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1 General description of rural development and forestry in
Bulgaria

The Republic of Bulgaria’s Rural Development Programme (RDP) 2007-20133 is due to be implemented
over the entire territory of the Republic of Bulgaria.

The whole territory of the Republic of Bulgaria has been classified under the ‘convergence’ objective.
The specific purpose of this objective is to speed up the economic convergence of the least-developed
member states and regions by improving conditions for growth and employment; supporting quality
investment in physical and human capital; investing in a knowledge-based society; helping societies
adapt to economic and social changes; protecting the environment; and promoting administrative
efficiency.# Axis 1 of the RDP, which aims to increase the competitiveness of the agricultural, forestry
and food-processing sectors, is related to the rationale of the convergence objective and has to be in
line with it. This applies more generally to the RDP as a whole.

1.1 Definition of the rural area

Bulgaria is divided into six planning regions (NUTS2), 28 administrative regions (NUTS3) and 264 munici-
palities (LAU1). According to the OECD definition, there are twenty predominantly rural NUTS3 regions,
seven intermediately rural regions, and only one predominantly urban region — the capital, Sofia. Thus
predominantly and intermediately rural regions cover 98.8 per cent of the territory, and 84.3 per cent of
the population of Bulgaria live in those regions.

Rural areas are defined as municipalities (LAU1), in which no settlement has a population over 30,000
people. This definition has been used under SAPARD and will also be applied in the RDP 2007-2013 for
territorially based interventions. According to this definition, 231 municipalities in Bulgaria are classified
asrural. The rural areas represent 81 per cent of the Bulgarian territory, and 42 per cent of the population
live there (RDP 2007-2013).

1.2 Forestry, forestry land use and ownership structure>

The total forest area of Bulgaria is 4.1 million hectares (ha) and comprises up to 34 per cent of the
country'’s territory, but only 3.65 million ha (89.7 per cent) of the 4.1 million ha is actually wooded. The
rest, nearly 10 per cent of the whole area, is non-wooded land; this consists of forest roads, nurseries,
mountain pastures, rocky areas, rivers, etc. Most of the forests are located in the mountainous (ca 80
per cent of the Bulgarian forests) and semi-mountainous areas (Yonov & Velichkov 2004). The forests of
Bulgaria are divided into three groups, according to their main purpose:

1. Wood-producing and environment-sustaining forests (68.1 per cent)
2. Protective and recreational forests (23.7 per cent)
3. Forests and lands in protected areas (8.2 per cent)

Broadleaved forests (mainly oaks and beech) dominate, amounting to 70.4 per cent of the total. Conif-
erous forests (represented mainly by Scots pine, Austrian pine and Norway spruce) occupy only 29.6 per

3 The present analysis takes into consideration the final (December 2007) version of the RDP. The RDP was agreed
by the Rural Development Committee at the end of December 2007. The Commission still has to adopt the programme
formally; this will happen in the next few weeks.

4 Source: webpage of the European Parliament Legislative Observatory (procedure file, legislative dossier), http://
www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/file.jsp?id=5188922 (December 2007).

5 MAF 2006 data is used for the analysis in this section.
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cent of the area. Natural forests account for 73.4 per cent of the forested area, while plantations occupy
26.6 per cent (SPFSD 2007-2011).

The average age of Bulgaria's forests is 51 years, but the range is very wide. More than 60 per cent of
all forest is younger than 40 years, and this applies particularly to the conifer forests. Young conifers
dominate in Bulgaria’s non-state forests (RDP 2007-2013). These forests are plantations, which were
established 20-40 years ago with a very high stand density. Some 1.5 million ha have been afforested
over the last 50 years (Yonov & Velichkov 2004). The percentage of coppiced forests is also very high,
accounting for more than 29 per cent of the forested area in Bulgaria.

The Bulgarian forest resource is very valuable environmentally, and can be said to be unique not just
in European but also in global terms. Bulgarian forests play an important role in preserving over 60 per
cent of the country’s priority habitats; over 80 per cent of the protected plant species; and over 60 per
cent of the endangered animal species. They are home to populations of 43 of the world's endangered
species; and they comprise eight of the twelve landscape complexes which were defined in the national
strategy for preservation of biodiversity as unique and representative of Bulgarian biodiversity (SPFSD
2007-2011).

Bulgaria’s forests provide about 85 per cent of the water flow in the country; and some 14 per cent of
them have been designated as having, as their primary function, a crucial role in the protection of the
soil against erosion and the maintenance of water balance (Yonov & Velichkov 2004).

In Bulgaria, forest land ownership has become fragmented since the start of the land restitution process
which followed the collapse of Communism. According to MAF 2006 (Chapter 5, Forestry), 78.1 per cent
of the total forest territory is currently owned by the state. The remaining 21.9 per cent (890,783 ha)

includes:

1. Municipal forests (464,929 ha or 11.4 per cent of total forest cover)

2. Private forests (393,680 ha or 9.7 per cent of total forest cover)

3. Other types of ownership (32,174 ha or 0.8 per cent of total forest cover)

As therestitution process continues, the percentage of non-state forests will increase further. And already
the structure of forest ownership varies throughout the country. Private forests are generally small, and
predominantly (92.8 per cent) less than 2 ha in size. Because these forests are not just small but are also
remote, there is a little interest in managing these forests. More than 30 per cent of private forest owners
live in the big cities, far removed from the forests, and therefore have no incentive to perform the costly
(but necessary) silvicultural activities in the forests that they own (WWF Bulgaria 2007).

1.3 The importance of forestry

Forests and forestry play an important role in rural Bulgaria in terms of employment, recreation, tourism,
water and public purpose activities. There are no official data on the contribution of the forestry sector
to GVA and employment. Unofficial estimates assume that the forestry share was about 0.2 per cent of
GVA in 2004. According to the FAQ, about 34,300 people were employed in the forestry sector in 2000
(RDP 2007-2013).
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2 The RDP and the National Strategy Plan for Rural Development

The RDP is in line with the National Strategy Plan for Rural Development 2007-2013 (NSPRD), since its
main purpose is to apply the National Strategy Plan. The RDP was elaborated taking into account both
the priorities set in the Community Strategic Guidelines and the NSPRD.

The EU’s Rural Development Policy is based on three main legal instruments: the EU’s Strategic Guide-
lines for Rural Development (SGRD), Council Regulation on support for rural development by the
new European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), and the Commission Implementing
Regulation. EU strategic guidelines identify the areas that are important for the realisation of community
priorities and a range of options which member states may use in their national strategy plans and RDPs.
National strategy plans are translating the guidelines into the national context in the light of identified
needs of particular regions; RDPs are implementing the national strategy plans.

The RDP 2007-2013 focuses on three areas, corresponding to the three thematic axes laid down in the
new rural development regulation: improving competitiveness for farming and forestry; protecting the
environment and countryside; and improving quality of life and diversification of the rural economy. A
fourth axis, called the ‘Leader Axis’ — which is based on experience with the Leader Community Initia-
tives — introduces possibilities for locally based bottom-up approaches to rural development.6

The purpose of the Bulgarian RDP is to apply the NSPRD,” the overall objectives of which have been set
for the period 2007-2013:

1. To develop a competitive and innovation-based agricultural, forestry and food-processing sector
(Axis 1)

2. To protect natural resources and the environment of rural areas (Axis 2)

3. To improve the quality of life and diversify job opportunities in rural areas (Axis 3)

4. To build local capacity and to improve local governance (Leader Axis)

They are based on the SGRD, and on the major EU priorities associated with job creation, growth
and sustainability (Lisbon and Goteborg) in compliance with other EU policies concerning cohesion,
protection of the environment, and also take into account the socio-economic conditions of rural
Bulgaria:

6 Source: Webpage of DG Agriculture and Rural Development, Rural Development Policy 2007-2013, online at
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rurdev/index_en.htm (October 2007).
7 The present analysis has been made taking into consideration the final official version of the National Strategy

Plan for Rural Development 2007-2013 as of September 2006.
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Figure 1 - Overall objectives of the Bulgarian National Strategy Rural Development Plan
2007-2013

Objective 1
To develop a competetive and innovation

> ' <>
based agricucture, forestry sector and
food-processing sector L
P 9 Objective 2
¢ To protect natural resources and environment
of rural areas

Objective 3
To improve the quality of life and diversify job |
opportunities in rural areas

Leader approach
To build local capacity and to improve local governance

Certain subobjectives in the NSPRD are assigned to every overall objective in order to make it more
concrete. These objectives are addressed by specific measures of the four axes of the RDP, tackling
specific areas of intervention within the context of the strategic objectives.

According to the ex-ante evaluation of the RDP, all the operational objectives and subobjectives are
consistent with the strategic objectives. It is important to ensure consistency between the operational
level (measures in the RDP) and the specific and overall level (objectives of the NSPRD) in order to achieve
the defined objectives and targets. The link between the objectives on the one hand, and the measures
on the other, is in general visible and solid and demonstrates a logical interaction and coherence that in
the end will contribute to the achievement of the global objectives.

The proposed measures set down in the RDP cover a wide spectrum of impact on the economic, social
and natural aspects of rural areas and their functioning. Taking into account the need for restructuring
and modernising the Bulgarian agricultural, forestry and food-processing sectors (see the NSPRD
objective ‘To develop a competitive and innovation-based agriculture, forestry sector and food-
processing sector’), 42 per cent of the community contribution under the three axes is allocated to Axis
1. The measures under this axis will promote the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector,
and will thus contribute to Lisbon’s strategic objectives on economic growth and jobs.

The RDP addresses the second NSPRD objective (‘Protecting natural resources and environment of rural
areas’) by the measures proposed in Axis 2, and by the targeting of measures under the other axes. To
Axis 2 is allocated 27 per cent of the Community contribution under the three axes. The NSPRD and the
RDP are based on a balanced and integrated approach, where the preservation of the landscape and
environment is also a priority for measures under the other axes.

The NSPRD objective ‘to improve the quality of life and diversify job opportunities in rural areas’ will be
delivered under the RDP by measures under Axis 3. To Axis 3 is allocated 31 per cent of the Community
contribution under the three axes. Improved access and quality of basic services for the rural population,
as well as rural infrastructure, are essential for maintaining the rural population and for the creation of
conditions for business development and environmental protection.

NSRDP priority 4, ‘To build local capacity and to improve local governance, is integrated in the RDP,
and the Leader Axis is allocated 2.6 per cent of the Community contribution under the three axes. The
Leader measures will support building social capital and skills acquisition to develop locally based strat-
egies for rural development. The implementation of such strategies will contribute to the overall objec-
tives of the NSPRD.

The level of synergy appears to be good, and there is no obvious conflict among the objectives. The
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ex-ante analysis of individual RDP measures has given no indication that they duplicate one another. In
general the measures provide clear and well defined objectives.

2.1 Forest-related measures in the Bulgarian RDP 2007-2013

Council Regulation 1698/2005, on support for rural development by the EAFRD, provides a package of
forty measures for achieving the Community Strategic Guidelines for 2007-2013. Bulgaria has proposed
thirty measures to be implemented under its RDP. For the other ten Regulation measures, which will not
be implemented, no funding has been allocated in the RDP and they are not to be drafted.

The implementation of the RDP will start with 23 measures.8 These measures will be implemented over
the entire programming period 2007-2013, with the exception of a small number of measures which will
be implemented up to the end of 2009 (‘Provision of farm advisory and extension services in Bulgaria
and Romania; according to Annex VIII, Section | D of the Act of Accession of Bulgaria and Romania,
2007-2009, and the submeasures ‘Running costs, acquisition of skills and animation - potential LAGs'
and ‘Complements to direct payments’). Seven measures will be introduced at a later stage, after a
change to the RDP to introduce the relevant measure details in line with the procedure in Article 6 (c)
of Commission Regulation (EC) no. 1974/2006.° Their budget for the period 2007-2009 will be allocated
to other measures.

Table 1 provides an overview of all forest and forestry-related measures included in the Bulgarian RDP,
including their programming period. From the total of thirty measures in the Bulgarian RDP, eleven
directly target forest or forest-related issues.

Table 1 - Forest-related measures in the Bulgarian RDP 2007-2013'°

Axis Measure Programming period

Axis 1 — Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector

1. 111 Training, information and diffusion of knowledge 2007-2013

2. 114 Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory services (years 2010-2013
2010-2013)

3. 122 Improving the economic value of the forests 2007-2013

4. 123 Adding value to agricultural and forestry products 2007-2013

5. 125 Improving and developing infrastructure related to the development 2009-2013

and adaptation of agriculture and forestry

Axis 2 — Improving the environment and the countryside

6. 223 First afforestation of non-agricultural land 2007-2013
7. 226 Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actions 2007-2013
8. 224 Natura 2000 payments for forests 2009-2013

Axis 3 - Quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy

9. 312 Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises 2007-2013
Axis 4 — Leader

10. 41 Implementation of the local development strategies 2007-2013

11. 421 Interterritorial and transnational cooperation 2007-2013

In terms of forest and forestry-related measures, three of them will start their implementation after
2009. These are ‘Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory services, ‘Improving and developing

8 Listed in Table 24 of the Bulgarian RDP, presented here in Annex 1.
9 Listed in Table 25 of the Bulgarian RDP, presented here in Annex 2.
10 A comprehensive description of the objectives and activities of each measure is attached in Annex 3.
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infrastructure related to the development and adaptation of agriculture and forestry;, and ‘Natura 2000
payments for forests’ The implementation of the measure‘Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory
services' will start in 2010; it will replace the measure ‘Provision of farm advisory and extension services
in Bulgaria and Romania; which will be implemented in the first three years of the RDP in line with the
provisions of Annex VIl to the Act of Accession of Bulgaria and Romania. There is a need for additional
preparation and capacity-building before the measure for ‘Improving and developing infrastructure
related to the development and adaptation of agriculture and forestry’ can be implemented, and
forests will not benefit from its budget till 2010. Natura 2000 measures for agricultural lands and forests
depend on the formal designation of Natura 2000 sites and on the preparation of their management
plans. Therefore the measures will be implemented after the establishment and entry into force of clear
restrictions on the agricultural and forestry activities, either in the orders for the designation of the sites
or in their management plans, which are expected to be in place after 2009. The process of issuing the
orders for the sites designated according to the Birds Directive has already started, and the first order
has been published in the Bulgarian SG no. 100/30.11.2007. The orders for the designated protected
zones according to the Habitats Directive will not be issued before 2009 at the earliest (as these sites
need to be approved first at Community level). Before the designation and/or entry into force of related
requirements for land management, all Natura 2000 sites (both SPA and SCl sites on lists adopted by the
Bulgarian Council of Ministers) will be regarded under the RDP as HNV farmlands and will be supported
under the measures for HNV farmland and arable land management. Private forest owners will not
benefit from the ‘Natura 2000 payments for forests’ measure until its entry into force in 2009, and this
delay is likely to have a negative impact on forest protection (RDP 2007-2013).

