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1.- PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

The Report submitted hereunder is based on the Twinning Covenant of the European Union between “The Central Finance and Contracts Unit” (CFCU) attached to the Ministry of Finance of Bulgaria and the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs in order to carry out the Twinning Project BG-04-IB-JH-04, Improvement of the Magistrates’ Legal Status and strengthening the capacity of the Supreme Judicial Council and in particular to conduct a study on budgetary management of the Judiciary in Bulgaria. 

The consultancy work has been carried out at the headquarters of the Supreme Judiciary Council of Bulgaria (hereinafter, the SJC), Sofia, during the weeks of 19th – 23rd June, 18th – 22nd September and 6th – 10th November and at the headquarters of the different Jurisdictional bodies mentioned hereinafter. 

The consultants chosen have been the following:

Mrs Rocío Marcos Ortiz, Technical Secretariat of the Justice and Public Administration Department of the Regional Government of Andalusia and

Mr José María Márquez Jurado, Administrator of the Council General of the Judiciary who have been authorised by their respective administrative bodies.
2.- OBJECTIVES OF THE REPORT
2.1.- Propose a budgetary management system for the Judiciary of Bulgaria and describe which mechanisms, procedures and guidelines are required for its improvement.

2.2.- Draft a comprehensive action plan for the budgetary management of the SJC.
2.3.- Attend all meetings which are considered necessary to attain the goals of the consultancy work envisaged.
2.4.- Draft a final report regarding the technical assistance rendered after having been discussed with the SJC authorities.
3.- METHODOLOGY
3.1.- In order to perform this task we have used the methodology described next which allows for validation of the final conclusions to ensure that they are objective and may be acceptable to the different agents involved in budgetary management matters for the Judiciary in the Republic of Bulgaria.

3.2.- The consultancy attempts to establish a budget management system for the Judiciary in Bulgaria and submit a comprehensive action plan to improve such system before the National Judiciary Council. Moreover, it must describe the mechanisms, procedures and guidelines for its improvement, such competency is vested according to the current enforceable legislation of Bulgaria in the National Judiciary Council, in the Ministry of Justice, in the Ministry of Finance and in the Parliament. During the work sessions carried out in Bulgaria we have attempted to become aware of its realities in order to submit a number of conclusions in line with the political, legal and financial situation of the country without attempting to furnish unfeasible or unreal budgetary or financial models. The foregoing does not preclude the fact that we have submitted demanding recommendations which will require their acceptance by the judicial authorities of this country. Acceptance of said recommendations has taken place as we explain later in the course of the meetings held by the consultants with the Budgetary Commission of the SJC on September 22nd and November 6th, 2006.

3.3.- Methodological stages 

3.3.1.- Study of the budgetary legislation of Bulgaria.

This work includes a preliminary study on legislation concerning budgetary legislation of the Judiciary in Bulgaria which has taken into account the existing documents at the Council General of the Judiciary in Spain and at the Regional Government of Andalusia and the ones submitted by the Project Coordinator, Mr Manuel Mazuelos Fernández-Figueroa.

3.3.2.- Study of the consultancy background.  

The initial report prepared by Mr. Manuel Mazuelos Fernández Figueroa has been considered in order to launch the Twinning Project BG-04-IB-JH-04 Improvement of the Magistrates’ Legal Status and strengthening the capacity of the Supreme Judicial Council of Bulgaria and the quarterly monitoring reports.

3.3.3.- Analysis of legal regulations and case law on organization of the Judiciary in Bulgaria and budgetary doctrine.
Throughout the consultancy, the current and draft legislation has been examined, as well as case-law from the Courts and documents listed in Annex 6.3 hereunder.
3.3.4. Interviews with the potential agents involved in budgetary management issues.  

During the three weeks of work in Bulgaria interviews have been held and their working procedures studied with the following public and semi-private authorities:

President and members of the Budgetary Commission of the SJC.

Secretariat General of the SJC.

Department of Investments’ Policies and Public Buildings of the SJC.

Finance and Budget Department of the SJC.

Legal Department of the SJC.

Department for Administrative Organization of the SJC.

Judicial Strengthening Initiative of the USAID.

We must highlight the excellent collaboration of the SJC in the preparation of all meetings and the assistance given when making presentations of their procedures and help us with the study of their departments. 

On the other hand and in order to analyse the budgetary management procedure in full the following headquarters of Jurisdictional Bodies have been visited:
Regional Court of Lovech

Court of the Department of Lovech

Court of Troyan

Palace of Justice of Lovech

Palace of Justice of Troyan

At these locations we have held meetings with administrative heads, their magistrates and the support staff involved in the preparation of budgets. The accounting and budgetary systems of the Courts visited have been analysed as well as the electronic communication procedures which where applicable are used to facilitate the transmission of budgetary management data to the SJC.

We have also visited the installations of the Headquarter in order to ascertain their general state of maintenance and level of structural investments, whether coordinated by the Department of Investments and Buildings of the SJC or made by the Courts themselves. 
3.3.5. Preparation and validation of provisional conclusions
Once the foregoing phases have been concluded, the provisional conclusions of the Consultancy work were prepared which include a background overview of same.

In this sense, as a result of the work carried out with regard to Component 9.2 of Twinning Project BG-04-IB-JH-04, conducted during the weeks of 19th – 23rd June, 18th – 22nd September and 6th – 10th November a number of initial recommendations were drafted and submitted to the Budgetary Commission of the SJC in the last week of September.
The aforementioned Recommendations were presented verbally, discussed and accepted provisionally by all members of the Budgetary Commission of the SJC who attended the meeting held at the Council on September 21st, 2006. In the aforementioned meeting, the members of the Budgetary Commission of the SJC invited the consultants to submit their final conclusions before the Plenary Session of the SJC.
Supplementing the initial Recommendations, a Report on the new Law on the Judicial System Act of July 26th, 2006 was prepared and attached which at the date of this report has not yet been approved by the Bulgarian Parliament .

Subsequently and duly translated, they were formally delivered to the President of the Budgetary Commission of the SJC on October 3rd, 2006.

Finally, the provisional Recommendations were discussed again at the Budgetary Commission of the SJC in the meeting held by the latter with the consultants on November 6th, 2006. 

At the aforementioned meeting, the Budgetary Commission of the SJC accepted all recommendations requesting from the consultants to give them the widest public dissemination to all political and social sectors involved once they have been translated.

