative Cultural Tourism" 

6 679 
150.00  

6 679 
150.00 

6. Gabrovo
Municipality

Regional Historical Museum - Gabrovo - Knowledge, 
Participation, Experience" 

1 365 
008.40  

1 365 
008.40 

7. Municipality of 
Ivaylovgrad

Sustainable development of archaeological site ancient villa 
Armira near Ivaylovgrad 

7 048 
455.00  

7 048 
455. 

8. Kazanlak 
Municipality 

The World of Thracians 
6 735 

429.83  
6 735 

429.83 

Council of Ministers 

Ministry of Culture  

Inspectorate for Cultural Heritage Preservation 

District governors 

Mayors Municipal 

National Institute for Immovable Cultural Heritage  

Centre for underwater Archeology (Sozopol) 

Museums 
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9. Municipality of 
Karlovo 

Conservation, restoration and exhibition of tourist 
infrastructure in the municipality of Karlovo 

5 099 
172.36  

5 099 
172.36 

10. Municipality of 
Kardzhali 

Perperikon - Temple of the Gods and Home of Civilizations 7 366 
758.00  

7 366 
758.00 

11. Municipality of 
Plovdiv 

The ancient city walls of Philippopolis 6 009 
151.89  

6 009 
151.89 

12. Rila Municipality Conservation, exhibition and accessibility to the ancient and 
medieval church" St. Archangel Michael "- Rila" 

1 482 
436.26  

1 482 
436.26 

13. Municipality of 
Hisarya 

The ancient city of Diocletianopolis (Hisarya) - the pearl of the 
Thracian province of balneotherapy in the Roman Empire 

8 312 
269.00  

8 312 
269.00 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 2. Major types of barriers for the potential beneficiaries to the procedure Development of tourist attractions under 
OPRG 2014-2020 

  

According to information on the table below, we could 
summarized the following observations:  

 the huge majority of the beneficiaries under this 
procedure are the Bulgarian municipalities with only one 
exclusion (Monastery "Saint George the Victorious"); 

 the total budget and the contracting grant of the 
projects are the same. Therefore the beneficiaries do not 
contribute with their own financial resources to the project 
implementation and all costs are eligible under EU grants; 

 the major part of the projects (8 from all 13 projects) 
are devoted to the restoration and conservation of the 
immovable historical heritage; 

 6 projects are proposed by the district municipalities 
(Gabrovo municipality has 2 grant contracts); 

 6 projects are proposed by the smaller 
municipalities. 

The Managing Authority has launched the procedure at 
the end of April 2018 with the deadline for project 
submission 31 December 2021. The Guidelines foresee the 
opportunity when the potential beneficiary could apply for 
grants under this procedure any time within this period 
according to their proper project readiness. So far the total 

budget of the procedure is not fully contracted – we have 
83.77% contracted amounts as a starting point of 
implementation. For this period the lack of significant 
interest from the potential beneficiaries to the opportunities 
from this procedure has to be as indicator for the Managing 
Authority within the Ministry of regional development that 
something has to be changed in order to attract more 
potential beneficiaries and their project proposals. 

According to the guidelines, the maximum grant which 
could be received under this procedure is as follows: 

 up to 9 779 150 BGN for project proposals 
concerning the immovable cultural heritage with national 
importance category, 85% could be received as grant 
funding; 

 up to 19 558 300 BGN for project proposals 
concerning immovable cultural heritage with world 
importance category, 85% could be received as grant 
funding. 

Eligible beneficiaries are: Ministry of culture, all 
Bulgarian municipalities, all institutions of religions and 
their local branches, which are legal entities. NGOs could 
attend as partners. 

Barriers to the potential beneficiaries 

Financial  Preparation phase 
problems  

Implementation phase 
problems  

Lack of interests 
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Eligible infrastructure activities for combining support 
(grants and financial instrument):  

1. Development of cultural heritage sites of national 
and world importance, including religious ones, through 
conservation and restoration, exposure, socialization, 
promotion, equipment, translation techniques, guide tours 
services etc.  

2. Vertical planning activities and improvement of 
adjacent area; 

3. Development of tourist infrastructure necessary 
for the access to tourist attraction (for instance tourists and 
health trails, climbing, riding and cycling trails, picnic 
spots, signposts, visitor centers for presentation and 
exhibition the local natural and cultural heritage);  

4. Development of additional small-scale technical 
infrastructure in the area of attraction, such as: plumbing, 
playgrounds, recreation and sports facilities, parking lots, 
green areas, toilets, lighting and electrical installation, 
small waste collection facilities, utilities and facilities 
serving the tourists necessary for the development of a 
complete tourist product), when they are publicly available 
and no fees are collected for their use; recreation within an 
immovable cultural property / s with a category of 
"national" or "global" significance or directly related to its 
overall tourist product, which can be supported only by 
financial instruments. 

5. Small-scale, revenue-generating investments in 
commercial areas and catering establishments, 
accommodation, active recreation facilities within an 
immovable cultural property / s with a category of 
"national" or "global" significance or directly related to the 
non-existent within the overall tourist product, which can 
only be supported by financial instruments. 