Table 2 gives information on the types of activities that the RDP’s forest-related measures are
supporting.

Table 2 - Classification of RDP forest-related activities

Category Code Measure
Commercial forestry 122 Improving the economic value of the forests
123 Adding value to agricultural and forestry products
125 Improving and developing infrastructure related to the development and
adaptation of agriculture and forestry
223 First afforestation of non-agricultural land
226 Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actions
312 Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises
Environmental practices 224 Natura 2000 payments for forests
Training and information 111 Training, information and diffusion of knowledge

114 Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory services (2010-2013)

Others 41 Implementation of the local development strategies

421 Interterritorial and transnational cooperation

It is evident from Table 2 that most of the measures are dedicated to commercial forestry. In order to
prevent any potential negative impact they may have on nature, for actions including support to invest-
ments, a positive environmental impact assessment (EIA) decision will be mandatory, with the exception
of those cases where an EIA is not required by the Environment Protection Act. All investment projects
falling in Natura 2000 sites will be checked before their approval for compliance with the provisions of
the national Biodiversity Act and the respective secondary legislation for its implementation, as well as
the envisaged restrictions in the decisions for the site designation and management plan. Investments
directly focused on preservation of the environment are given priority under Axis 1 (RDP 2007-2013).
Only one measure is designed to provide the forests with environmental protection. Unfortunately its
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implementation, as described above, will start later; and this will hamper the protection and sustainable
management of the Natura 2000 forests. Four additional measures indirectly target forests and could
have an impact on their management and conservation.

2.2 Allocation of RDP funds for forest-related activities

Money from the EAFRD is going to certain forest-related activities in Bulgaria. However, the actual
amount cannot be estimated accurately, because forest-related activities are included in joint measures
with agricultural and other activities, and no demarcation of funds between the activities has been
made. Table 3 provides information about the amount of funds allocated to the forest-related measures
in the RDP, on the percentage of these amounts from the total budget of the RDP and what this money
may be used for generally.

The BG grand total budget of the RDP for the period 2007-2013 is approximately €4.278 billion. The
amount of public expenditure is around €3.242 billion. 80 per cent of the public expenditure will be
secured through the EAFRD. The indicative size of the funds by the EAFRD for the 2007-2013 period
amounts to €2.6 billion.

The total sum related to forestry, and forest/agriculture, from the BG grand total budget is around €1.127
billion. The total public expenditure for these measures consists of approximately €730 million, 80 per
cent of which (around €584 million) will come through the EAFRD.

The subsidies going explicitly to forests from the BG grand total budget amount to €133 million, of
which only the Natura 2000 payments for forest can be described as being purely for forest protection.
The latter consists of €15.5 million indicative public expenditure. The amount whose allocation between
forest and agriculture cannot be distinguished is €994 million. The measure‘Adding value to agricultural
and forestry products’ receives the highest sum, almost €535 million. Regarding forestry, this sum will
support investments relating to the use of wood as a raw material, and is limited to all working opera-
tions prior to industrial processing. A significant amount will go towards infrastructure and the devel-
opment of micro-enterprises. The latter measures cover predominantly commercial forestry-related
actions, and could improve the economic benefit from the forests; but they have no direct relation to
forest conservation, and if not correctly planned might even lead to forest destruction (e.g. the building
of forest roads could make the access to biologically valuable and old-growth forests easier, and lead
to the destruction of important habitats). Those measures that could have a negative impact on nature
should require an obligatory EIA.

As described above, three of the forest and forest-related measures will start their implementation after
2009. In the meantime, their budget will be allocated to other measures.

Till its implementation in 2010, the indicative financial allocation of the measure ‘Use by farmers and
forestry holders of advisory services’is provisionally transferred to the measure on‘Training, information
and diffusion of knowledge; which also concerns forest-related issues and will enable the introduction
of (for instance) forest-related training.

The indicative budget for the measure for ‘Improving and developing infrastructure related to the
development and adaptation of agriculture and forestry’is transferred to the budget of the measure
‘Modernisation of agricultural holdings; and forests will not benefit from its budget till 2010.

The budget for the measure ‘Natura 2000 payments for forests’ has provisionally been allocated to
the measure ‘Agro-environmental payments, and farmers in the potential Natura sites can apply for
support under this measure. Private forest owners will not benefit from the ‘Natura 2000 payments for
forests’ measure until it comes into force in 2009, and this is likely to have a negative impact on forest
protection.
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Table 3 - Funding for forest-related activities in the Bulgarian RDP

Code | Measure Funds allocated (€) What the measure could be useful for

111 Training, information and 102,413,694* Training courses
diffusion of knowledge public expenditure Information actions

(ca3.15 per cent othe BG grand Working meetings
total public expenditure)

114 Use by farmers and forestry | 36,146,000 No description in the RDP available
holders of advisory services | i icative public expenditure
(years 2010-2013) (ca 1.1 per cent of the BG grand

total public expenditure)
122 Improving the economic 24,097,340 Creation of sustainable forest management plans and
value of the forests public expenditure programmes for non-state owned forests
(ca 0.74 per cent of the BG grand Management activities aiming at increasing the economic value
total public expenditure) of the forest (e.g. pruning of coniferous plantations, lightening
and tending in coppice stands, etc.)
Purchase of suitable harvest equipment

123 Adding value to 240,973,396 Introduction of new and/or modernisation of the existing
agricultural and forestry public expenditure facilities and improvement in their use
products (ca 7.4 per cent of the BG grand Introduction of new products, processes and technologies

total public expenditure) Reaching compliance with EU standards
Environmental protection (including decreasing pollutant
emissions and waste)
Reduction of production costs

125 Improving and developing | 90,365,000 No description in the RDP available
infrastructure related to indicative public expenditure
the development and (ca 2.8 per cent of the BG grand
adaptation of agriculture total public expenditure)
and forestry

223 First afforestation of 40,424,494 Afforestation of abandoned agricultural land and not afforested
non-agricultural land public expenditure forest fund lands

(ca 1.25 per cent of the BG grand Development of technological plans for afforestation
total public expenditure) Site preparation for afforestation

Seeding and planting

Actions for guided natural succession

Fencing

226 Restoring forestry 29,540,976 Clearing of forests damaged by fire, windstorms and other
potential and introducing public expenditure natural disasters
prevention actions (ca 0.91 per cent of the BG grand Establishment and improvement of timber depots in case of

total public expenditure) disasters
Reforestation of damaged forests using indigenous tree species
Establishing and improving fire protection facilities
Diversification of vegetation structure by transforming coniferous
plantations into broadleaved or mixed stands

224 Natura 2000 payments for 15,548,000 No description available in the RDP
forests indicative public expenditure

(ca 0.48 per cent of the BG grand
total public expenditure)

312 Support for the creation 127,261,669 Investments and marketing and management advice for new and
and development of micro- public expenditure existing micro-enterprises in non-agricultural sectors such as:
enterprises (ca 4 per cent of the BG grand total | - Processing industry — furniture production, light engineering, etc.

public expenditure) « Renewable energy production:
« Services - rural tourism initiatives by private enterprises,
recreation and sports, setting up or development of consultancy
and business services, social and health care, transport services,
etc.
41 Implementation of 53,891,814 Any activities within measures under Council Regulation
the local development public expenditure 1698/2005 selected in the RDP under Axis 1, Axis 2 and Axis 3
strategies (ca 1.67 per cent of the BG grand Other actions outside the scope of the measures specified in
total public expenditure) Council Regulation 1698/2005 if they contribute to the objectives
of the RDP and the local development strategies and aim at
protection of the environment, rural landscape and local identity

421 Interterritorial and 5,132,554 Preparatory technical support including feasibility studies,
transnational cooperation public expenditure market research, surveys, etc.; and/or technical planning; and/or

(ca 0.16 per cent of the BG grand partnership meetings

total public expenditure) Implementation of joint actions (e.g. establishment of facilities
for joint production of goods or services, joint marketing of local
products, preservation of shared natural or cultural heritage, etc.)

* Including the indicative budget for the measure ‘Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory services’ (years 2010-2013)
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2.3 The RDP and forest and biodiversity related official documents on national
level

2.3.1 National forest programme

Bulgaria currently has no national forest programme. A National Forest Policy and Strategy 2003-2013
was developed in 2002 in the framework of the preparation phase of the project’Bulgaria - development
of the forest sector’; however, the strategy was not approved by the Bulgarian Parliament due to various
circumstances, and so the document has no legal power.

Two other strategic documents for the forest sector were developed on the basis of this strategy in terms
of Bulgaria’s accession to the EU, the need to discuss forest-related problems in Bulgaria, and the need
to reflect the outcomes from major forest-related processes at the national, European and global levels.
These two documents are the ‘National Strategy for Sustainable Development of the Forest Sector in
Bulgaria 2006-2015" and the ‘Strategic Plan for Forest Sector Development 2007-2011" (SPFSD). They
were both adopted officially in 2006 (the National Strategy at the beginning of the year, and the SPFSD
in November 2006 by the former Minister of Agriculture and Forests).

‘The National Strategy for Sustainable Development of the Forest Sector in Bulgaria 2006-2015’analyses
the current status of the different features and branches of the forest sector in Bulgaria, defines their
strengths and weaknesses, and proposes strategic objectives and measures for meeting them.

The SPFSD is devoted to implementing the National Strategy. It came into force at the beginning of
2007. The plan defines four overall strategic objectives in line with the National Strategy, and lays out
key measures for their implementation.’” The main objective of the SPFSD is ‘to achieve sustainable
development of the economically viable forest sector based on the principles for multifunctional and
sustainable forest management..

One part of the national plan is an action plan that includes concrete activities for every strategic
objective and key measure, and contains an indicative budget for them. The SPFSD has been harmo-
nised with the European Forest Action Plan and was approved by the Minister of Agriculture and Forests.
Below, we examine whether the RDP is in line with it.

The financial means for implementing the SPFSD will be secured through the funds of the State Agency
for Forestry, but additional funds will also be needed. In this regard, much emphasis has been put on the
money expected from the various EU funds such as the EAFRD.

According to the SPFSD, €570 million will directly or indirectly support its implementation and the forest
sector as a whole, and this money will come from the rural development fund. €85 million of this will
be allocated to supporting non-state-owned forests. The plan’s implementation relies on the EAFRD for
a number of actions: improving the economic value of forests, development of their tourism potential
(including the initiation of business partnerships between tourist companies and forest authorities),
agro-forestry management, increasing the qualifications of foresters, establishing consultancy offices
for consultancy services, achieving favourable conservation status of species and habitats in Natura
2000 sites, supporting restoration measures for degraded forest ecosystems and threatened species,
afforestation, the production of biomass for energy (including the creation of forest plantations of fast-
growing species), introducing fire prevention measures, elaborating regional plans and measures for
enhancing the protective functions of forests, supporting plans for the utilisation of forests surrounding
settlements, and developing mechanisms for interaction between forest owners and foresters, forest
users and consultancy companies.

1 The strategic objectives and the key measures of the SPFSD are presented in Annex 4.
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In general the RDP takes direct account of some of the SPFSD objectives and key measures. Sustainable
development of the forests will be addressed mainly through the improvement of forest resources and
the restoration of forest potential. The RDP measures on‘Improving the economic value of the forest’and
‘Improving and developing infrastructure related to the development and adaptation of agriculture and
forestry’ will contribute to the improvement of the quality and the economic potential of the forests, and
to sustainable and rational timber use. According to the Bulgarian forest authorities, the improvement
and expansion of the forest road infrastructure is a key issue for enhancing the competitiveness of the
sector. However, we believe that efforts should concentrate on improving the existing infrastructure
rather than on building new roads. Forest road construction could have a negative impact on nature
and biodiversity — for instance due to increased access to and destruction of old-growth forests and
other important habitats, increased fire risk due to human activities, and forest fragmentation. The
Bulgarian authorities are not obliged to perform an EIA, since the Forest Management Plans they are
included in are subject to EIA as a whole. Careful planning of the forest infrastructure is therefore crucial
for avoiding negative impacts on nature. Improving the quality and economic value of the coppice
forests and conifer plantations could decrease the pressure on the old valuable forests and the need for
road building to untouched preserved forests.

The RDP will also guarantee funds for research and technological development in order to increase the
competiveness of the forest sector, e.g. through the measures on‘Training, information and the diffusion
of knowledge’ and ‘Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises. The measure on
‘Interterritorial and transnational cooperation’ could contribute to capacity-building and the sharing
of experiences among forest experts and forest managers both from Bulgaria and from abroad. The
RDP will also encourage cooperation between forest owners, branch organisations and associations, in
supporting education and the gaining of qualifications in the field of silviculture.

Increasing the value of non-timber forest products and services is another priority of the SPFSD that
could be supported through the RDP, e.g. through the RDP measure ‘Adding value to agricultural and
forestry products.

A crucial measure is the one concerning Natura 2000 payments for forests, since it is the only RDP
measure that will contribute directly to the conservation and maintenance of forest biodiversity.
Compensation for forest holders whose lands fall within the Natura 2000 network will be of major signif-
icance for the preservation of biodiversity. The measures target the conservation of different habitats
and species included in the respective orders and management plans that Natura 2000 site landowners
will be obliged to respect. Due to problems and delays in the establishment of the Natura 2000 network
in Bulgaria, the measure will not come into force till after the beginning of 2009. No compensation
payments for private forest owners will be available before then, and this could lead to the loss of many
valuable private forests.