3.3.6. Preparation of final conclusions
After three weeks of work and having accepted the suggestions made by the Bulgarian authorities, this paper on the budgetary management of the Judiciary in Bulgaria has been prepared which described in some areas with great detail what should be the mechanisms, procedures and recommendations for improvement, including the final Recommendations from the consultants and a strategic Action Plan for the improvement of budgetary management of the SJC in the short and middle term. 

4.- DESCRIPTION OF THE BUDGETARY SYSTEM IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE IN BULGARIA AND THE CURRENT SITUATION.

4.1.- Distribution of competencies in the preparation and execution of the budget and main guidelines of budgetary operation.

Under the current legal and constitutional model up to the recent reforms and proposals to ensure that the Judiciary is vested with independent powers from the State and enjoys formal autonomy to prepare its budget draft acting as a body representing Judges and Magistrates and also concerning the budget for the administration of justice as a whole, and to carry it out conducting the planning and adopting the required decisions in view of catering for the administration of justice requirements, having an administrative and budgetary function concerning the public service of justice apart from its strictly judicial functions. Therefore, the budget proposal made by the SJC includes not only the SJC itself as a body which acts on behalf of the Judiciary but also the budget for the entire administration of justice.
With regard to the preparation of the budget it must be noted that it has only the capacity to make a proposal because although the Cabinet may not amend it, it in fact prepares an alternative proposal which it submits to the Parliament and which in fact prevails over the one made by the SJC. Therefore there is no discussion or exchange of view regarding the SJC proposal and the one submitted by the Cabinet. The fact that the proposal made by the Ministry of Justice (hereinafter, the MJ) prevails clearly should how ineffective is the independence of the SJC regarding budgetary decisions. Likewise the maximum head count for Justice personnel is not determined by the SJC but by the Ministry of the Exchequer.

The budget proposal made by the Council is based on the proposals filed by each of the Courts and secondary bodies which are then incorporated to a sole budget together with the first-level cost centres: Supreme Administrative Court, Constitutional Court, Supreme Cassation Court, State Attorney’s Office, National Department of Investigation and National Institute of Justice.

To the proposal made by the Courts a document prepared by technical experts of the SJC is added and its results are the starting point for the proposal which applies the general guidelines for preparation and standardisation submitted to the Cabinet.
We are before a decentralised model in which the initiative to make proposals lies with the Courts which are the second tier of the budgetary management and the draft of the budget for Justice is made by accumulating the budgets submitted by the Courts. The budget arises therefore from a fundamentally organic perspective. The SJC aggregates the different proposals and provides general standardisation criteria.

4.2.- Characteristics of budgetary execution. Enforcement rules within the SJC.

With regard to the execution of the budget at the Judiciary, the budget decision and management model is considerably decentralised as a great number of approved expenses, either current or investment ones, are incurred directly by the Courts. Generally, major investments regarding construction or refurbishment works for judicial buildings are carried out by the SJC when their cost exceeds 1,000,000 leis. There are no other centralised contracts for common operating expenses referred to all or some courts such as maintenance, security or expertises, which would allow for a more efficient management of said costs.
Regarding this execution model we would point out that it is agile and direct insofar as cost is managed at source although it encourages an excessive fractioning of decisions and a provision of resources insufficiently comparable or standardised arising from a global and comparative evaluation of the needs of the different courts. This system also implies that scale economies obtained from centralised contracting of some services are not obtained which is detrimental to a more efficient management of the scarce existing resources.
The Budget of each Court, except for investment costs is distributed by months and its execution may not exceed the monthly temporary limits. Enforcement of operating costs is therefore conducted on a mandatory timing basis.

Each Court has its own separate accounting. Accounting entries are made by each budgetary unit pursuant to an approved coding system and the monthly and cumulative results for each financial year are submitted to the SJC. At the SJC they are consolidated and verified preparing a monthly accounting summary of the entire SJC budget which is sent quarterly to the Ministry of Finance and to the Courts of the Exchequer.

The SJC does not have therefore a sole accounting system whereby each court makes its own specific accounting entries allowing for real-time monitoring information on a centralised and cumulative basis. At present, a public tender is being prepared in order to implement a new system.
Notwithstanding the technical limitations to the budget amendments which are restrictive as adapting credits to the needs which deviate from forecasts that to a great extent does not refer to the competencies of the SJC and therefore hinders their effective cover.
Recently following a recommendation by the Courts of the Exchequer a Financial Control Department has been created within the SJC which performs management audits at certain courts analysing the results of the prior two years. The audit is a comprehensive audit which includes control of the rule of law, accounting, financial and assets’ issues. 

Internal control is carried out adequately although it does not have resources to obtain a significant sample and undertake a more exhaustive monitoring of compliance with the recommendations included in the monitoring reports. In principle the results from this audit system are very limited because they refer to the documents received at the SJC without conducting any detailed verifications on site because the human resources capacity is insufficient. This control will be affected by the envisaged legislative changes concerning financial control of the State.
Within the SJC a structure exists for administrative issues within the SJC itself and to undertake expenses or investments at courts carried out on a centralised basis and for the distribution and monitoring of the budget cost. However, this structure needs to be further developed if it is to address its functions in an adequate manner. This remark also applies to the Courts. The financial management functions regarding budgetary management are accumulated to the judicial duties of the chief justices of courts as no specific financial directorate exists, also staffing is insufficient and at times limited to just a head of accounts. 

4.3 REPORT ON THE NEW LAW ON THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM ACT (JSA)

-Draft  MoJ 26 July 2006-

Both aspects of budgetary independence regarding preparation of the Budget and its execution are currently being revised in the draft for the new law on the JSA of July 24th, 2006 of which a report was submitted on September 22nd last that is now reproduced considering the importance and overall approach of the same, regardless of whether its main recommendations will be including among the final ones of the Consultancy Team. 

1. Analysis of distribution of competencies on budgetary matters by the JSA

The JSA establishes the competencies in financial and budgetary matters of the Administration of Justice differentiating between the ones of the Ministry of Justice (MJ) and those vested in the Supreme Judicial Council (SJC) including a special section devoted to the relations between the Judiciary and the Executive.

From reading these articles it may be concluded that there is a certain degree of confusion as to that are the powers given to each Institution in order to ascertain their specific competencies.

In this sense we shall first analyse the competencies of the SJC and then the ones of the MJ.

1.1. Competencies of the SJC

The SJC is vested as provided under article 33(1) with: (1) competency to discuss and approve the budget for the MJ’s Budget and likewise control the Budget. On the other hand, article 340 details its role in the preparation of the draft Budget to which we will refer later on and its potential involvement in its discussion even at Cabinet level.