6. Improving access for people with disabilities to 
the sites of cultural heritage and accompanying 
infrastructure.  

Eligible non-infrastructure activities supported only 
through financial instrument):  

1. Supporting the development of tourism products 
(based on supported attractions) and market information, 
such as marketing research and impact analysis, regional 
visitor surveys, development of marketing and advertising 
strategies and programs for tourism products, creation of 
tourism packages and advertising activities - preparation 
and dissemination of information and advertising materials 
for tourist products, digitization of the site, etc., directly 
related to the supported attractions and their connection 
with the surrounding natural environment;  

2. Additional small-scale non-infrastructure activities 
directly related to the supported attractions of attractions, 
marketing and advertising activities).  

3. Appropriate training of staff working in supported 
attractions. 

4. Participation in regional, national and 
international tourism fairs, exhibitions and fairs, organizing 
expeditions travel, visits by travel agents, tour operators, 
guide authors, journalists to promote supported attractions. 

5. Information to the public, including through 
campaigns to raise awareness of cultural heritage and its 
conservation and preservation. 

Analyzing the presented above information we could 
draw the major difficulties in front of potential 

beneficiaries that could be considered as a general barriers 
for the beneficiaries interests toward the concrete 
procedure. They are graphically shown on the fig. 2 

 
 

As it can be seen on fig.2, there are three identified 
major groups of problems, which could be considered as 
burden for the attractiveness of the current procedure. We 
have to underline, that these three groups are in direct 
connection and interactions and therefore we could speak 
for the complexity of the situation. Some of them are very 
specific for the design of the procedure; the others possess 
more general character and could be applied to all 
infrastructure projects funded by EU funds in Bulgaria.  

The first major group we could be described as basic for 
the initial attractiveness of the procedure. Financial 
attractiveness of the procedure design is the crucial one, 
which we identify as the most serious for the initial interest 
of the potential beneficiary. This programming period is 
the second one for Bulgaria as a regular member state of 
the European Union. Despite the general EU policy to 
replace the grant funding with the financial instrument 
funding, Bulgarian beneficiaries are not so willing to 
embrace this new approach. Having in mind that potential 
direct beneficiaries under this procedure are public 
institutions (mainly municipalities) the reluctance to work 
with the financial instruments especially for the 
infrastructure tourist project remains absolutely clear. The 
financial status of the majority of the Bulgarian 
municipalities (with the exclusion of the biggest 3-4 
municipalities) is difficult with more important problems 
that have to be solved and therefore to become potential 
beneficiaries under this concrete procedure from the 
municipality’s point of view has to be a good and 
undisputable reason. Here the Managing Authority could 
reconsider the major eligible activities and their funding in 
order to achieve more potential project proposals.  

The second major group is connected to the problems 
arisen in the preparation phase. To prepare on a good 
quality level one infrastructure proposal needs 
technological time and therefore we could consider that the 
timing for launching this concrete procedure is not well 
planned. On the other hand, the potential beneficiary has to 
produce numerous documents in the preparation phase, 
including good interaction with the local municipal 
council; therefore the timing of the procedure again 
emerges as a difficulty. Procedure with such character 
(tourist infrastructure) has to be launched almost at the 
beginning of the programming period (especially in case 
that this procedure requires combining financing – grant 
and financial instrument) in order to give enough time for 
the potential beneficiaries to be convinced for the necessity 
of the implementation such project and to rush its 
preparation and management.  

The third major group are problems connected to the 
implementation phase – these are problems caused by the 
specific of the project and the type of the beneficiaries. All 
eligible beneficiaries are public institutions and therefore 
they have to work according to the Public Procurement 
Law, which is one of the most changed and discussed laws 
in Bulgaria. Municipalities have big difficulties and trouble 
implementing EU funded projects namely due to the 
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difficulties in applying the legislation for tender 
procedures. Despite all efforts of the government recently, 
the changes of the Law further complicate the beneficiaries 
and lead to a contradictory practice in the Managing 
Authorities (ex-ante control) and Audit authorities. Their 
final decision reflects only to the beneficiary and they are 
often under financial corrections as a result of procedures, 
which have positive decision of the ex-ante control of the 
Managing Authority for instance. All this implies the 
skepticism and lack of enthusiasm of the potential 
beneficiaries to the current procedure devoted to the 
development of the tourist attraction through conservation 
and restoration of the immovable historical heritage. In the 
agenda of the Bulgarian municipalities such type of project 
proposal goes after the road and water infrastructure, 
improvement of the health and educational infrastructure, 
improvement of residential buildings etc.  

 

CONCLUSION 
 

Preservation of the cultural immovable heritage has to be 
focus for the continuous and consistent policy not only for 
the local authorities but also in the central level and leading 
national policy. This policy has not to be compared to the 
health, educational, social or business intervention due to 
its more specific characteristics. Bulgarian national and 
local authorities have to change the general understanding 
for the culture and historical preservation. This should not 
be an act of emergency (when the cultural heritage has 
already suffered enough crucial damages), but an overall 
national policy supported by the real working both national 
and European instruments and initiatives. Undoubtedly the 
financial resource (national and European) is limited and 
under bunch of restrictions, but we could approach it more 
responsibly and with more care to all available financial 
sources in order to optimize their effect and impact. The 
preservation of the cultural immovable heritage has to be 
governmental leading policy and to involve different 
stakeholders – NGOs, local communities, business. This 
will allow a holistic approach to be achieved as a first step 
to sustainable development trough cultural heritage and 
preservation.  
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