The RDP will also have a role in achieving the SPFSD objective of contributing to the implantation of
the UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol. The afforestation activities under the measure ‘First afforestation of
non-agricultural land’ will be aimed at transforming low-quality abandoned land into forests, resulting
in increased carbon sequestration, reduced soil erosion, improved water balance etc. To ensure that
this measure has no negative impact on biodiversity, indigenous tree species should be chosen for
this afforestation. In the RDP, priority is given to local tree species but this condition is not obligatory.
Through encouraging the use of renewable natural resources and improvements in the effectiveness
of used resources, leading to a reduction in fossil fuel consumption, climate change mitigation would
also be fostered.

The measure ‘Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actions’ would redound to the
improved protection of forests against disasters, and to maintaining and improving the forest protective
functions. This is particularly important in view of the high number of forest fires in Bulgaria in recent
years. These forest fires not only caused substantial loss of timber but also triggered dramatic and
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negative changes in the mechanical and microbiological texture of the soil in affected areas, which in
turn quickly led to soil erosion. Forest fires also led to the poorer composition of forest plant species,
to reduced biodiversity and lower sustainability of forest ecosystems. The RDP could do a great deal to
decrease the risk of forest fires.

Other key measures of the SPFSD could possibly also be supported through RDP funds. For instance,
improvement of sectoral and inter-sectoral cooperation and communication could be encouraged
through the RDP measure on‘Implementation of the local development strategies’ Funds from the RDP
could be used for the development of regional or local strategies for forest development as a part of the
regional or local development strategies.

Some objectives and key measures from the SPFSD, however, are not taken into account.

The SPFSD envisaged the funds for enhanced implementation of agro-silvicultural systems to come
through the RDP, but the establishment of the agro-forestry systems is not included in the RDP.

Funding for the establishment of forestry advisory services under KM 5 (‘Encouraging cooperation
between forest owners, branch organisations and associations for support to education and qualification
in the field of silviculture’) is also expected to come from the RDP. The RDP measure ‘Provision of farm
advisory and extension services in Bulgaria and Romania’(2007-2009) envisages advisory assistance just
for the agricultural sector. Until its successor measure (‘Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory
services’) comes into force (2010-2013), this activity could be partly funded through the RDP measure
on ‘Training, information and diffusion of knowledge’ The ex-ante evaluation of the RDP recommends
extension of ‘Provision of farm advisory and extension services in Bulgaria and Romania’ and also the
inclusion of advisory services to forestry holders, but this recommendation is not taken into account in
the RDP.

The SPFSD key measure on conservation and maintenance of forest biodiversity has also not been
adequately considered. Funds in the RDP are envisaged mainly as compensation payments to Natura
2000 private forest owners. However, this will not secure the implementation of the entire key measure.
The SPFSD relies on funds from the EAFRD for supporting the restoration of degraded forest ecosystems
and the populations of some endangered forest-dependent species, activities which are not included
in the RDP itself. In general the funds (and measures) for securing and preserving the forests and their
biological diversity envisaged in the RDP are insufficient — e.g. no forest environment payments are
foreseen, and funds for conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage are also not available. Forests
outside the Natura 2000 network are left without any funding for protection from the RDP. This is
explained partly by the assumption that funds for such activities will come mainly from other EU struc-
tural funds.

In general the RDP is in line with the objectives of the SPFSD. However, it is not expected that there will
be enough money in the RDP for funding SPFSD activities, in particular in terms of preserving forest
biodiversity and the development of agro-silvicultural systems.

2.3.2 National biodiversity action plan

The National Plan for Biodiversity Conservation 2005-2010 (NPBC) was prepared in accordance with
Article 115 of the Biodiversity Act and Article 77 of the Environmental Protection Act, and was approved
in 2005.

The long-term strategic objective of the NPBC is ‘protection, restoration and sustainable management
of the Bulgarian biological diversity in order to create optimal conditions, environment and perspec-
tives for human life. The more immediate strategic objective of the NPBC is to ‘halt biodiversity loss in
Bulgaria by 2010
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The plan has, in addition, four operational objectives'?2 and key measures, together with six priorities
and nine measures and activities for their implementation.

According to the ex-ante evaluation of the RDP, the relationship between the National Biological
Diversity Conservation Strategy (NBCS) and the NSPRD is clearly formulated in both documents. The
relationship between the RDP and the NPBC, however, is not.

The second strategic goal of the NSPRD, ‘to protect natural resources and environment of rural areas,
which will be addressed by specific measures of the RDP, is complementary to the following operational
objectives of the NPBC:‘Protection and restoration of species, habitats, ecosystems and landscapes’and
‘Sustainable use of the biological resources:.

The implementation of the Priority Axis 2 of the RDP is the most appropriate instrument for ensuring
the achievement of the objectives of the NPBC. A considerable part of the total budget of the RDP (€777
million, or 25 per cent of the total budget, excluding complements to direct payments) is allocated to
measures of Axis 2 specifically related to environmental protection.

Axis 2 measures cannot resolve all problem issues related to environmental and landscape protection,
however. Therefore a balanced and integrated approach is needed, identifying landscape and nature
conservation as a priority for the measures under the other axes.

As intensive agriculture and forestry are recognised worldwide as being some of the biggest threats to
biodiversity, the first objective of NSPRD - ‘to develop a competitive and innovation-based agricultural,
forestry sector and food-processing sector’ — could be in conflict with the objectives of NPBC. There
is a need for careful planning, and for a set of prevention mechanisms in order to avoid contradiction
with the nature conservation legislation at the national, international and European Union levels, as
well as with the environmental objectives under the NPBC. On the other hand many of the measures
financed by Axes 1 and 3 (and as a consequence by Axis 4) are designed not only to avoid any negative
impact, but in some way to contribute to achieving the general objective of protecting and improving
the environment.

Although it is difficult to identify precise quantitative indicators to measure the impact on biological
diversity, and thus the impact on the implementation of the NPBC, the RDP in general (not just Axis 2)
could be expected to have a positive influence on these issues.

Severalmeasures could contributedirectly orindirectly tothe protection, maintenanceand enhancement
of local biodiversity in terms of forests (e.g. Natura 2000 payments for forests, and the measures on
‘Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actions, and ‘Training, information and the
diffusion of knowledge’). The measure on‘First afforestation of non-agricultural land’ could contribute to
the augmentation of carbon sequestration and thus to climate mitigation, and this could have a positive
impact on the NPBC'’s operational objective, ‘Prevention and negative impact mitigation on biological
diversity caused by climate change and adaptation to them' However, an important prerequisite for
this is afforestation with native species adapted to the local environmental conditions. It is stated that
all planting will be for environmental purposes only, and that local species will be given priority, but
there are no specific provisions ensuring that the planned actions within this measure are suited to local
conditions and compatible with the environmental requirements, particularly biodiversity.

Other indirect but positive effects of the RDP come from the creation of an interest in the population
of the rural areas concerning the preservation of biodiversity: for example the enterprises dealing with
rural tourism have a specific interest in preserving natural beauty.

12 These are ‘Protection and restoration of species, habitats, ecosystems and landscapes. Conservation of genetic
diversity and bio-safety;‘Maximal integration of the biodiversity concerns in the national environmental and sectoral
legislation and in the national policies and programmes; ‘Sustainable use of the biological resources’ and ‘Prevention and
negative impact mitigation on biological diversity caused by climate change and adaption to them’.
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Training activities could have a positive effect, by introducing more modern and environmentally friendly
management systems in forestry enterprises. However, the training under the measure ‘Training, infor-
mation and the diffusion of knowledge’ does not currently address the environmental problems related
to biodiversity conservation clearly enough. If relevant training is not included in the measure, it could
lead to the preparation and implementation of projects with negative impacts on biodiversity.

Although the RDP respects the Protected Areas system, no clear relationship has been developed
between the measures defined under Axis 1 and the protected areas. Yet this is necessary, because half
of the territory of the Protected Areas system does not have strict protection regime. Axis 2 and Axis 3
partially address these requirements in the scope of the definition of the measures set there. The same
applies also to the Natura 2000 network. Despite the RDP aspects of Nature 2000, no clear relationship
has been developed between measures defined under Axes 1 and 3 and Natura 2000. Compensating
forest owners for land within the Natura 2000 sites will be crucial to implementing measures for the
conservation of habitats and species included in the local management plans for these areas, which
corresponds to the first operational objective of the NPBC, ‘Protection and restoration of species,
habitats, ecosystems and landscapes’ With regard to forests, this compensation will start relatively late,
which will be an obstacle to the preservation of valuable forest habitats and could impair the objectives
of the NPCB.

The RDP measure ‘Improving and developing infrastructure related to the development and adaptation
of agriculture and forestry; and in particular the building of the forest road infrastructure, if not carefully
planned, could cause destruction and fragmentation of habitats at the local scale and thus violate
the NPCB's operational objective, ‘Protection and restoration of species, habitats, ecosystems and
landscapes. In order to avoid negative impacts on biodiversity, an EIA for the construction of forest
roads should be conducted, and no forest roads should be built in ancient forest areas or closed basins
which are home to forests of high natural value.

In general, the RDP is not in line with the NPBC in terms of forests. The relationship between the RDP and
the NPBC is not clearly enough formulated. The RDP puts emphasis on commercial forest-related issues
in the RDP, above the environmental practices and the measures aimed at diffusion of information and
capacity-building. Due to the later starting point of the Natura 2000 payments, and the lack of other
measures aimed at forest conservation such as forest-environment payments and non-productive
investments, the RDP will not contribute much directly to the implementation of the NPCB concerning
forests and their preservation.

2.4 The RDP and EU measures for protecting biodiversity

Forest-related measures, including biodiversity-enhancing activities such as forest-environment
payments, Natura 2000 payments and non-productive investments in forests as well as the estab-
lishment of agro-forestry systems, have not been developed in the current RDP of Bulgaria. Natura
2000 payments were postponed to the period 2009-2013, while the EU Forest Action Plan, the FLEGT
Action Plan and the Biomass Action Plan will not be included in the programme at all. Priority forest-
related measures dominating the RDP are: improving the economic value of forests, adding value to
forest products, and afforestation. From this we can draw the simple conclusion that the programme’s
emphasis is a long way from making a direct contribution to species and habitat conservation, and will
not contribute to the EU target 2010 when it comes to forest ecosystems.

The explanation for the postponement of the Natura 2000 measures for agricultural lands and forests is
the lack of any formal designation of Natura 2000 sites, and the lack of ordinances for designation and
management plans, and therefore the lack of clear restrictions on agricultural and forestry activities.
The budget for the Natura 2000 measure is allocated to agro-environmental payments, and the farmers
in the potential Natura sites can apply for support under this measure. Forest owners, however, cannot

apply.
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2.4.1 The 2010 target and the RDP

It has been realised that the loss of biodiversity is of concern not just because of the important intrinsic
value of nature, but also because it results in a decline in the ‘ecosystem services’ which natural systems
provide. These services directly affect the quality of human life. Concern for biodiversity is integral to
sustainable development and underpins economic growth, employment and improved living standards.
In 2001, heads of the EU member states addressed biodiversity loss by making the commitment to‘halt
the decline of biodiversity by 2010’ Key measures towards meeting the 2010 commitment are considered
in various policy areas. A number of documents have the underlying objective of halting biodiversity
loss by 2010: the EU Sustainable Development Strategy, the 6th Environmental Action Programme, the
EC Biodiversity Strategy (providing a response to the requirements of the CBD) and Action Plan.

Meeting the 2010 target is a responsibility shared between member states and the European
Community. Of the most powerful EU policies, the Common Agricultural Policy, is designed to protect
the environment as well as dealing with food production. The second pillar — Rural Development - is
expected to be one of the most effective tools for member states, with financial help from the EU, for
enhancing biodiversity in their rural areas.

The Commission communication entitled ‘Halting the loss of biodiversity by 2010 — and beyond’ (dated
22 May 2006) defines the four key policy areas and ten objectives to be fulfilled in order to achieve the
2010 goal. How well has the Bulgarian government used its RDP in order to achieve these goals?

Objective: to safeguard the EU’'s most important habitats and species

One of the elements of the EU approach to stop the loss of biodiversity is the creation and protection of
a substantial network of sites of highest nature value — Natura 2000. The two EU Nature Directives have
been transposed in the Bulgarian legislation through the Biodiversity Act (BA), which was adopted in
August 2002 and amended three times during the last year. 114 sites were proposed to be designated
as Special Protection Areas whose total area covers 1,854,449 ha, 48 per cent of them forests, and 39 per
cent agricultural land. 196 protected zones were proposed according to the Habitats Directive, covering
an area of 1,733,272 ha, 68 per cent of which is made up of forests and semi-natural areas. Natura 2000
contributes considerably to the size of the currently protected network. The latter is only 5 per cent of
country’s territory, while the sites approved by the Government cover about 31 per cent out of 33.8 per
cent proposed.’3 It is acknowledged in the RDP that the species composition of forests is very rich, and
most biodiversity in Bulgaria finds its natural habitat in the forests. This results from the bio-geographic
position of the country, altitudinal differences: from sea level up to 2,900 m and diverse relief and bed
rocks. Nevertheless, among the factors causing pressure on biodiversity recognised in the RDP (Chapter
3.1.3, Biodiversity) there are none associated with forests but only with agriculture and coastal zones.

The draft version of the RDP from January 2007 included measures specifically oriented towards better
implementation of the Natura 2000 sites management regimes: Natura 2000 payments in agricultural
and forest areas. At the moment these measures are temporarily removed and postponed forimplemen-
tation after the beginning of 2009. To become beneficiaries, the users and owners of the land should
be registered in the Integrated Administrative and Control System (IACS). The system was developed
on the basis of aerial photographs and is in place for agricultural land only. There is clearly an obstacle
in using this measure for forests since to be able to register the system should be developed first. Even
if the measure ‘Natura 2000 payments for forests’ starts in 2009, it is highly unlikely that there will be a
functioning registration system for forest owners. On the other hand it is not clear whether the same
method will work for forests, since aerial photographs can hardly give any information about the forest,
other than how large a clear cutting area is.