Within Chapter 19, Article 345 titled Budget for the Administration of Justice points out that the SJC will be competent to organize the enforcement of the Budget for the Administration of Justice by means of the Supreme Court of Cassation, the Supreme Administrative Court, the Prosecutor General, the National Investigation Service and the National Institute of Justice.

In its turn, Article 344 points out that the SJC will be a first level management unit for the Administration of Justice Budget and finally Article 347 establishes that the SJC will be responsible for setting-up and launching the financial management and control system of Courts. It also grants it competencies in internal control matters and in the use and administration of budgetary resources.

1.2. Competencies of the MJ

A list of competencies is provided instead of some mere references as in the case of the SJC.

In this sense, Article 340 gives it powers to prepare the draft budget and submit it to the SJC for discussion. In said draft, paragraph (2) of the aforementioned article foresees the participation of an Advisory Committee comprising representatives from the SJC, from the MJ, from the Ministry of Finance, from the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, from the National Audit Office and also other authorities having bearing on the Judiciary Budget. The SJC then prepares the Budget draft which in principle may amend the proposal made by the MJ, previously drawn up by the Advisory Council in which the SJC itself also participates and even the Cabinet may take part in the discussion proceedings.

On the other hand, Article 342 bars any amendment to said draft by the Cabinet although it has the faculty of preparing an evaluation report which shall be attached to the supporting documents of the National Budget which is submitted to the Parliament.

The JSA contemplates a special chapter, Chapter Three, governing the relations between the Executive and the Judiciary based on the premise that co-operation between these bodies is necessary and vesting in the Ministry of Justice and its Administration the co-ordination of such relation. In this sense, the MJ has according to the Act, the decision-making governmental faculties in the justice area, its administrative structure being regulated in Articles 50.2 and 52.2. All of which in order to regulate the relations between the bodies of the Judiciary and the SJC whereby the MJ is legally vested with the necessary instruments to take charge of the Administration of Justice. Among others, the MJ from a structural standpoint is charged with the Inspection of the Judiciary (art 55 and ff.) and the approval and submission before the National Institute of Statistics of judicial statistics for their publication.


Likewise, the MJ has according to Article 73 of the JSA competencies to organize the administration of judicial assets and facilitate resources for the operation of Courts which it may delegate pursuant to Article 75 to the administrative heads of the Courts who in their turn report to the SJC. Likewise, section (2) of Article 73 provides that credit loans for capital expenditure will be provided by the budget of the MJ which may acquire real estate properties and create rights in rem over them in order to cater for judicial needs (Article 74 of the same Act).

2. Analysis of the impact of the JSA in the current distribution of budgetary competencies

Three issues should be highlighted from the new wording of the JSA:

1. Reinforcement of MJ competencies in the preparation and execution of the Judicial Budget.

2. Contradictory and insufficient legal framework of competencies.

3. Introduction of additional complexity in the approval and enforcement of the budget.

2.1. Reinforcement of MJ competencies in the preparation and execution of the Judicial Budget.

The competencies of the MJ under the new Act are exorbitant with regard to the ones of the SJC. It will suffice to point out that the competencies of the SJC are established in Articles 33 and 34 notwithstanding any other references scattered in the Act, such as the ones included in Chapter 19 –Budget of the Administration of Justice- whereas the faculties vested in the MJ encompass at least from Arts 50 to 79 of the JSA. In this sense, the Executive by means of the MJ has secured decision-making competencies in the process of approving the budget for the administration of justice, including the ones of participating in the Advisory Council which collaborates in the preparation of the budget draft, the submission of the first SJC project and potentially submission by the Cabinet of an evaluation report of the Budget Draft by the SJC which will be included within the set of documents sent to Parliament as part of the National Budget. This last power entails in practice as has happened in other years that we are before an alternative budget fully limiting the one prepared by the SJC and which is clearly insufficient to cater for all the needs of the administration of Justice and moreover usually the one taken into account by Parliament.

Therefore, the powers of the MJ reach out to all budgetary areas of the Administration of Justice in detriment of the powers and competencies of the SJC. The report prepared by the European Council on amendment of the Constitution of the Republic of Bulgaria and its influence on the Judiciary is in line with these comments. Although article 117 of the Constitution provides that the Administration of Justice will have an independent budget, the amendment proposed by the Constitution and in the JSA vests in the MJ as we have pointed out the main competencies with regard to said Budget. In that way, the Executive holds the reins and controls all instances of the preparation and approval of the Budget.

With regard to the execution of the Budget certain rules also reinforce the competencies of the MJ, in open contradiction as we will set out in the next section with other provisions which seem to vest part of them in the SJC. Among the provisions which strengthen the powers of the MJ we highlighted the ones included in Section VII, Chapter three of the Act (Arts 73 and ff of the JSA) granting competencies “to organise the management of the judiciary property and provide facilities for the operation of bodies of the judiciary to the Ministry of Justice”. This view runs counter to the independence of the SJC. The new Act does not make any express mention to competencies in this area under the sole article which regulates the powers given to the SJC.

2.2. Contradictory and insufficient legal framework of competencies.

The JSA includes obvious contradictions, repetitions and legal loopholes with regard to the distribution of competencies.

In this sense while Article 33(1) grants the SJC the faculty of controlling the enforcement of the Budget, its effective implementation is vested in its most relevant areas to the MJ. In particular, chapter three of the JSA (articles 73 and ff.) foresees that the MJ has competencies to organize the management of judicial property and provide the resources for the operation of the Administration of Justice, currently a competence held by the SJC and which has entailed since it has been vested in the latter body a considerable improvement, still of course at an early stage, of the material resources available at Courts. The wording of these Articles however omits an express reference to the execution by the MJ of the budgetary credits affected by this.

The aforementioned contradictions are repeated in Arts. 344, 345 and 347 of the JSA which vest respectively in the SJC the faculty of being a qualified first-level administrator of the judicial budget, the faculty of organising the enforcement of the Judicial Budget by the Courts, accountability for launching and setting-up the financial management and control system of judicial bodies, the internal control system and the use and administration of budgetary resources.

The JSA provides detailed regulations under Chapter Three of the instruments available to the MJ in order to interact with the Judiciary in the different areas but there is no reciprocity when it comes to regulating such instruments for the SJC. The so-called interaction seems quite inappropriate for something which is wholly one-sided with overall powers by the MJ.