13 Council of Ministers, Decision no. 802 from 4 December 2007. List of approved protected zones for wild birds
and nature habitats. State Gazette.
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The main objective of the measure ‘Natura 2000 payments for forests’is to encourage owners and users
of forests and forest land to apply measures and activities to ensure the protection, maintenance and/
or recovery of the favourable conditions for the species and natural habitats listed in Annexes 1 and 2
of the Biodiversity Act. Low effectiveness of this measure is driven by the fact that only non-state forests
are eligible for compensation, and few non-state forests fall in the Natura 2000 network. State forest, on
the other hand, comprising almost 80 per cent of the forested territory of the country, is characterised
by high nature value. The state, however, cannot be compensated for income lost due to management
restrictions. Therefore state forest authorities are reluctant to respect the limitations imposed by the
management regimes. In the previous version of the programme where the measure was described,
there was an obligation for beneficiaries to have rented the forest for at least five years. Five years is a
very short period in the context of forest ecosystem processes, where main forest use happens once
every 70-100 years. This just shows that the measure was inadequately developed and poorly thought
out.

Payments will be delayed due to another factor. Considerable time is needed for ordinances of the sites
to be issued and their management plans to be prepared. Until these plans are ready the restrictions
are not known and compensation is not paid. The activities could be supported by agro- and forest-
environment measures; but unfortunately this option does not exist for forests because the forest-
environment measures are not included in the current RDP for the whole programming period.

Objective: to conserve and restore biodiversity and ecosystem services in the wider EU countryside

Even the most comprehensive protected area network will leave a lot of biodiversity outside its territory.
Genuine species conservation cannot be adequately addressed using the site protection approach only.
This is especially relevant to forestry because forest species do not tend to concentrate in small areas
but are more widely dispersed. That is why it is equally important for EU action protecting biodiversity
to spread over the wider environment. This could be achieved by dedicated nature policy, namely
actions for threatened species; better connectivity of the Natura 2000 sites; and integration of biodi-
versity needs into agricultural, fisheries and other policies. Natura 2000 alone is not sufficient to secure
forest biodiversity. It can only be secured by a holistic conservation approach, envisaging forests as
functioning systems where the ecological quality of habitat plays a crucial role in sustaining the entire
forest-dependent biodiversity.

There exists a National Agro-Environmental Programme from the SAPARD period, which will be imple-
mented through the agro-environment measure of the new RDP. Itincludes maintenance and restoration
of high nature value farmland and traditional agricultural landscapes; conservation of endangered local
breeds of farm animals and traditional crop varieties; and increased awareness and knowledge among
farmers about agricultural practices. These are expected to contribute to the achievement of favourable
conservation status of species outside the Natura 2000 network. Some of these activities were planned
to start in 2007.

Council Regulation 1698/2005 provides for a set of measures in support of sustainable forest
management, such as forest-environment payments, non-productive payments in forests and the agro-
forestry system. However, realisation of the full benefit of these measures remains in the decision of
member states and the budget available. As mentioned above, these measures were not included in
the RDP for Bulgaria. Afforestation on non-agricultural land is envisaged in the programme and it might
be used for better connectivity of Natura 2000 sites, if appropriate restoration measures are under-
taken. Apart from the benefits for carbon sequestration, increased availability of wood material and
alleviating erosion, the measure could be used to create bridges between highly fragmented lowland
forests. Supporting biodiversity is one of the objectives stated in the RDP afforestation measure giving
‘priority to local tree species compatible to environmental requirements and biodiversity; but it is not
obligatory.
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Objective: to reinforce compatibility of regional and territorial development with biodiversity in the EU, the
EIA, and integration into regional and territorial development policy

The nature directives and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) directive require the consider-
ation of potential impacts of certain regional and territorial developments. This includes consideration
of alternatives and the design of measures to prevent and reduce negative impacts.

The Bulgarian RDP requires a mandatory EIA for actions including support to investments, with the
exception of cases where EIA is not required by the Environment Protection Act. In addition, investment
projects falling in Natura 2000 sites will be checked for compliance with the provisions of the national
Biodiversity Act and the respective secondary legislation for its implementation, as well as the envisaged
restrictions in the decisions for the site designation and management plan.

However, building new forest roads will not be subject to the EIA because the construction of roads
is anyway considered to be part of the so-called Sustainable Forest Management Plans. These are in
fact standard Forest Management Plans used during the last century or so. Although they are being
upgraded, and the set of information they contain is being expanded, the plans still consider only the
commercial value of timber, and biodiversity is hardly touched on. The density of forest roads in Bulgaria
is considered insufficient by the forest administration, especially in the mountainous areas, which makes
one sixth of the forest growing stock inaccessible. Hence it is very likely that a substantial proportion
of the RD money will be used for forest road construction. Improving forest infrastructure is also a
prerequisite for better competitiveness of the forest sector. Forest roads are included in the measure
‘Improving competitiveness, and also in ‘Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention
actions’— a measure covering actions such as the clearing of forests damaged by fires, windstorms and
other natural disasters. All these actions can be potentially damaging for forest biodiversity.

Afforestation, outside Natura 2000 being done according to Ordinance No. 17 of MAF, is also not subject
to EIA.

Objective: to substantially reduce the impact on EU biodiversity of invasive alien species and alien
genotypes

Invasive alien species were identified in the 6th EAP as a priority for action. While support has been
given to some localised eradication programmes via LIFE funding, the issue is not addressed specifically
in the RDP. The measure for afforestation on non-agricultural land ‘promises’ that priority will be given
to local tree species which have proved their compatibility with the environment and are suitable for
restoring biodiversity. But there is no obligation to do this.

Objective: to support biodiversity adaptation to climate change

The RDP portrays Bulgaria as a country with a large potential for the production and utilisation of
biomass. There is a national programme for promoting the use of renewable energy sources. According
to this programme, the waste and unutilised biomass category includes: forestry by-products (branches
and loppings), industrial wood residues (sawdust, bark, chops, black liquor, etc.), demolition wood,
wood residues from parks and gardens, solid agricultural residues (straw, grain maize stems, sunflower
stems, vine and orchard pruning, tobacco stems), manure from animal breeding farms, municipal solid
waste, sewage sludge, cooking oil residues, and possible additional extraction of low-quality wood from
forests. Energy crops include (among others) perennial energy crops: short rotation willow or poplar
coppice.

It is believed that support for afforestation will contribute to the protection of the environment, as
well as mitigating climate change. Restoring forestry potential will also contribute to climate change
mitigation through the following actions: reforestation of damaged forests by using natural tree species;
preventative actions against forest fires, e.g. establishing and maintaining fire protection breaks (e.g.
cutting and clearing) and infrastructure (forest paths); and diversification of vegetation structure by
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transforming coniferous plantations into broadleaved or mixed natural stands.

Objective: to substantially strengthen the knowledge base for conservation and sustainable use of biodi-
versity, in the EU and globally

The measure on ‘Training, information and diffusion of knowledge’ from the RDP emphasises the need
for better qualifications in the sphere of the new technologies, renewable energy sources, bioenergy,
and also sustainable management of the natural resources, including the requirements for cross-
compliance. The training will cover the sustainable management of natural resources in compliance
with EU legislation (cross-compliance, environmental standards, public health, etc.) In addition, diver-
sification of the activities of those dealing in the agricultural and forestry sectors (rural tourism, crafts-
manship, etc.) could contribute to the sustainable use of biodiversity.

Another measure - ‘Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory services’'— could also contribute to
this objective, but it will only become operational from 2010.

2.4.2 Natura 2000 and the RDP

The RDP will not contribute towards preservation of Natura 2000 sites in forests (see above).

2.4.3 FLEGT Action Plan and the RDP

The national RDP will not contribute to the FLEGT Action Plan. There is no mention of forest law
enforcement or any other measures against the trade of illegal timber in the Bulgarian RDP. In 2005
the Government signed the St Petersburg Declaration, committing it to addressing illegal logging and
forest crimes.

The document’National Strategy for Sustainable Development of the Forest Sectorin Bulgaria2006-2015’
admits that illegal logging in the country has grown considerably over the last ten years, and one reason
forthisis corruption in the forest sector.The problem is treated separately in the document’Strategic Plan
for Forest Sector Development 2007-2011' (SPFSD), which gives detailed actions for combating illegal
logging in the country. At the national level the actions range from law enforcement and combating
corruption in the forest sector, to promoting transparency of the local and international timber trade. In
the national strategy it is recognised that poverty is an underlying cause of illegal harvesting. Broadly
speaking it can be assumed that the RDP’s aims to alleviate poverty in rural regions may have the effect
of reducing the amount of illegally cut timber and to some extent lessen corruption at lower levels in
the forest administration.

2.4.4 Contribution of the RDP to the EU Forest Action Plan

Objective 1 sets out to improve long-term competitiveness (key actions 4 and 5). Under this objective
there are measures in the RDP for promotion of forest biomass for energy (contribution to biomass for
energy is described in details below).

Education, training, and cooperation between forest owners can be distinguished in the following
measures.

Training, information and the diffusion of knowledge. It is considered necessary for farmers and foresters
to have good economic and technical qualifications in the sphere of the new technologies, renewable
energy sources and bioenergy. It is expected that professional training will expand the opportunities
for earning additional income and acquiring new knowledge. The support for vocational training under
the measure is related to agriculture and forestry, and is only intended for agricultural producers and
forest owners as well as for those employed in their holdings. All other types of vocational training will
be supported under the Operational Programme Human Resources (European Structural Fund).

21



The case of Bulgaria

Training activities cover the sustainable management of natural resources in compliance with EU legis-
lation (cross-compliance, environmental standards, public health, animal welfare, etc.) as well as basic
training on general environmental issues including biodiversity. This is in fact the only measure that
specifically mentions training related to sustainable management. The vocational training measure
under Axis 1 will be used for acquisition of basic knowledge for the environmentally friendly practices
in land management targeted under Axis 2.

Interterritorial and transnational cooperation enables the undertaking of joint trainings, capacity devel-
opment, sharing experiences and the exchange of know-how.

With regard to cooperation, this is dealt with in the measure for modernisation of agricultural holdings,
and improving vertical cooperation with the processing and manufacturing sectors, as well as in the
measure on ‘Adding value to agricultural and forest products, concerning improving horizontal cooper-
ation with primary producers and cooperation among farmers. There is no cooperation for forest owners
planned for support.

Objective 2 is to improve and protect the environment (key action 6,’Mitigation of climate change’). The
RDP’s support for this action will be mainly through afforestation and use of biomass for energy. The
anticipated result from the measure on‘Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actions
also assumes climate change mitigation. This measure is also the most relevant one to key action 9 -
‘The protection of EU forests (prevention measures). It refers to prevention or alleviation of damage
caused by forest fires, windstorms, insect infestation and floods. Bulgaria’s forests have suffered a great
deal from the above-mentioned natural phenomena, especially forest fires, over the last ten years.
According to the Bulgarian Forest Act, the rural forested area should maintain its size, meaning that
devastated areas need to be restored within two years. Money for such restoration is very scarce, and
usually the forest owners do not succeed in reestablishing the forest cover. So it is assumed that such
areas will become abandoned if not reforested. On the other hand it has been observed that burnt areas
regenerate naturally faster and in a more stable manner than artificially reestablished forests. That gives
an advantage, first because of diminishing costs, and secondly because natural regeneration preserves
higher genetic diversity. In this regard, there should have been prioritisation of the allocation of money;
first the improvement of preventative actions should be ensured, and then money should only go to the
reforestation of damaged areas where there is some obstacle to natural reforestation.

7

The clearing of forests damaged by fires, windstorms and insects should be carefully considered since
natural disturbances are phenomena creating benign conditions for biodiversity enrichment. Many
species are dependent on fallen timber, which is common in natural forests. Removing it from any area
therefore amounts to direct destruction of habitat for endangered and rare species.’

The construction, improvement and maintenance of forest paths, to give better access to forests so that
forest fires can be extinguished more easily, can be seen as controversial. According to the National
Forestry Board’s statistics, about 95 per cent of the fires are associated with some kind of human activity,
and 75 per cent of forest fires originate on agricultural land. This leads to the conclusion that fires happen
at places accessible through roads. The construction of new forest roads will lead to increased access to
the forest and therefore a higher risk of human intervention, and moreover it will cause fragmentation
of the forests.

Key action 9 includes additional subactions that were recommended to the member states by the
EC. These subactions would considerably improve the environment, but none of them were taken
into consideration in the RDP. Two examples that would have been favourable to biodiversity are the
promotion of an agro-forestry system and the promotion of schemes for forest owners to engage in
voluntary environmental commitments. These types of activities are not included in the RDP at all.

14 Natural disasters can bring tragedy to many and profit to some; Forest Capers, issue 6, September 2007.
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Key action 7 - the goal 2010 is described above.

Objective 3 deals with the issue of contributing to the quality of life (see key actions 10 and 11). In
principle the whole idea of the RDP is to improve living standards and the quality of life. As far as forests
are concerned, the development of tourism may raise rural people’s income. Prevention against fires
and floods, envisaged in the measure ‘Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actions,
which will secure the protective functions of forests, can also contribute significantly to better and safer
lives in rural regions.

The fourth objective, ‘fostering coordination and communication; refers to a higher EU level and is not
relevant in the case of any single country in isolation.

2.4.5 Biomass Action Plan with reference to the RDP
The RDP will contribute to implementation of Biomass Action Plan.

According to the national inventory, forest cover in Bulgaria is steadily increasing despite the fact
that the rate of creation of new forests has dropped significantly over recent years. Due to lack of
investment, only 5,000-7,000 ha of the 12,000 ha planned for afforestation annually is actually being
afforested. Therefore there is a great potential for the afforestation of about 300,000 ha of abandoned
and degraded agricultural land as well as non-forested forest land. According to the calculations of the
National Forestry Board the total annual increment per year is 14 million m3, while annual harvesting
is only 8.2 million m3, meaning that only 58 per cent of the yield potential is being used. The main
reasons for this are lack of infrastructure, especially in mountainous areas where most of the growing
stock occurs, and lack of investment for silvicultural activities in young plantations (a substantial part of
which is less than 40 years old), where the revenue is equal or lower than the costs. The great potential
for biomass production includes forestry by-products (branches and lopping), industrial wood residues
(sawdust, bark, chops, black liquor, etc.), demolition wood, wood residues from parks and gardens,
and the possible additional extraction of low-quality wood from forests. There is no fixed definition
of ‘low-quality wood, but one would assume that dead wood falls into this category. Perennial energy
crops like short-rotation willow or poplar coppice are also one possible source of biomass. The whole
RDP is generally very positive to the production and utilisation of biomass, assuming that it will increase
the economic value of forests, and will create job opportunities for rural regions through the use of
renewable energy sources and better management of the woody biomass as a whole. It is also a fact
that there has been an increase in the use of timber for firewood, as the cheapest form of household
heating. Over recent years the number of households using firewood has doubled, and now 40 per cent
of households use firewood for heating and/or for boiling water.

To support the idea of biomass production, a number of measures from the RDP consider - directly
or indirectly - timber harvesting for the production of biomass for bioenergy. However, unlike the EU
Biomass Action Plan, the Bulgarian RDP does not mention any safeguards such as not harming biodi-
versity, careful felling and residue collection, etc.

The following measures in the RDP are directly related to the biomass production in the country. All of
them were due to start in 2007.

Adding value to agricultural and forestry products. Eligible actions will support biomass production,
investment for the production of energy from renewable sources, processing of primary and secondary
biomass, and the purchase and installation of new machines and equipment for improvement of the
production processing. The projects for bioenergy production for sale include a number of feasibility
studies.

There are also various indirect measures supporting production of biomass for energy:

Training, information and the diffusion of knowledge includes courses and information activities for good
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economic and technical qualifications in the sphere of the new technologies, renewable energy sources
and bioenergy.

Improving the economic value of forests (owners of non-state forest eligible only) includes lightening
and tending in coppice stands between one and ten years old; pruning of pine plantations younger
than forty years; thinning in young coniferous (not older than forty years) plantations; and purchase
of harvesting and skidding equipment - e.g. harvesters, motor saws, tractors and cable systems. All
these activities would provide wood material for heat and energy generation. It is said that the actions
under this measure are based on Sustainable Forest Management Plans, which are in fact just Forest
Management Plans and do not contain sustainability principles except the one postulating ‘harvesting
lower than increment’.

First afforestation of non-agricultural land, especially in the lowland region, will provide timber for energy
for local people. According to the RDP, support for afforestation will contribute to the protection of the
environment and biodiversity, and the alleviation of natural hazards and erosion, as well as helping to
mitigate climate change. It should be noted that state forest holdings are also eligible for this measure.
It is stated that all planting will be for environmental purposes only, and that local species will be given
priority, but there are no specific provisions ensuring that the planned actions within this measure are
suited to local conditions and compatible with environmental requirements, particularly biodiversity.
Environmental effects could include climate change mitigation, for instance by afforestation with exotic
species for biomass production. Only in Natura 2000 sites can afforestation be supported on the basis
of management plans.

Diversification into non-agricultural activities will support production of renewable energy - bioenergy
in the case of processing of raw materials coming from the producer’s own agricultural holdings.

Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises is designed for job creation and
investment in modernisation, and the growth of micro-enterprises, which would otherwise be too
small to invest in their own development. Support will be given to investments and related external
marketing and management services to develop business activity in non-agricultural sectors such as
production of bioenergy to meet the micro-enterprises’own energy needs; and/or for sale in the case of
processing products (raw materials) not covered by Annex | to the treaty; and/or for sale from renewable
energy sources (solar, wind, water, geothermal energy, etc.).

The measure will provide grant aid to the supported non-agricultural activities for external consultancy
for developing marketing strategies, product development, advertising and publishing promotional
materials.

The measure on Basic services for the economy and the rural population aims to improve living standards
and to prevent depopulation through the diversification of services. The type of services supported
includes installations for the production of electric power and/or heat for a municipality from renewable
resources; and distribution networks for biofuels, or heat/electric power from biomass.

178 rural municipalities out of 231 will be supported if they introduce RES for municipality-owned
buildings, and/or if buildings are used for the provision of different services for the community. Support
will be provided for installations for the production of heat and/or power, and for setting up public
distribution networks for biofuels or heat/power from biomass or other renewable sources.

The Bulgarian SPFSD, analogous to the EU FAP, contains subactions for the promotion of biomass for
energy under the key action ‘Contribution to UNCCC and Kyoto Protocol’ It includes promotion of the
use of forest biomass for energy, preparation of plans defining the part of the wood that should be used
for energy, estimation of the forest biomass as a bioenergy resource, pilot projects for the use of forest
biomass, legislation changes stimulating installations using woody biomass, and the creation of forest
plantations from fast-growing species.
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2.5 The process of developing the RDP

The consultation process of RDP was well organised and covered the requirements of Article 6 of Council
Regulation 1698/2005.

2.6 Non-Governmental Organisations

2.6.1 NGOs and the development of the national rural development strategy

A special working group was established to help guide the preparation of the RD programming
documents. There were two environmental NGO representatives in this group. The group had seven
meetings in the period 2004-2007. A major national seminar on rural development policy was
organised in October 2005, and there were four national forums defining priorities in the National Rural
Development Strategic Framework. The first draft NSPRD was presented at one national seminarand 16
regional ones. The second draft was also discussed at a national seminar. In May 2006 there was a large
public hearing attended by 250 people. The plan was submitted to the EC in February 2007, which is a
significant delay, bearing in mind that some of the measures were already supposed to have started at
the beginning of 2007.

2.6.2 NGOs and the development of the national RDPs

Seven working groups for Axis 1T measures, two working groups for Axis 2 measures, one working group
for Axis 3 measures and one working group for Axis 4 Leader were established in the summer of 2006.
After the official approval of the RDP, the measure working groups will form the basis of the Monitoring
Committee’s working subgroups.

A large number of regional seminars were also organised. Draft RDP and SEA documents were presented
and discussed at a public hearing in December 2006.

The official draft from January 2007, which we used for drafting the current report, was updated and
published on the Ministry webpage in December 2007. The programme structure was improved, and the
changes are taken into account in the current report. The consultation period for the second draft was
very short — one week — and information about it did not reach the stakeholders effectively enough.

There was a working group set up to deal with all forest-related measures. The group started a couple of
months later than the other groups set for agricultural issues, and had only two meetings. The delayed
start, together with the generally late establishment of the working groups, did not allow very productive
and efficient work. In addition, the coordination of the group was very poor. The information within the
group, including invitations for meetings, was not relayed very effectively. On occasion, venues and
times for meetings were changed at very short notice. BSPB submitted an opinion'> with rationale for
the incorporation of forest-environment payments in the programme, but either this was not taken into
account or it was not considered feasible. No answer was received by the relevant authority.

2.6.3 NGOs and their contribution to the SEA and ex-ante evaluation

An NGO (BSPB) representative was invited to join the ex-ante team as an independent expert to make
the strategic environmental assessment. During the assessment a questionnaire was sent to the inter-
ested parties for feedback on the programme. The programme was clarified and improved, taking into
account the recommendations from the ex-ante report.

15 See Annex 5, BSPB opinion with rationale for incorporation of forest-environment payments in the RDP.
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2.6.4 NGO participation in regional committees for implementing the RDP

Itis envisaged that an environmental NGO representative will be a member of the monitoring committee
for the implementation of the RDP. This will be the head of the working group at the measures under
priority Axis 2, ‘Improving the environment and the countryside’ However, the members of this
committee have not been chosen yet.

2.7 Adherence to Article 6 of the RDR

It appears that Article 6 of the RDR has so far been adhered to in the Republic of Bulgaria. The procedure
during the preparation of the RDP as a whole included well organised consultation with the public.
General discussions started in 2005. However, working groups on specific actions were set in mid-2006.
In our opinion this should have happened earlier in order to ensure a proper consultation process,
which is highly relevant for the working group set for discussion of forestry measures. The group had its
meetings too late, and there was little time for giving feedback. The outcomes of these meetings were
not publicised, and the coordination of the group itself was not properly done.
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3 Conclusions

In the first drafts of the RDP, many of the measures were not well defined; and detailed strategies and
procedures for their implementation were missing, especially in terms of the target of beneficiaries and/
or geographical location. The programme was characterised by discrepancies and inconsistencies. After
the first draft had been revised, the RDP was improved as a structure of information. However, much
more attention is now paid to agriculture than to forests, which is only to be expected because of the
experience gained during the SAPARD implementation.

As a very recent member state, Bulgaria has very little experience of having to deal with EU money, and
this is reflected in the quality of the programme.

Forest environment payments as well as Natura payments are new for the whole Community, and
they are hard to devise. Measures that would potentially have a very positive impact on biodiversity
and the wider environment are not included in the programme. These are the establishment of the
agro-forestry system, forest-environment payments, Natura 2000 payments for forests, and support for
non-productive investment for forests. Business-focused measures prevail over those supporting the
environment, even in Axis 2. This is partly because, in general, environmental protection is still seen as
a mere set of rules and restrictions rather than a sustainable management practice capable of contrib-
uting to the diversification of the rural economy through the creation of alternative sources of income.
Therefore an overall positive impact is expected on the economic timber values of the forests, rather
than on their biodiversity.

3.1 Ex-ante evaluation recommendations

There is a need to achieve a proper balance between the production of biomass and the conservation of
valuable habitats, the landscape and the indigenous genetic resources, in order to avoid contradiction
with the nature conservation legislation at the national, international and European Union levels, as well
as with the environmental objectives under the NSPRD.

Regarding the afforestation of natural and semi-natural grasslands, as well as afforestation with
non-indigenous species, there is a need for careful planning in order to avoid loss of biodiversity and
conflict with nature conservation legislation.

Ex-ante SWOT analysis shows that there are insufficient financial resources for appropriate forest
management and protection; poor integration of innovation in the agricultural and food-processing
sectors; and, in forestry, inappropriate forest management, causing such problems as overexploitation
and erosion.

3.2 Lessonslearned from SAPARD

The experience from the SAPARD programme revealed technical obstacles regarding access to financial
resources. There are concerns that these obstacles have not been eliminated and will now emerge again
with the EAFRD. The SAPARD report ‘Far away from Brussels’ (Za Zemiata 2005) demonstrated that the
application procedure did not favour projects that contribute to the priorities of National Agriculture and
Rural Development Plan; there was an unaccountable pre-selection of projects, corruption at the local
offices of State Fund Agriculture, unclear and even unknown selection criteria, inability of the Agency to
deal with project proposals, a large number of pending projects, and violation of SAPARD’s procedural
rules — all grounds for believing that large-scale decentralised corruption was present. Access to infor-
mation was entirely absent, and a budget surplus was observed, resulting from the failure to implement
enough measures and to guarantee the quality of SAPARD. The general conclusion of that report states
that there was no indication that Bulgaria would be able to handle the funding through CAP.The same
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can be expected to happen with the RDP if appropriate actions are not taken. The SAPARD experience
should be kept in mind, especially considering the implementation procedures and monitoring of
results. Full transparency needs to be guaranteed.

There was a measure for forestry projects in the SAPARD programme which was connected with affores-
tation of agricultural areas, investment in forest holdings, and the processing and marketing of forestry
products. For the submeasure ‘Timber sawing, carpentry and biofuels; 90 per cent of the beneficiaries
were wood-processing companies. Although according to the eligibility criteria, beneficiaries should
be farmers diversifying their income, in practice this criterion can easily be evaded by registering as a
farmer.

The monitoring committee was strongly dominated by governmental stakeholders before NGO repre-
sentatives gained more knowledge and became more forceful. The agro-environment measure was the
only obligatory measure, showing its importance for the European Community. Over 40 per cent of the
fund was dedicated to this measure. But since it is also the most complex it was implemented only in
the final year (2006), out of six years of the programme, and could not provide experience for the imple-
mentation of this measure during next programming period (2007-2013).