2.3. Introduction of additional complexity in the approval and enforcement of the budget.

Article 340 incorporates the involvement of an Advisory Council integrated by representatives of the SJC, the MJ, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Labour and Welfare, the Court of the Exchequer and other authorities involved in the Budget of Justice. This body does not exist in the Budgetary Systems of other EU Member States which have perfectly delimited the competencies concerning the preparation of the Budget for the Administration of Justice either in the executive (Ministry of Justice) or in the Judiciary (Council General of the Judiciary or similar bodies) but not shared between them. The incorporation of so many agents, including the participation of the National Audit Office of Bulgaria does not have any precedent in other states and must be interpreted as lack of confidence on the SJC to prepare and subsequently enforce the budget for the administration of Justice.

The JSA includes obvious contradictions, repetitions and legal loopholes with regard to the distribution of competencies The involvement of different institutions which are part of the Advisory Council for the Budget and the submission of a draft by the MJ, formerly inexistent, have not led to doing away with the evaluation report by the Cabinet.

In this sense it is also worth noting that the Parliament is faced with examining the Budget for the Administration of Justice from three standpoints: Two by the executive (the MJ project and the evaluation report by the Cabinet) and one from the Judiciary (SJC). The latter proposal also involves the supervision of the SJC which is vested in the MJ. In all respects, the weight of the Judiciary (SJC) in the Budget for the Administration of Justice is minimized.

Moreover, after the new wording the timetable for preparing the budget remains unclear and this should be one of the key elements which should be perfectly determined when passing regulations on this matter.

3. Considerations and Final Proposals

With regard to the judgment passed on the proposed amendments we have to make the following considerations and proposals.


The system for the distribution of competencies which is finally adopted must guarantee sufficiently that the SJC becomes the maximum body representing the Judiciary and all other resources related to the Administration of Justice. Such sufficiency implies on one hand financial independence in order to safeguard judicial independence and on the other hand to grant access for citizens to quality judicial services an essential issue for the furtherance of the rule of law and a fully democratic society.


In this sense, we believe that two concepts which are not necessarily equivalent should be differentiated: independence of Judges and Magistrates and the independence vested in them to ensure the provision of judicial services.


Independence of judges and magistrates in the exercise of their functions entails in our opinion financial autonomy which releases them from any conditionings in the discharge of their duties based on the lack of resources and in particular with regard to their governing body which represents them before the State. It does not in fact mean or may it be equated to demanding independent administration of all resources which the public service of the administration of justice must avail itself of. Such difference is not always well understood and at times judicial independence is equated not with financial autonomy but with operational independence.


The distribution of competencies models available for Budgetary Law in the different Member States vary but they all safeguard the separation of powers, vesting the preparation and enforcement of the budget either to the executive or to the Judiciary itself. The systems for the distribution of competencies are in line with a legal and constitutional tradition arising from an evolution leading to the implementation of states based on the rule of law in each case. Considering that either of these systems may be adequate, the main issue is to ensure the involvement of the Judiciary in the key decisions and to guarantee its financial independence. On the other hand, it is completely irrelevant from a theoretical point of view for the independence of Judges and Magistrates whether it is the Executive itself who handles the budgets for the administration of justice, particularly in those states in which the separation of the different powers of the State is fully upheld.


Under the Spanish system, where most budgetary competencies for the Administration of Justice are vested in the central executive power (the Ministry of Justice) or in the regional governments (Justice Departments of Regional Governments with devolved competencies) the Magistrates do not feel that their judicial independence is being undermined because the executive is in charge of managing the resources of the Justice area. In practice, the relation between Magistrates and the Executive places them in an optimal position to cater for the needs of the administration of justice and under no event their independence is compromised because the executive is responsible for ensuring their adequate provision.


Notwithstanding the foregoing, considering the historical evolution of the State organization currently evidenced in the Republic of Bulgaria we consider that for the purposes discussed at the beginning of this section, i.e., for the adequate and sufficient provision of resources for the Administration of Justice, it would be advisable that the SJC itself should hold and reinforce its faculties in view of planning, budgeting, monitoring and providing for the requirements of the administration of Justice which is exactly the opposite to the line followed by the amended proposal of the JSA.


We should bear in mind that management of resources has been considerably fostered within the budgetary restraints since they have been handled by the SJC following their transfer by the Ministry of Justice. On the other hand and without disregarding the budgetary constraints which the executive faces who is in fact who really decides on the credits granted for Justice in the Republic of Bulgaria, these have not experienced nor even become close to the improvement expectations for the Administration of Justice required by a democratic state and demanded by the representatives of the Judiciary (SJC).


Therefore it would be advisable to vest in the JSA competencies with regard to preparing the Budget for the Administration of Justice, for its enforcement and control to the SJC and not overwhelmingly to the MJ notwithstanding the necessary cooperation and support which must exist with the executive and in line with this reasoning it would be advisable to replace the MJ by the SJC in Articles 73 to 75 of the JSA.


Finally, the Budget for the Administration of Justice in spite of being a separate chapter should be incorporated to the National Budget. The progressive evolution of modern budgetary policy considers that total consolidation of budgets from all State institutions is a success, and that includes the Administration of Justice, and it would be a step backwards and contrary to the principles of a modern Exchequer system to maintain budgetary areas which are not included in National State Budget. Handling and approval of the budget for the Administration of Justice should not be a different process. It does not seem logical that the Republic of Bulgaria should pursue a completely different line than the one adopted by all countries belonging to the European Union.

In summary:

1. The competencies vested in the MJ under the new Act are exorbitant with regard to the ones held by the SJC (Section 2.1.).

2. The powers of the MJ extend to almost all areas of budgetary activity related to the administration of justice which is highly detrimental to the faculties and competencies of the SJC (Section 2.1.)

3. The implementation of the budget includes provisions which reinforce the faculties of the MJ (Section 2.1)

4. The JSA includes obvious contradictions, repetitions and legal loopholes with regard to the distribution of competencies. (Section 2.2.)

5. The intervention of an Advisory Council made up of representatives from different institutions in order to prepare the Budget does not have any precedent in other member states of the EU and must be seen as lack of confidence in the SJC. This involvement simply extends and adds further complexities to the process, which is already complex, and we do not find that its contribution leads to any improvement (Section 2.3.)

6. The Parliament is faced with examining the Budget for the Administration of Justice from three standpoints: Two from the Executive and one from the Judiciary, wherefore the weight of the Judiciary (SJC) in the Budget for the Administration of Justice is minimized. (Section 2.3.)

7.  The independence of magistrates and independence of governance are not equivalent concepts. There are several valid models which uphold the separation of powers but vest the draft and execution of the budget either to the executive or the judiciary, without undermining the independence of judges and magistrates. The historical evolution of the organization of the State which the Republic of Bulgaria is currently undergoing makes it advisable that the SJC itself should hold and reinforce its faculties in view of planning, budgeting, monitoring and providing for the requirements of the administration of Justice. (Section 3).