Millions of Euros failed to reach their final destination during the implementation of the SAPARD
programme, especially in vulnerable poor rural regions of the country. However well the RDP is
developed, and however much the relevant stakeholders are consulted, it is still doubtful whether the
good intentions can be implemented in practice. Efficient monitoring of its implementation and trans-
plant approval processes will be crucial. Development of biodiversity-enhancing measures, which so
far have been neglected, should take place as soon as possible and with the genuine involvement of all
stakeholders.
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Annex 1 - Table 24 of the RDP: measures starting in 2007

Axis

| Measure |

Programming period

Axis 1 - Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector

1. 11 Training, information and diffusion of knowledge 2007-2013
2. 112 Setting up of young farmers 2007-2013
3. 121 Modernisation of agricultural holdings 2007-2013
4. 122 Improving the economic value of the forests 2007-2013
5. 123 Adding value to agricultural and forestry products 2007-2013
6. 141 Supporting semi-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring 2007-2013
7. 142 Setting up producer groups 2007-2013
8. 143 Provision of farm advisory and extension services in Bulgaria and 2007-2009
Romania (According to Annex VIII Section | D of the Act of Accession
of Bulgaria and Romania, years 2007-2009)
Axis 2 - Improving the environment and the countryside
9. 211 Natural handicap payments to farmers in mountain areas 2007-2013
10. 212 Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps, other than mountain 2007-2013
areas
11. 214 Agro-environmental payments 2007-2013
12. 223 First afforestation of non-agricultural land 2007-2013
13. 226 Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actions 2007-2013
Axis 3 - Quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy
14. 311 Diversification into non-agricultural activities 2007-2013
15. 312 Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises 2007-2013
16. 313 Encouragement of tourism activities 2007-2013
17. 321 Basic services for the economy and rural population 2007-2013
18. 322 Village renewal and development 2007-2013
Axis 4 — Leader
19. 41 Implementation of the local development strategies 2007-2013
20. 421 Interterritorial and transnational cooperation 2007-2013
21. 431-1 Running costs, acquisition of skills and animation - selected LAGs 2007-2013
..... 431 -2 Ruﬁhing costs, acqui;ition of skills andénimation - poteﬁtial LAGs 2007—2009
Other Measures
22. 511 Technical assistance 2007-2013
23. 611 Complements to direct payments 2007-2009

30



The case of Bulgaria

Annex 2 - Table 25 of the RDP: measures to be implemented later

31

Axis Measure Indicative Indicative public
implementation | expenditure (€)
period

Axis 1 - Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector
1. 114 Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory services 2010-2013 36,146,000
(years 2010-2013)
2. 124 Cooperation for development of new products, 2009-2013 24,097,000
processes and technologies in the agricultural and food
sector
3. 125 Improving and developing infrastructure related to 2009-2013 90,365,000
the development and adaptation of agriculture and
forestry

4, 126 Restoring agricultural production potential damaged 2009-2013 12,048,000

by natural disasters and introducing appropriate
prevention actions
Axis 2 - Improving the environment and the countryside
5. 213 Natura 2000 payments and payments linked to 2009-2013 108,835,000
Directive 2000/60/EC (WFD) - agricultural land
6. 224 Natura 2000 payments — forests 2009-2013 15,548,000
Axis 3 - Quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy
7. 341 Skills acquisition and animation with a view to 2010-2013 61,437,000
preparing and implementing a local development
strategy
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Annex 3 - Forest related measures in the Bulgarian RDP 2007-2013

32

establishing high
productive forests

« Improve the timber
quality as well as timber
quantity by appropriate
silvicultural treatments
(thinnings and pruning)

« Support the
modernisation of
specific equipment
needed for silvicultural
activities as well as

for producing and
harvesting non-timber
products

The following forest territory will be
excluded from support:

« Forests and wooded land owned by
the central or regional authorities (state
owned),or firms owned by them

« Forests owned by legal bodies more
than 25 per cent of whose capital

is owned by the above mentioned
authorities

All investments in forest holdings above
0.5 ha have to be based on a SFMP

Actions:

1. Creation of sustainable forest
management plans and programmes for
non-state- owned forests,

2. Lightening and tending in coppice
stands after fellings for natural
seedling regeneration in stands
which are between 1 and 10 years
old - once during the period of the
implementation of the programme.

3. Pruning of coniferous plantations
which are younger than 40 years
4.Thinning in coniferous and deciduous
forests which are younger than 40 years
5. Purchase of suitable harvest
equipment including:

« Harvesting equipment like harvesters,
processors, motorsaws

- Skidding equipment like forwarders,
tractors, cable systems.

The following are not eligible for
support:

- Activities related to regeneration after
final felling.

+ Regular forest management and
maintenance activities.

Type of Measure Code | Axis Objectives Scope and actions Beneficiaries Funds allocated (€)

measure

Commercial | Improving 122 Axis 1 |« Improve fellings for Scope: « Private forest € 24,097,340

forestry the economic seedling regeqeration Non-state forests on the whole territory | ©WNers (natural public expenditure
value of the as well as continue of Bulgaria. persons or legal (ca 0.74 per cent
forest lightenings for entities) and their from the BG

associations;

« Municipalities and
their associations.

grand total public
expenditure)

€ 16,064,893
private expenditure

€40,162,233
total cost
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processing and forest
industry through:

- better use of
production factors;
introduction of new
products, processes
and technologies,

- improving quality
and safety of foods and
their traceability

+ Achievement of
compliance with
Community standards

« Improvement
of environmental
protection

b. concern:

- processing and/or marketing of products
covered by Annex | to the Treaty, except
fishery products and of forestry products

- and/or development of new products,
processes and technologies for products
covered by Annex | to the Treaty, except
fishery products, and for forestry products
- respect the Community standards
applicable to the investment concerned

2. Geographical scope of the measure -
the whole country

3. Specific conditions/exclusions:

« Support shall be granted for investments
for compliance with newly introduced
Community standards for micro-
enterprises only

« Support for investments related to use of
wood as a raw material shall be limited to
all working operations prior to industrial
processing

+ Support shall not be granted to
enterprises in difficulty within the meaning
of the Community guidelines on state aid
for rescuing and restructuring firms in
difficulty

+ Support is eligible only for construction/
modernisation of private laboratories in
the ownership of an enterprise, situated
on the premises of the enterprise and used
primarily for the enterprise’s own products

« Investments for production of energy
from renewable energy sources are eligible
if they concern the energy needs of the
manufacturing enterprise, and/or the
production of energy for sale through
processing of plant and animal products
from primary and secondary biomass,
covered by Annex | to the Treaty

All projects for bioenergy production for
sale should include feasibility studies

Where a Common Market Organisation,
including direct support schemes financed
by the European Agricultural Guarantee
Fund (EAGF), places restrictions on
production or limitations on Community
support at the level of individual
processing plants

Where a project will result in an increase of
production capacity the applicant under
the measure should demonstrate the
market potential for the output and the
raw material availability

Costs related to intangible investments for
achieving compliance with internationally
recognised standards are only eligible
when they form part of a wider investment
project, not as a stand-alone project

Support for retail trade shall not be eligible

« Natural persons
or legal entities
registered under
the Commercial
Law or Law on
Co-operations that
are micro, small
and medium-sized
enterprises within
the meaning

of Commission
Recommendation
2003/361/EC,
including producer
markets

« Enterprises, which
are not micro, small
and medium but
whose number of
staff is less than
750 employees or
annual turnover

is less than €200
million

Type of Measure Code | Axis Objectives Scope and actions Beneficiaries Funds allocated (€)

measure

Commercial | Adding 123 Axis 1 |« Improvement of the 1. Support will be provided for investments | Eligible € 240,973,396

forestry Value to overall performance, in tangible and intangible assets which: beneficiaries under | public expenditure
Agricultural economic productivity | 5 improve the overall performance of the this measure shall (ca 7.4 per cent
and Forestry and competitiveness of enterprises be: from the BG
Products enterprises in the food grand total public

expenditure)

€294,523,040
private
expenditure

€ 535,496,436
total cost
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Type of Measure Code | Axis Objectives Scope and actions Beneficiaries Funds allocated (€)
measure
Commercial | Improving 125 Axis 1 | No description in the No description in the RDP available No description in the | € 90,365,000
forestry and RDP available RDP available indicative public

filefvel$plrlg Measure to start after Recommendation expenditure
infrastructure
2009 2003/361/EC,
related to the ; : (ca 2.8 per cent
including producer | g0 the BG
development markets om the .
and grand total public
adaptation « Enterprises, which | expenditure)
of agriculture are not micro, small
and medium but
and forestry whose number of The indicative
staffis less than 750 | budget of the
employees or annual | Mmeasureis
turnover is less than | transferred to the
€200 million budget of measure
‘modernisation
of agricultural
holdings’
First 223 Axis 2 |+ Enhance the forest Scope: a. Private owners €40,424,494
afforestation coverin order t‘? Non-agricultural land on the whole (natural persons public expenditure
of non- contrlbutg t‘o cI]mate territory of Bulgaria in: and legal gntltles) (ca 1.25 per cent
agricultural change mitigation ] L . of non-agricultural from the BG
land and to support natural | Areas belonging to municipalities with | |and and their

biodiversity

+ Diminish soil erosion
and avoid land
marginalisation

« Improve the water
balance in the
supported afforested
and neighboring areas

average forest cover less than 60 per
cent

Areas with high and medium risk of

soil erosion according to national
classification done by the Soil Resources
Agency

For the purpose of this measure
non-agricultural lands include:

Abandoned agricultural land -
agricultural land which was not in
agricultural use for at least three years
preceding the application for support
for afforestation

Not afforested forest fund lands - lands
located within forest areas that have
never been afforested in the previous
15 years before the application

for afforestation, but excluding
environmentally valuable areas.

Actions:

1. Establishment actions include:

a. Definition of a technological plan for
afforestation;

b. Site preparation for afforestation;

c¢. Seeding and planting;

d. Actions for guided natural
succession;

e. Fencing.

2. Maintenance costs for:

a. Repair seeding or repair planting;

b. Tending in young afforested land up
to five years after afforestation.

associations

b. Municipalities
and/or their
associations

- owners of
non-agricultural
land

c. State forest
holdings, state
hunting holdings,
national parks and
Educational research
forest holdings that
manage state-
owned forests

grand total public
expenditure)

€7,133,734
private expenditure

€47,558,228
total cost
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prevention actions
against forest fires

« Prevention actions are restricted to
areas classified as high and medium
forest fire risk.

Actions:
1. Restoring actions:

a. Clearing of forests damaged by fires,
windstorms and other natural disasters

b. Reforestation of damaged forests
using indigenous tree species

c. Establishment and improvement of
timber depots in case of disasters.

2. Prevention actions:

a. Establishing and improving of fire
protection facilities - silvicultural breaks,
fire precaution cuttings, mineralised
strips etc.

b. Purchasing of equipment for anti-fire
depots

c. Establishing and improving of
landing places for helicopters

d. Construction and improving of water
points for fire-fighting

e. Construction and improving

of fixed fire monitoring points,
purchasing of monitoring facilities and
communication equipment

f. Construction and improving of forest
roads in areas with high fire risk

g. Diversification of vegetation structure
by transforming coniferous plantations
into broadleaves or mixed stands.

h. Maintenance costs will not be
supported under this measure.

i. The forest roads network and its
development is a part of the Sustainable
Forest Management Plan (SFMP) and the
SFMP itself has Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) and consultation
process. For that reason construction
and improving of forest roads foreseen
in the SFMP will not need EIA. Any other
construction of forest road should have
EIA

Type of Measure Code | Axis Objectives Scope and actions Beneficiaries Funds allocated (€)
measure
Commercial | Restoring 226 Axis 2 | Restoring forests Scope: The eligible € 29,540,976
forestry forestry dgmaged by forest State, municipal, and private owned beneficiaries are: public expenditure
Potentla! and flres, and other natural forest as follows: . private forest (ca 0.91 per cent
introducing disasters . . . owners and their from the BG
ti « Restoring actions are eligible on the 10 ¢ d total publi
prevention Improvement of - ’ associations grand total public
actions whole territory of Bulgaria expenditure)

« municipalities and/
or their associations
- forest owners

« state forest/
hunting holdings,
National parks and
Educational research
forest holdings.

€29,540,976
total cost
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Type of Measure Code | Axis Objectives Scope and actions Beneficiaries Funds allocated (€)
measure
Commercial | Support 312 Axis 3 |+ To promote growth The measure will provide grant aid Newly established €127,261,669
forestry for the and job creation in for investments and marketing and or existing public expenditure
creation and non-agricultural micro- | management advice for new and micro-enterprises (ca 4 per cent from
development companies in rural areas | existing micro-enterprises. operating in the BG grand total
of micrg— - To promote It will support non-agricultural non—agrjcultural public expenditure)
enterprises entrepreneur-ship in micro-enterprises for investing in sectors in rural
rural areas establishment or development of m.un|C|paI|t|es.. €54,540,715
. To promote non-agricultural activities. Micro enterprises private expenditure
integrated rural tourism | The measure will be implemented in are defined as
d U enterprises which €181,802,384
evelopment 231 rural municipalities. total cost
K . . employ fewer
Support will be given to investments than 10 persons
and related external marketing and and whose annual
management services to develop turnover and/or
business activity in non-agricultural annual balance
sectors such as: sheet total does not
« Processing industry — furniture exceed EUR 2 million
production, light engineering, etc. and complying with
. all requirements
+ Renewable energy production: of the Commission
- production of bio-energy to meet the | Recommendation
micro-enterprises own energy needs 2003/361/EC on the
and/or definition of SMEs
- production of bio-energy for sale
in case of processing products (raw
materials) not covered by Annex | to
the Treaty
and/or
- production of energy for sale from
renewable energy sources (solar, wind,
water, geothermal energy, etc.)
The capacity of the installations under
this measure should not exceed 1 MW
« Services — rural tourism initiatives by
private enterprises, recreation and
sports, setting-up or development of
consultancy and business services,
social and health care, transport
services, etc
Environ- Natura 2000 Axis 2 | No description in the No description in the RDP available No description in the | € 15,548,000
mental payments for RDP available RDP available indicative public
practices forests Natura 2000 payments expenditure
for forests depend on (ca 0.48 per cent
the formal designation fromtheBG
of Natura 2000 sites grand t'f’tal public
and on the preparation expenditure)
of their management Till it starts, the
plrfms. Thereforg budget of the
_th|s measure will be measure is provi-
|mplemented after sionally allocated to
establ.lshment and measure ‘Agro-
entry into force of clear environmental
rest.nctlons on the payments’
agricultural and forestry
activities either in the
orders for designation
of the sites or in their
management plans
which is expected to
happen after 2009
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advisory and extension
services in Bulgaria and
Romania; which will be
implemented in the first
three years of the RDP in
line with the provisions
of Annex VIl to the Act
of Accession of Bulgaria
and Romania.

Type of Measure Code | Axis Objectives Scope and actions Beneficiaries Funds allocated
measure €
Training Training, 11 Axis 1 | The objective of the The measure provides assistance for The organisations | € 102,413,694*
and information measure is to improve training courses and information providing the public
education and diffusion the human potential actions in agriculture and forestry training and expenditure
of knowledge in the agricultural and to agricultural producers (registered information (ca 3.15 per
forestry sectors through | under the Law on Support of actions are the cent from
transfer of knowledge Agricultural Producers) and forest beneficiaries the BG grand
and perfection of owners as well as to those employed in | under the total public
skills. The operational their holdings measure. expenditure)
objective is to ensure The participation | € 102,413,694
adequate levelsof of adults total cost
technical and economic occupied in
!(nowledge and skills agriculture and
in management forestry in the
and business, training courses
new technolc?gles, and information
product quality and actions is free of
safety, sustainable charge
management of the
natural resources,
including the
requirements for the
cross compliance,
renewable energy
sources and organic
production
Use by 114 Axis 1 | No description in the No description in the RDP available No description in | € 36,146,000
farmers and RDP available the RDP available | Indicative public
forestry The implementation expenditure
holders of of the measure will (ca 1.1 per
advisory startin 2010 and it cent from
services will replace measure the BG grand
(years ‘Provision of farm total public
2010-2013) expenditure)

Till the start of
the measure
the indicative
financial
allocation for it
is provisionally
transferred

to measure
‘Training,
information
and diffusion of
knowledge’

* Including the indicative budget for the measure ‘Use by farmers and forestry holders of advisory services’ (years 2010-2013)
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« To support innovations
in rural areas in

products and services
combining various rural
backgrounds and to
develop added value for
rural areas;

« To support the setting
up of an EU level identity
in addition to the local,
regional and national
identity.