4.4.- Insufficient resources for the Administration of Justice
With regard to the insufficient budget resources allocated to the Administration of Justice due to delays in the resolution of judicial proceedings and the current state of some buildings, it seems necessary to improve the budget funding for staff, new investments for infrastructures and for the modernisation of the facilities where the public service of justice is rendered.
However a trend in the opposite sense is evidenced in the budgets for Justice in the last years which show the disregard by the Executive of the requests made by the SJC in order to allocate and improve resources for the Administration of Justice.

Likewise, services which were subject to fees that were collected formerly by the Courts and which were used as resources for their general activities have been progressively transferred to the Ministry of Justice and therefore at present few activities of the Judicial bodies generate any income.

With regard to personnel at the service of the judicial bodies it must be highlighted that the maximum staffing figures are determined by the Ministry of the Exchequer and the small increases authorised by the latter must be distributed by the Council among the different courts being unable to cater for all the demands made by them.  

The implementation of new technologies is also insufficient because advanced information systems are currently inexistent and this would simplify the application of certain procedures and lead to generating useful information for decision-making processes. In this respect, we highlight that there is no integrated accounting Information System whereby each unit would directly register its corresponding entries, as this would avoid the current strenuous workload of submission and consolidation of statements by providing comprehensive and integrated real time information and also generating automatically expense authorisation forms saving repetitive and demanding efforts currently devoted to this.
Special reference to judicial infrastructures
Information on the state of judicial buildings is still deficient and incomplete due to insufficient documents and background provided by the Ministry of Justice when the transfer of competencies to the SJC took place. Therefore the Council has had to complete said information subsequently. At present, there is no inventory of assets as such referring to the legal situation of the properties as well as physical data such as their state of wear and tear, in order to update such information on a permanent basis.
The Investment Plan is currently carried out on the basis of the requests made by the courts. When the budget is approved, always below the SJC proposal, then the final annual Investment Plan may be determined. Due to its brief span and the need to address in first place urgent and major repairs it becomes difficult to draft an Infrastructures Plan on a mid-term basis establishing the adjustments, new buildings and other actions which when enforced would generate a group of properties suited to the needs of an efficient and modern judicial system.

However we should point out that the management activities of the Investments Department has made it possible to become aware, detect needs and update the assets of the administration of justice. Thanks to the efforts of this Department and to the support of the Finance and Budget Department, notwithstanding that their human and material resources are clearly insufficient, at least the basic administrative instruments have been created in order to attempt a modern infrastructures’ planning.
5.- PROPOSALS: LIST OF MEASURES FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE
The purpose of this report is to provide a set of measures which contribute to improve the management and execution of the judicial resources in Bulgaria addressing two major issues which relate to the main areas for improvement: Establish a clear and durable distribution of competencies which ensures the unquestionable independence of the Judiciary and allocate the necessary funds in order to guarantee such independence and like to guarantee a true and effective right of citizenship to quality judicial services.  

5.1.- Distribution of competencies.

With regard to the distribution of competencies we do not share the confused system of competencies fostered by the new JSA and we consider that the role of the SJC should be preserved and encouraged in the preparation and execution of the justice budget in detriment to the distribution made by the law between the MJ and the administrative heads of courts and tribunals.

As set out in a detailed manner in the report on the new JSA proposal, from a theoretical point of view, although the independence of judges and magistrates in the exercise of their function requires sufficient financial resources to make it effective, it does not necessarily imply that all resources for the provision of judicial public services should be managed on an independent basis. There are models with a clear-cut separation of the State powers but due to historical and political reasons, the Executive manages those resources without this entailing any threat to judicial independence.
Notwithstanding given the current situation of institutional clarification and regarding the allocation of resources to justice within the Republic of Bulgaria it seems convenient that the Judiciary, through its representative body, the SJC, should hold and see its competencies reinforced regarding the planning, budgeting and allocation of resources to cater for the needs of justice. We should bear in mind that resources’ management has received a considerable boost notwithstanding the budgetary limitations since the competencies were partially exercised by the SJC following a transfer thereof by the Ministry of Justice. On the other hand, and without disregarding the stringent budgetary margins which the government faces, considering that the executive power is in fact the one who really decides the credits allocated to the chapter of Justice in the Republic of Bulgaria, these have not experienced or are even close to the improvement expectations for the Administration of Justice which may be expected from a State that is compliant with the rule of law and have been demanded by the representatives of the Judiciary (SJC).

5.2.- Sufficient resources

In order to improve the weaker issues related to budgetary sufficiency and management to cater for the requirements of the administration of Justice it will be convenient to discuss them from an overall perspective and draft a global Improvement Plan clearly focused on providing stability to the public service of justice and at the same time acting in different improvement areas, establishing priorities and milestones to perform the actions required. 

This Plan would entail a clear political wager in favour of a Justice system that is not curtailed due to lack of resources or decision-making capacity, assuming the constitutional role which has been given to it within the framework of the rule of law as evidenced in other Community states. The foregoing would tie in with other envisaged actions proposed from the Twinning Project related to the strengthening of the Judiciary capabilities in Bulgaria not only in terms of independence of judges and magistrates when acting individually but also as a joint body of governance, i.e., the CSJ, and with regard to the selection, career and training of judges and magistrates. In second place, the Plan implies a firm commitment to fostering legislative changes as may be required thereon and to include budget provisions for the actions or resources agreed on.

Undertaking and ensuring the efficacy of such a Plan would require considering the number of agents involved a wide political consensus, approval from the CJS, the Government and knowledge and approval by the Members of Parliament, as the actions envisaged refer to different levels of responsibility which would affect the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of the Exchequer, the Government and the SJC; it would also require monitoring its effective compliance by means of a forum or commission that supervises its implementation.
5.3.-Overall Action Plan.

The Plan could include the following action areas :

5.3.1.- Legislation. 

Ensuring a balanced and stable distribution of the budget of the administration of justice ensuring in any event that the Judiciary takes part in all major decisions which affect this body. It would also ensure that the Executive would not become involved in matters vested with the Judiciary.

Therefore, as we have set out throughout this report, and notwithstanding the necessary collaboration and support by the Executive, it would be convenient to include in the JSA competencies referred to the preparation of the Budget for the Administration of Justice, to its execution and control to the SJC prevailing over the ones held by the MJ, wherefore we propose the following:
* replace MJ by SJC in Arts. 73 to 75 of the JSA

* delete reference to the intervention of the Advisory Council in the preparation of the budget for Justice as foreseen in article 340 of the JSA proposal.

* certain aspects related to budget regulations could be relaxed to allow the SJC to execute the budget, in particular with regard to article 8(3) of the State Budget Procedures Act foreseeing that the budgets of the SJC and the Tribunals should be submitted separately leading to a watertight budget for justice. Deletion of this provision would allow for centralised management from the SJC and a better allocation of resources.

5.3.2.- Organization. 

In first place, it would consider reinforcing the management and administration structures of the SJC and of the Courts within their respective functions leading to releasing part of the workload currently sustained by the incumbent chief justices presiding over the Courts and currently vested with these functions. 

In our opinion, planning and other calculations on the impact of the new legislation and other forecast demanded at this second level need direct and general contributions in this central area by the SJC in order to provide a global overview of the budget requirements for justice and leading to an integrated decision-making process ensuring comparable conditions for the resources available to courts and tribunals. A more integrated information system would foster a more simplified and faster contribution by the Courts in this area permitting a more elaborate intervention by the SJC.
Magistrates and Judges presiding over the different Courts should be discharged from routine tasks such as management of funds as is the case in most EU Member States to hold solely jurisdictional faculties. The competency of material and human resources management should fall on the delegates which the CSJ should have at the Courts creating a network of units catering for the different Courts. They may be created in such a way that proximate courts could be so serviced generating scale economies. These active units would also provide more reliable information for the preparation of the budget in the sense of being more technical and specialised.
Wherefore, we propose the following amendments:
* Art 6. of the Estate Budget Procedures Act (SBPA) and concordant provisions because the legal personality of the courts would not be required regarding the budget for Justice.

* The aforementioned article 8 (3) in the sense of providing a uniform presentation of the Judiciary budget and the faculties of the SJC to distribute it.

* Art 28 (2) of the abovementioned SBPA must vest the execution of the budget in the SJC by means of territorial units existing at the Courts and which would become the second tier of the budget.

* Art 345 and concordant provisions of the JSA in the sense of upholding the competency of the SJC to decide which expenses will be incurred on a centralised basis and therefore determine the budget items that will be included in the first budget level and the ones to be included in the second level of the Judiciary budget.

* The operating regulations of the SJC which will have to include the territorial units and its functions.

Likewise, it seems that scale economies should be further explored in order to make certain management areas more efficient insofar as possible, preparing Bidding Specifications for centralised contracting by means of tenders which guarantees the amplest competition possible for costs such as maintenance of buildings, security, expertises, translation/interpretation services, transport, etc. The Plan must include a study on which contracts will be included thereunder and determine the Bidding Specifications for each of them after having analysed the contracts currently entered into by the courts and the needs to be covered.

5.3.3.- Financial

The Plan proposed by us should contain a study of the minimum requirements in terms of personnel, remuneration, resources, ordinary running of the Courts, maintenance of judicial courts and their property, improvement of infrastructures in order to position the Bulgarian judiciary in conditions of performing its functions in an efficient and agile manner. Considering the current budgetary situation it seems obvious that a number of years shall elapse until the optimal situation is attained but the progressive cover by increasing the credit endowment in subsequent budgets should be an objective of the State institutions involved.

5.4.4.- Infrastructures Plan. 

Considering the importance of adapting the judicial buildings to present-day requirements and in view of the complexity of investments’ management, the actions in this area should be subject to a Specific Plan designed for the mid-term which establishes action priorities for refurbishment of properties and new buildings; this requires the support of a budget decided each financial year in order to carry it out and also reinforcement of the resources available to the SJC in order to foster and manage such Plan. The Judicial Buildings Infrastructures Plan would also reduce considerably the impact of investments:

Documents included in an interactive information system which must be included in the Infrastructures’ Plan:

A) List of Judicial buildings with the following particulars:

Judicial body of which it is the seat, city, address, square metres, owned/leased, any actions required or otherwise, or if those actions have been completed.
B) Annex to the list of buildings including a technical file for each of them providing comprehensive information on technical data (drawings, photos and main specifications of the works’ plan, if available).
C) Actions’ Program: Listing each and every action which are considered necessary, including: Building and court (indicating its reference within the above List), type of works required (construction, refurbishment, extension), execution period, estimated budget on aggregate basis and on an annual basis for each action. This program chart would provide a grand total of foreseen actions, the total budget for the program and the budget for each year in which it the action is being carried out.

D) Monitoring the Plan by actions. Differentiating the number of actions which at end of the financial year are in any of these situations: not started, waiting for land to build, drafting works’ plan, building works in progress/completed. It also shows the aggregate number of years in which the Plan is being carried out and the number of actions in each of these situations.
E) Monitoring the Plan by budget. Summarises and updates on an annual basis the total foreseen and executed Budget.

Each of the Plan documents must be updated in the event that any particulars are modified (price of the works, land, execution period, etc.) on a permanent basis to ensure that real time information is provided as to its evolution. (Please find attached in Annex 6.4. some models solely by way of guidance referred to the above documents).

5.3.5.- Incorporation of new technologies to management and information systems. 

A key information instrument both for decision-making and management lies in having systems which handle information on matters such as infrastructures, process statistics and in particular, accounting issues. In the last case, global management would lead to considerable savings in terms of human resources. 

6.- ANNEXES
6.1.-  Initial Recommendations of September 22nd, 2006
Initial recommendations submitted to the Supreme Judicial Council (Component 9.2. of the Twinning project BG-04-IB-JH-04).

Rocío Marcos Ortiz

José María Márquez Jurado

Sofia. September 22nd, 2006.

As a result of the work carried out with regard to Component 9.2 of Twinning Project BG-04-IB-JH-04 carried out during the weeks from June 19th – 23rd¸ and from September 18th – 22nd, 2006, the following initial recommendations are submitted to the Supreme Judicial Council (SJC).

The aforementioned Recommendations have been presented, discussed and provisionally accepted by the Budgetary Commission members of the SJC who attended the meeting held at the Council on September 21st, 2006.

The works carried out have taken into account, among others, and as explained with further detail in the Final Report to be delivered in November 2006:

* analysis of current and draft legislation, 

*case-law by the Courts, 

*budgetary legal doctrine, 

*study of the systems and procedures which with regard to budgetary matters apply to the Republic of Bulgaria 

*information obtained from interviews conducted by members of the SJC and personnel working thereat. 

*visits to a number of judicial courts. 