Bulgaria.

- Trans-national cooperation - this
type of cooperation can be between
rural areas covered by Leader LAGs

in Bulgaria and Leader LAGs in other
Member States, as well as between
rural areas covered by Leader LAGs in
Bulgaria and similar structures in third
countries. In this case, only expenditure
relating to the rural areas covered
within Bulgaria shall be eligible for
support under this programme.

Type of Measure Code | Axis Objectives Scope and actions Beneficiaries Funds allocated
measure (€)
Others Implemen- 41 Axis4 |- To provide a basis The Leader approach will contribute Local Action €53,891,814
tation of (411, | (Leader) | for medium and long to the achievement of the objectives Groups (LAGs) public
the Local 412, term sustainable of the National Strategy Plan for registered under | expenditure
Development | 413) development in rural Rural Development and the priorities the Law on (ca 1.67 per
Strategies areas by implementing under axis 1 and 2 and in particular Non-Profit Legal | cent from
bottom-up of axis 3 relating to development of Entities as an the BG grand
approaches and to a competitive and innovation based entity pursuing total public
encourage ‘learning agriculture, forestry sector and food activities expenditure)
by doing’ within local processing industry, protection of for public €23,828,636
communities increasing | natural resources and environment benefit, with a private
local planning capacity; | of rural areas, and improving the headquarters on expenditure
. To diversify quality of life and diversifying job the territory of
the economic opportunities in rural areas. the group f Z7|'720;450
activities, improve To implement the local development otalcos
competitiveness of strategies, Local Action Groups (LAGs)
local products, protect may apply measures under Council
the environment of Regulation 1698/2005 selected in
rural areas and develop | the RDP under Axis 1, Axis 2 and Axis
higher-quality services 3 with the exception of measures in
catering to the needs Axis 1 providing flat-rate aid in annual
and expectations of local | installments and measures from Axis
people in order to create | 2 which are paid on an area basis. If
long term employment | operations supported under the local
opportunities and to strategy correspond to an eligible
raise income levels in operation under one of the measures
rural communities. defined in Council Regulation (EC)
- To encourage 1698/2005, th.e conditions for thg
integrated and measures defined in the Re_g!.llatlon
sustainable practices. apply. Where the measure is included
in the RDP, the operations supported
under the local development strategy
will comply with the requirements on
eligible type of activities, aid intensity
and eligible types of beneficiaries,
stated in the RDP measures (with the
exception of the criteria for minimum
and maximum size of projects).
Other measures/actions outside the
scope of the measures specified in
Council Regulation 1698/2005 may
also be supported, if they contribute
to the objectives of the RDP and the
local development strategies and aim
at protection of the environment,
rural landscape and local identity. The
objectives and scope of such other
measures, eligible applicants, actions
and costs, aid intensities and criteria
for selection of projects have to be
presented in the Local Development
Strategy and approved by the
Managing authority.
Interterritorial | 421 Axis4 |+ To support joint Two types of cooperation are eligible LAGs selected by | €5,132,554
and (Leader) | activities and projects for funding within the scope of this the Managing public
transnational (joint trainings, capacity | measure: Authority expenditure
cooperation development, sharing - Inter-territorial cooperation - this (ca 0,16 per
experiences and type of cooperation is implemented, cent from
exchange of know-how); | between two or more rural areas the BG grand
covered by Leader LAGs within total public

expenditure)

€1,283,138
private
expenditure

€6,415,692
total cost
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Annex 4 - Strategic objectives and key measures of the Strategy Plan for Forest Sector
Development 2007-2011

The four strategic objectives of the SPFSD and the key measures to them are listed below.

1. Economic stabilisation of the forest sector through improvement of its competitiveness and increase
of the sustainable use of forest products and services

Key measure 1: Restructuring and improvement of the state forest administration

Key measure 2: Improvement of the quality and the economic value of the forests and sustainable and
rational timber use

Key measure 3: Support for research and technological development in order to increase the competi-
tiveness of the forest sector

Key measure 4: Increase of the value of the non-timber forest products and services

Key measure 5: Encouragement of the cooperation between forest owners, branch organisations and
associations for support to education and qualification in the field of silviculture

2. Establishment and maintenance of viable forest ecosystems. Conservation and restoration of the
natural biological and structural diversity, stable carbon storage and safeguarding of the forest ecological
functions

Key measure 6: Conservation and maintenance of the forest biological diversity

Key measure 7: Contribution to the UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol implementation

Key measure 8: Improvement of the forest protection against disasters

3. Life quality improvement through protection and enhancement of the social and cultural dimensions
of the forest.

Key measure 9: Encouragement of the ecological teaching and education

Key measure 10: Maintenance and improvement of the forest protective functions

Key measure 11: Utilisation of the forest potential in urbanised areas and around the cities

Key measure 12: Measures to enhance the social functions of the forests

4, Improvement of the awareness, conformity and inter-sectoral cooperation

Key measure 13: Development and implementation of national planin accordance with the St Petersburg
Declaration related to the Ministerial process on forest law enforcement and governance in Europe and
North Asia

Key measure 14: Improvement of the sectoral and intersectoral cooperation and communication

Key measure 15: Enhancement of the participation of the state forest administration in the EU struc-
tures, and in international organisations and processes related to the forest sector

Key measure 16: Improvement of awareness and communication with the general public, with regard
to the forest sector activities
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ANNEX 5 - BSPB/BirdLife Bulgaria’s opinion with rationale for incorporation of forest-
environment payments in the RDP

(in Bulgarian)

BbJITAPCKO APYXKECTBO 3A 3ALLUTA HA NTULIUTE

M. K. 50, Codpuna 1111, bbarapusa

TenedoH (+359 2) 971 58 55, pakc (+359 2) 971 58 56

en. nowa: bspb_hg@bspb.org, www.bspb.org BYNCTAT 121244539

13/1000/069-012/28-07-2006

Do a-p vix. Hukonan oHos,

HauanHuk otaen “3awmteHn TepuTopun, MeXXayHapoaHO CbTPYAHNYECTBO 1
Bpb3Ku ¢ HMO”

HYTr-mM3r

Konne

KanosaH AHes,

CrapLun ekcnepTt “3awuteHn Teputopun 1 ynpasneHue Ha ropun”
HC3N-MOCB

Munpocnasa leoprueBa
HOupekTop “PasBntne Ha cencknte panoHn n HBecTULMnN”
m3r

OTtHocHO: MApka “Ona3BaHe Ha okosiHaTa cpefa B ropute” kbm HIMPCP 2007-2013

YBakaemu r-H VIoHOB,

MpunoxeHo Bu n3npawam O60cHOBKa 32 HeobxoAMMOCTTa fia 6bAe BKIoUeHa MApKa “Ona3BaHe Ha
OKOJHaTa cpefa B ropuTte” 1nm T.Hap. FOPCKO-eKoNorMyHa MsapkKa B paspaboTtsaHata [porpama 3a
pa3BUTUETO Ha cenckuTe panoHn, 2007-2013 r.

KakTto n gocera, B[13lM n3pasaea nbaHaTa cv rOTOBHOCT fa y4yacTBa 1 nognomara pabotata Ha M3l B
N3roTBAHETO Ha BaXKHUTE CTPaTErnyeckn JOKYMEHTV 1 Nporpamu, kacaewy buopasHoobpasneTo u
OMa3BaHETO Ha OKOJIHaTa CpeAa, NPOoM3TUYaLLM OT NPUCHeAMHABAHETO Ha CTPaHaTa HU KbM EC.

Hagasam ce, ue npunoxkeHata 060CHOBKa Lie 6bfe nonesHa Ha BawmAT ekmn Npy no-HaTaTblUHaTa My
pab6ota no MNPCP.

C yBaxkeHue,

bopwuc bbpos,
M3nbnHuTeneH gupektop
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OBOCHOBKA

3a He06X0AMMOCTTa OT BKJOUBaHe Ha Msaipka “Ona3BaHe Ha OKOJIHaTa cpefa B ropute” B
lMporpamata 3a pa3BuTHE Ha cenckuTe panoHu B bbnrapua

CbrnacHo uneH 36 b (v) Ha PernameHT No 1698/2005/EC ot 20-T1 centemBpu 2005 3a Cb3aBaHETO Ha
EBponenicku 3emenenckun ¢poHp 3a pa3Butme Ha cenckute pamoHu (EAFRD)

B yHMCOH c yenute Ha npepnoxeHneTto 3a HaunoHanHa ropcka ctpaterua Ha P. Bbnrapus, ¢

Len n3nbjIHeHMe Ha 3agbmKeHuATa HU KbM EC 3a ycTonunBo pa3Butne cnopep crpatermire ot
JInca6oH n Nbote6opr n no-cneymanHo cnupaHe 3arybarta Ha 6uopasHoobpasuve go 2010 r.; u c uen
JaBaHe Ha paBHN Bb3MOXXHOCTN Ha COGCTBEHMLNTE Ha ropu Aia onasBat 1 YCTON4MBO Aa nonssaT
ropuTe cu, KaTo CblieBpeMEHHO 6baT Bb3me3aBaHM 3a 06LLeCcTBEHO None3HnTe 6nara, KOUTO
ropuTe cb3gaBart, bbnarapckoTo gpy»ecTBo 3a 3almMTa Ha NTULMTE HAaCTOsABa 3a BKJIlOUBaHe Ha
msaApKa,Ona3BaHe Ha OKOJNHaTa cpefia B ropute” B [lporpamara 3a pa3BuTue Ha CeNCKNTe paioHn
CbC CnefiHUTe aprymeHTun:

1. Ona3sBaHe Ha 6uopa3Ho06pasmeTo B ropuTe: [opuTe B bbNirapna ca eqUHCTBEHNAT TUM
npupogHO mecToobrTaHNe, 3aeMalLo 3HauUMTENHa NJIOLL, OT TepUTOpMATa Ha CTpaHaTa. 36 per cent

OT TAX nonagart B npegnoxeHute 3a HATYPA 2000 mecTta no [lupekTusaTa 3a NTMUnUTE, UK T. Hap.
OpHWTONOrMYHO BaxkHU MecTa (OBM). InpekTrBaTa 3a NTULMTE U3MCKBA NPUaraHeTo Ha NOAXOAALLM
MEPKM 3a OMa3BaHETO Ha MeCcToobMTaHKATa Ha 3acTpaLleHNTe BUAOBE NTULW, BKIOYUTENHO U FONAM
6poli BuaoBe obuTaBalmn ropuTe.

MNoBeueTo BUAOBE NTULM B rOpUTe UMaT ANCMEPCHO Pa3nNpPOCTpPaHEHNE, KOETO O3HavaBa, Ye He ce
KOHLEHTPUpAaT Ha orpaHnUyYeHn Teputopuu. Mo Tasm NpuyrHa NnonynaumMmTe Ha ropckuTe BUAOBE
TPYLHO MoraT ia 6baaT nbjHOoLEeHHO 06xBaHaTn oT OBM/3alumTeHn 30HW. 3a Te3n BUAOBE, 3aLUUTEHNTE
30HU/TEPUTOPUN Ca Hal-YeCTO HeAOCTATbUYHM 3a NoAAbPXKAHE Ha MoMynaLMmTe M B AbAFOCPOYEH
nnaH. OT MHBeHTapmM3aumna Ha 6UopasHoobpa3neTo B ropuTe NpU NpUaraHe Ha CToNaHNCBaHe
WaaaLwo 6mopasHoobpasmeTo B APYyru eBPONecKM CTpaHn cTaBa ACHO, Ye mectaTta ot HATYPA2000
camu no cebe Cu He ca B CbCTOAHKE Aa OCUTYPAT BnaronpurATeH NPUPOLO3aLLUTEH CTATyC Ha FTOPCKUTE
Bupose (Hanski, 2004).

Hanuuuemo Ha nooxo0awu xabumamu Ha 20/19Ma Mepumopus e KpUMUYHO 3d 0yesIs8aHemo

Ha MHO3UHCMB0MO 20pcKuU 8udose. 3a masu yes He CaGmo Nowmad, Ho U Ka4ecmaomo Ha
MecmoobumaHuama ca om 20/1AmMo 3HadeHue. Ciedo8amesiHo, 3a 0d ce ocuzypu oyesIi8aHemo Ha
nonynayuume Ha 20pckume 8ud08e 8 CMpaHamMa ca Heobxoo0UMU NPUPOOO3AUUMHU MEPKU 8BPXY
yanama 2opcka mepumopus. lpunazaHemo Ha Makuea mepKu we 0onpuHece 3a NOCMuU2aHeMo Ha
6n1aeonpusmeH npupooo3awimeH cmamyc He CAMo Ha NMUYUMe, HO U Ha Opyaume KOMNOHeHMU Ha
6buopazHoobpazuemo, u we 2paHmupa ycmoliyugocmma Ha 20pcKume eKkocucmemu.

2. CnpaBegnuBo 3an/iallaHe Ha o6 ecTBeHO nonesHu 6nara: OCHOBEH NPVHUUN NpY
dopmupaHeTo Ha PoHa 3a pa3BUTUE HA CEJICKMTE PalioHN e 3annallaHeTo 3a NpefoCcTaBeHuTe
€KOCMCTEMHMU YCITYT1 KaTo 6ropasHoobpasie, KpbroBpar Ha BOAATa, OMa3BaHe Ha NoyBaTa, Kouto
He MoraTt Aa 6'b,£laT o6e3nequM no APYyr Ha4YnH, N B KOUTO NOPCKNTE EKOCNCTEMU MMAT OFPOMHa
ponsa. Tesu ycnyru, BbMpeKu Ye ca oT Nosi3a 3a LAIoTo 061WecTBo, He MoraT Aa 6baat npogageHu ot
CTOMNaHUTE MO KOHBEHLMOHaNHMTE NasapHu KaHanu. Eto 3awo, ®oHAbT No3BONSABa U3N0/138AHEMO
Ha ny6/1udHU cpedcmead 3a obuiecmeeHo Noe3HU Uesiu, KakBaTo € U AeATa 3af Cb3AaBaHeTo My.
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WHTerprpaHeTo Ha NPYPOAO3aUTHITE MEPKM B pa3nnyHu poHaoBe Ha O6LIHOCTTa C Lien ona3BaHe
Ha 6ropa3Hoob6pa3smeTo 3acera e eAUHCTBEHNA HauMH 3a obe3neyaBaHe N3MbAHEHNETO Ha Te3u
MepKU.