Report on the new Law on the Judicial System Act of July26th, 2006.
1.- BACKGROUND

1.1.-  Concerning the distribution of competencies

At present, with regard to the preparation of the budget, the SJC has formal competencies because the real and effective ones are vested in the Executive. With regard to implementation, it is conducted on a very de-centralised basis by the SJC through the Courts vesting in the SJC audit, monitoring and supervisory functions.

The first matter worth noting in this area is the lack of clarification and uncertainty as to the budgetary distribution of competencies due to the numerous, subsequent and draft constitutional amendments and statutes issued on the competencies ascribed to the SJC and to the Government respectively.

Three issues are worth highlighting in the wording of the new JSA:

1.1.1.- Reinforcement of MJ competencies in the preparation and execution of the Judicial Budget.

The competencies of the MJ under the new Act are exorbitant with regard to the ones of the SJC. 

In this sense, the Executive by means of the MJ has secured decision-making competencies in the process of approving the budget for the administration of justice, including the ones of participating in the Advisory Council which collaborates in the preparation of the budget draft, the submission of the first SJC project and potentially submission by the Cabinet of an evaluation report of the Budget Draft by the SJC which will be included within the set of documents sent to Parliament as part of the National Budget. This last faculty entails in practice as has happened in other years that we are before an alternative budget fully limiting the one prepared by the SJC and which is clearly insufficient to cater for all the needs of the administration of Justice and moreover usually the one taken into account by Parliament.

With regard to the execution of the Budget certain rules also reinforce the competencies of the MJ, in open contradiction as we shall discuss in the next section with other provisions which seem to vest part of them in the SJC. Among the provisions which strengthen the powers of the MJ we highlighted the ones included in Section VII, Chapter three of the Act (Arts 73 and ff of the JSA) granting competencies “to organise the management of the judiciary property and provide facilities for the operation of bodies of the judiciary to the Ministry of Justice”. This view runs counter to the independence of the SJC. The new Act does not make any express mention to competencies in this area under the sole article which regulates the  faculties given to the SJC.

1.1.2.- Contradictory and insufficient legal framework of competencies. 

The JSA includes obvious contradictions, repetitions and legal loopholes with regard to the distribution of competencies.

In this sense while Article 33(1) grants the SJC the faculty of controlling the enforcement of the Budget, its effective implementation is vested in its most relevant areas to the MJ. This contradiction is repeated in articles 344, 345 and 347 of the JSA.

1.1.3.- Introduction of additional complexity in the approval and enforcement of the budget.

Article 340 incorporates the involvement of an Advisory Council integrated by representatives of the SJC, the MJ, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Labour and Welfare, the Court of the Exchequer and other authorities involved in the Budget of Justice. The incorporation of so many agents, including the participation of the National Audit Office of Bulgaria does not have any precedent in other states and must be interpreted as lack of confidence on the SJC to prepare and subsequently enforce the budget for the administration of Justice. We fail to see in what way this new contribution leads to an improvement of the system.

In this sense, the Parliament is faced with examining the Budget for the Administration of Justice from three standpoints: Two by the executive (the MJ project and the evaluation report by the Cabinet) and one from the Judiciary (SJC). 

The latter proposal also involves the supervision of the SJC which is vested in the MJ. In all respects, the weight of the Judiciary (SJC) in the Budget for the Administration of Justice is minimized.

1.2.- Concerning insufficient resources for the administration of Justice.

With regard to the sufficiency of budgetary resources allocated to the Administration of Justice, considering the delay in passing judgment on certain current legal proceedings and the state of the buildings it seems advisable to increase the budgetary chapters for personnel, new investments for infrastructures and to update the facilities where the public service of justice is being rendered.

It has also been ascertained that in the last years the Justice budgets have hardly increased coupled with a lack of interest on the part of the Executive with regard to requests made by the SJC for the provision and improvement of the resources allocated to the administration of justice.

Among the consequences of not meeting the expectations of the SJC on budgetary matters we find the impossibility of planning mid-term activities in spite of the major efforts deployed by the SJC in this area.

Vesting of faculties to implement the budget should go hand in hand with sufficient personnel and qualified resources. Within the scope of the SJC, the structure for managing expenses or investments made on a centralised basis needs to be fostered in order to ensure that it may fulfil its functions in an adequate manner. The financial management functions are accumulated to the judicial ones without sufficient staffing.   

2.- RECOMMENDATIONS

2.1.- Distribution of competencies.

Our intention is to include in the final report of our work some measures which may contribute to improving the management and implementation of the resources allocated to the administration of Justice.

With regard to the distribution of competencies we do not share the confusion generated by the new judicial system act. 

We are inclined to preserve and foster the role of the SJC in the decisions related to preparing and implementing the budget for the administration of Justice rather than uphold the envisaged distribution by the Act between the MJ and administrative heads of Courts and Tribunals.

We should bear in mind that resources’ management has received a considerable boost notwithstanding the budgetary limitations since the competencies were partially exercised by the SJC following a transfer thereof by the Ministry of Justice.

On the other hand, and without disregarding the stringent budgetary margins which the government faces, considering that the executive power is in fact the one who really decides the credits allocated to the chapter of Justice in the Republic of Bulgaria, these have not experienced or are even close to the improvement expectations for the Administration of Justice which may be expected from a State that is compliant with the rule of law and have been demanded by the representatives of the Judiciary (SJC).

2.2.- Sufficient resources

In order to improve the weaker issues related to budgetary sufficiency and management to cater for the requirements of the administration of Justice it will be convenient to discuss them from an overall perspective and draft a global Improvement Plan clearly focused on providing stability to the public service of justice and at the same time acting in different improvement areas, establishing priorities and milestones to perform the actions required. 

Undertaking and ensuring the efficacy of such a Plan would require considering the number of agents involved a wide political consensus (approval from the CJS, the Government and knowledge and approval by the Members of Parliament).

2.3.-Overall Action Plan.

The Plan could include the following action areas :

2.3.1.- Legislation. 

Ensuring a balanced and stable distribution of the budget of the administration of justice ensuring in any event that the Judiciary takes part in all major decisions which affect this body. It would also ensure that the Executive would not become involved in matters vested with the Judiciary.

2.3.2.- Organization. 

It would consider reinforcing the management and administration structures of the SJC and of the Courts within their respective functions leading to releasing part of the workload currently sustained by the incumbent chief justices presiding over the Courts and currently vested with these functions. It would envisage the creation of territorial support units specialised in human and material resources for the Courts, reporting to the SJC. 

Magistrates and Judges presiding over the different Courts should be discharged from routine tasks such as management of funds as is the case in most EU Member States to hold solely jurisdictional faculties.

It would also be advisable in this area to centralise in the SJC certain common expenses to different Courts which would lead to a more efficient management o them.

The competency of material and human resources management should fall on the delegates which the CSJ should have at the Courts creating a network of units catering for the different Courts. They may be created in such a way that proximate courts could be so serviced generating scale economies.

2.3.3.- Financial

The Plan proposed by us should contain a study of the minimum requirements in terms of personnel, remuneration, resources, ordinary running of the Courts, maintenance of judicial courts and their property, improvement of infrastructures in order to position the Bulgarian judiciary in conditions of performing its functions in an efficient and agile manner. Considering the current budgetary situation it seems obvious that a number of years shall elapse until the optimal situation is attained but the progressive cover by increasing the credit endowment in subsequent budgets should be an objective of the State institutions involved.

2.3.4.- Infrastructures Plan. 

The CSJ should have an Infrastructures Plan and centralised maintenance in the Judicial Buildings with enough finance to considerably reduce the financial impact of new investments. Subsequent procurement contracts must be centralised and should be awarded by means of national or international tenders in line with the current legislation of the European Union in this matter which will soon apply also to the Republic of Bulgaria. 

2.3.5.- Incorporation of new technologies to management and information systems. 

A key information instrument both for decision-making and management lies in having systems which handle information on matters such as infrastructures, process statistics and in particular, accounting issues. In the last case, global management would lead to considerable savings in terms of human resources.
6.2 Presentation to the Council of the Initial Recommendations of September 22nd, 2006. 

We have not incorporated to this annex the Initial Recommendations because they were already submitted on September 22nd, 2006 and as they have been fully accepted by the Budgetary Commission of the SJC, no amendment to them has been made by the Consultants.
Initial recommendations submitted to the Supreme Judicial Council (Component 9.2. of the Twinning project BG-04-IB-JH-04).

Rocío Marcos Ortiz

José María Márquez Jurado

Sofia. November 6th, 2006.

As a result of the work carried out with regard to Component 9.2 of Twinning Project BG-04-IB-JH-04 carried out during the weeks from June 19th – 23rd¸ and from September 18th – 22nd, 2006, the following initial recommendations are submitted to the Supreme Judicial Council (SJC).

The aforementioned Recommendations have been presented, discussed and provisionally accepted by the Budgetary Commission members of the SJC who attended the meeting held at the Council on September 21st, 2006 (Mss. Mitio Markov and Vladimir Ivanchev). Subsequently they were translated to Bulgarian and formally delivered to the SJC on October 3rd, 2006, wherefore the Budgetary Commission is already aware of them.
The work carried out have taken into account, among others, and as explained with further detail in the Final Report to be delivered in November 2006:

* analysis of current and draft legislation, 

*case-law by the Courts, 

*budgetary legal doctrine, 

*study of the systems and procedures which with regard to budgetary matters apply to the Republic of Bulgaria 

*information obtained from interviews conducted by members of the SJC and personnel working thereat. 

*visits to a number of judicial courts. 

Supplementing the Initial Recommendation(hereafter, the IR) we also attach a Report on the new Judicial System Act of July 26th, 2006 which has been incorporated to the Report on the draft Law for the Fourth Amendment of the Constitution of Bulgaria (Draft Law 25-09-2006) submitted to the SJC on October 23rd, 2006.

In summary the report in question  made reference to the following issues:


1- In view of the uncertain situation of competencies regarding the drafting and execution of the budget for Justice and in particular considering that the JSA proposal fosters the capabilities of the MJ in terms of preparation and of administrative heads in terms of execution, to the detriment of a greater budgetary capacity by the SJC.

The opinion we provide in the report is that the competencies of the SJC should be increased both with regard to preparation of the budget with regard to the ones held by the MJ and its subsequent execution with regard to administrative heads.

2.- The lack of sufficient budget funding which has been repeatedly evidenced in the budgets and the need for a sustained effort in order to provide stability to this shortfall situation making it possible to make mid-term planning.
3.- Some recommendations were also made of technical or instrumental nature regarding specific action strategies such as the preparation of a pluriannual Infrastructures Plan and a new application providing support to the accounting system to improve management and information, strategies which will be further detailed in the final report of the Consultancy Team.


All the foregoing in compliance with the objective entrusted to us by the project referred to making specific proposals to the current organization of Justice in Bulgaria which notwithstanding its own specialties that must be maintained, are considered necessary to place it in similar standing to the basic principles of justice upheld in all EU Member States.

In compliance with the International Consultancy Protocol, we await the comments or submissions made by the Members of the Council to the Initial Recommendations. Once we have received them we shall incorporate them to our Final Report taking into account the contribution of the SJC.
In conclusion kindly address any remarks or submissions to our 

Initial Recommendations.
6.3 Table of documents examined
1. Constitution Bg proposed 4th amendment complete final
2. State Budget Procedures Act
3. Judicial System Act draft of July 27th, 2006 

4. Law of the Internal Audit in the Public Sector
5. Law of the State Financial Inspection
6. Public Financial Inspection Law
7. Accounting Policy of the Judicial System current accounting and preparation of annual financial statement
8. Report on the activities of “internal financial control” department during year 2004
9. Audit report of the financial activities of district court Stara Zagora
10. Twinning Project interim quarterly report nº 3

11. Assessment 4thqr en

12. Quarterly report on the twinning project

13. Cover note evaluation component 4

14. Judgement no. 4 from October 2004 in constitutional case no. 4 from 2004
15. Judgement no. 7 Sofia, September 13th, 2006 in const case no. 6 from 2006
16. Judgement no. 8 Sofia, September 13th, 2006, in const case no. 7 from 2006

17 Constitution report requested E commission
18. Initial Recommendations. Sept 2006

19. Report on JSA proposal
20. Final Twinning Report JSA 
21. Republic of Bulgaria fortieth national assembly.

    Constitution Bulgaria proposed 4TH amendment complete 

22. Regulation for the work of the SJC and its administration

23. SJC directions for the Courts preparing 2006 budget draft

24. Letter from Director of SJC Commission for Finances and budget to the Minister of Finances

25. Memorandum for 2006 budget draft

26. Memorandum for investment costs in 2006 budget draft

27. SJC 2006 budget draft

28. Report on the budget situation in SJC by the head of the Financial Analysis Department.

6.4 Monitoring models for infrastructures plan
Reference models to be included by Mr. Manuel Mazuelos.
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