3. MocTuraHe Ha cTpaTernyeckn U NOANTUYECKN Lienn: [opCcKo-eKonormyHaTa MAapKa, KakTo 1
mApkaTa “HATYPA 2000” ca cpep Hali-CbBpeMEeHHUTE MHCTPYMeHTH B [porpamumTe 3a pa3Butme Ha
cenckmuTe panioHu (MPCP). Te ca BbBeaeHM B pe3ynTaT Ha NoiMTUYeCKaTa PELLMMOCT 3a JOCTUraHe
uenta 2010 3a cnupaHe Ha 3arybaTa Ha 6ronornyHoTo pasHoobpasue B EC. Cnopep goknag Ha
EBponelickaTta areHLus 3a OKOJIHA Cpefa, MHTEH3UBHOTO FOPCKO CTOMAHCTBO MNpe3 nociegHnTe
feceTvneTna fosefe A0 3HaUUTENEH CMaj Ha nonynauunTte Ha BugoseTe (EEA 2004). Hoso
NpeasioXKeHnTe roOPCKO-eKONOrMYHN MEPKN Lie U3NFPAAT XN3HEHO-BaXKHa PoniA 3a nonynapusrpaHe
YCTOMYMBOTO CTOMAHKCBaHe Ha ropute. ®aKTbT Ye ca HaMbAHO HOBY 3a O6LWHOCTTa 03HaYaBa,

ye epeKTUBHOTO MM pa3paboTBaHe M3NCKBa CUJTHA NoAKpena OT CTpaHa Ha MHCTUTYLMNATE U He
TpA6Ba Aa 6bAaT Bb3npriemMaHn KaTo HEMOCUSTHO NPeAN3BUKaATENCTBO.

4. MbnHoTa Ha NnpunaraHeTo Ha EBponeickoTo 3akoHogaTencTBo: Cnopep pernameHT

1698/2005 nnawjaHrATa 3a HENPOU3BOACTBEHN UHBECTULMM TPsbBa Aa ce OThycKaT U 3a

W3MbAHEHME Ha aHraXNMeHTHTe No uneH 36 b (v) - T.e. 3a rOpPCKO-eKONOrMYHN HaunHaHWA. T

KaTo HeNPON3BOACTBEHUTE NHBECTULMN Ca U3KJTIOYEHN OT HacToALaTa NporpaMma HactosiBame
nnawjaHNATa No ropcKo-eKoNormyHaTa MsapKa fa ce 3anasaT. BKnouBaHeTo Ha rOpCKO-eKoorMyHaTa
MspKa Le 6bae B CbOTBETCBUE C MPenopbKuTe Ha NnaHa 3a gercTeue B ropute, KonTo belue
opobpeH ot Komucusita npes toHm 2006 r. (COM(2006) 302 final, 15.06.2006). B yactTta,,CoXxpaHeHue un
nogobpsiBaHe Ha OKONHaTa cpefa’, B eAHa OT NoALAENHOCTMTE Ha KiloyoBa aelrHocT 9 —,MofobpsiBaHe
ona3BaHeTo Ha OKOJHaTa cpefia” ce MpenopbyBa NONynApu3npaHe Ha 4OOPOBONHUTE MEPKNM 3a
onasBaHe Ha OKOJIHaTa cpefa, KakTo U NonynapusnpaHe Ha MHBECTULMNTE, BOAELLN A0 yBeNnYaBaHe
Ha eKosIormyHaTa CTOMHOCT Ha ropara.

HenHoctnTe no mApka “HATYPA 2000 B ropute” morat ga 6b4at nogKpenaHn CbLo No ropcKo-
eKoJIorMyHaTa Msipka Ha 1o6poBorsieH npuHuun. OT onuTta B 25Te cTpaHmTe uleHKK Ha EC
KOMOVHaLusiTa OT ABaTa NOAX0AA YeCTo Ce U3MOJI3Ba 3a NpularaHe Ha M3UCKBaHUsATa No [upekTiBaTa
3a MecToobuTaHuATa (92/43). o To31 HauMH MOXe fa Ce U3MNO0J3BaT FOPCKO-EKONOMMYHNTE fEeNHOCTU
npepw fa ca BNe3nu B CUa 3afb/PKEHMATA HU MO Ta3n gupeKkTuea. NocneqHoTo e oTHeMe
3HaAYMTENHO NOBeYe Bpeme, OTKOJIKOTO ofobpaBaHeTo Ha Mporpamara 3a pa3BuTrE Ha CeNicknTe
parioHn 1 B TO31 CMUCHI NPUIaraHeTo Ha MApKaTa cera Lie 6bje pellaBallo 3a 3ana3BaHe KauyecTBOTO
Ha MecToobUTaHMATa O BKOUBaAHETO 1M B MmpexxaTa HATYPA 2000.

Mo npenopbKa Ha EBponeiickata Komucya e no-gobpe ycunmsaTa fAa ce HacoyaT KbM arpo- u
ropCcKo-eKoNOrnMYHUTE MepPKU, a gerHocTute no HATYPA 2000 pna 6baaT BKIOUEHU, KOraTo MecTaTa

ca oduumanHo obaBeHN 1 AbpKaBaTa onpeaenu 6eHedpunumeHTrTe, nonagawm 8 HATYPA 2000
MpekaTa. Taka AbpKaBaTa Lie MoXKe a nogkpenu pepmepute 1 ropCKMUTe CTONAHM B NpuUaraHeTo Ha
M3UCKBaHMATa Ha [lupeKTnBuTe 1 Wwe rv NoaroTem 3a NpunaraHeTo Ha aenHoctuTe no HATYPA 2000.

5. HacbpuaBaHe Ha ycTON4YMBOTO Non3BaHe Ha ropute: Cnopep nscneasaHe Bbe QrHnaHAnA

npe3 2005 r. 89 per cent oT COOCTBEHULMTE Ha FOpY BUxa enanu Ja npunarat MeTogu noaabpKaLiu
6uonornyHata CTOMHOCT Ha ropaTa ako MoJslyyaBaT KOMMeHcauuMuy 3a TOBa UK HAMaT 3aryba Ha foxop.
Okono 1/5 ca rotoBu ga ro npasAT fopu Npwu 3aryba Ha goxopd. B bbnrapma nogobHo nscnepsaHe

He e npaBeHo. Cpef COOCTBEHULUTE HA FOPW JINMCBA AOCTaTbYHO MHPOPMMPAHOCT 38 CTOMHOCTTA

1 NON3unTe, KOUTO ropuTe NMAT 3a O6LLECTBOTO U 3a TAX camuTe. C NoBULIaBaHe Ha NO3HAHMATa U
MHPOPMMPAHOCTTA 32 COOCTBEHMLUTE Ha FOPW Le CTaBa BCE MO-BaXKHO [1a 3aMna3sT eCTeCTBEHUTE,
peKpeaunoHHUTE 1 APYrn CTOMHOCTU Ha ropuTe CK, HECBbP3aHM C MPOU3BOACTBO HA AbpPBeCKHa,
0CcobeHO B KOHTEKCTa pa3BUTUETO Ha Typu3Ma.

6. C'bsn,aBaHe Ha AONbJIHUTENTHN couVaiHN Bb3MOXHOCTU 3a 06u.||n|-|vrre: Henvt Ha HeabpPXaBHU
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Co6CTBEHMUM Ha ropu ce yBennyasa. OBLUHWTE NoNyyaBaT BCe NO-ToNsAM AAn oT 6bfirapckara ropa.
Mo npe3ymnuusA, obLMHMTE ca NoTeHUMANHW 6eHnduUMeHTY No nporpamata. Cnopep uneH 42 Ha
PernameHTa 3a pa3BuUTUE HA CENCKUTE PAiOHM YaCTHUTE COOCTBEHULIM 1 OBLLUHNTE KAKTO 1 TEXHUTE
acoumauuy ca 06eKT Ha nofnomMaraHe. BbBexaHeTo Ha ropcko-ekonornyHa mapka 8 NMPCP we gage
Bb3MOXKHOCT Ha OOLMHUTE Aia U3MbBJIHABAT NPOEKTHU, CBbP3aHN C Pa3BUTMETO Ha CESICKUTE PaoHM 1
Cb3[aBaHETO HAa HOBW U Pa3HOO6pPa3HM PaboTHM MeCTa 3a CBOUTE FrpaXkaaHu.
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NPUNOMXEHUE

MpyMepHN ropcKo-eKoNOrMYHN MepKi

rOpKO-EKOﬂOI'I/I‘-IHI/ITe nnawaHnA Ca 3a ﬂO6pOBOJ’IHI/I FOPCKO-CTONAHCKN AeNHOCTK, OCbLLEeCTBABAHM
KaToO AOMDbJIHEHNE Ha 3aAbJ/IXKUTENHUTE ,EI,O6pVI FOPCKO-CTOMAaHCKN NMPaKTUKN. rOpCKO-EKOJ'IOFVILIHaTa
MAPKa We ce n3nosi3Ba 3a Bb3CTaHOBABAHE, NO4ObP»KaHE U yBeNTMYaBaHE Ha 6V|opa3Hoo6pa3V|eTo B
ropuTte, onasBaHe Ha ropute C BUCOKa KOHCeEpPBaLlMOHHa CTOMHOCT 1 3aCu/iBaHe 3aluTHUTe d)yHKLI,VIVI
Ha ropute — no4ysBeHa epo3nA, BOAHO KONMMYeCTBO N KaueCTBO 1 Ap. Mo aHanorua c arpo-ekonornyHuTe
MepPKN Te€31N MEPKWN MOraT Aia NOCTUrHat ,qo6po NHTErpnpaHe Ha CTONHNCBAHETO Ha ropuTte C
Ona3BaHeTO Ha 6|/|opa3Hoo6p3|/|eTo.

Mpwn n3nbnHeHne Ha AeNHOCTUTE MO FOPCKO-eKOroYHaTa MApKa, Kakto 1 npu HATYPA 2000

He ce pa3paboTBa cxema 3a BCeKM oTaeneH Bua. Oule noBeve BUAOBETE, KOUTO MOraT Aa 6baaT
noJnomorHaTy No Tas3u MApKa Liie cTaHaT M3BECTHU Npwu NposaBaTa Ha Jobpa BonA OT CTpaHa Ha
CTONaHWHa Aa yyacTtea B nporpamata. CneunduryHaTta 4eNHOCT LWe 3aBucK OT Habopa oT BUAOBE, 3a
KOWTO TA ce npasu. [leHocTuTe He ce pa3nnyasart ot Te3n no HATYPA2000, eguHcTBEeHaTa pa3nnka e,
ye Hal-4YecTo ropCKO-eKOIOMMYHUTE AaNHOCTY ce ocblyecBaBaT n3BbH HATYPA2000 mecTaTa

HAakon gerHoCTV NpeaBuaeHN 3a KOMMEHCPaHe Mo ropCcKo-eKoJIorMyHaTa Msipka Morat aa 6baar.

I'Iposem,ane Ha |/|36opHa cey - HeO6XOﬂ,MMOCT OT YeCTUn NHTEePBEHUMN C MaJiKka MHTEH3UBHOCT, KOETO
noBuLLlaBa pa3xoaumTe No noJsi3aBaHETO

MnawaHwusa 3a Bb306HOBABAHE Ha ropu CbC CMeCeH CbCTaB aKo Ce OKa»ke no-ckbno/ TPYAOEMKO OT
Cb34aBaHETO Ha KynTtypu OT e4H AbpBeCceH BN

KomneHcmpaHe Ha no-6aBHUA pacTeX Ha AbpBeCHN BUAOBE, NpeanoynTaHn OoT NprMpoao3alinTHa
rnegHa ToO4YKa

KomneHcmpaHe Ha NO-JIOWO Ka4yeCTBO Ha AbpBeCHa Ha AbpBeCHN BUAOBE, NpeanovynTaHn OT nTnynte
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n npunennre.

He oTcmuaHeTo Ha AbpBeTa B “OydepHuN” 30HM OKOJO rHe3aa Ha onpefeneHn BULOBE — KOMMNEHCUPaHe
3arybaTa Ha [OXOf OT HeoTceyeHaTa AbpBecrHa

MbnHa 3a6paHa Ha CeYTa Ha onpepeneHa Tepnutopma - KomneHcnpaHe 3ary6aTa Ha goxopg ot
HeoTCeyeHaTa AbpBecHa

YBennuyaBaHe TYPHYCa Ha Cceé4 — KOMNeHCNPaHe Ha NponyCcHaTa nons3a.
HEI'IpOBE)K}J,aHe Ha OKOH4aTeNHaTa d>a3a Ha rMaBHUTE CeYN— KOMMNEHCPaHE Ha NponyCcHaTa nosn3a.

OrpaHunyeH obulecTBeH foCTbN Ao OydepHM 30HM Ha rHe3ga (Mo Bpeme Ha rHe3oBrsA Ce30H) —
MnawaHmA 3a NocTaBsiHe Ha MHGOPMaLMOHHY Tabenw, 3araxaeHuns.

OrpaHnyeHo n3rpakgaHe Ha FOpCKM MbTULLA — KOMMEHCUPaHe Ha pa3xoauTe 3a M3Mos3BaHe Ha
06X0HW TaK1Ba.

MocTaBAHe Ha 3arpaxxgeHnAa Ha MaJika oL OT ropckaTa TepuTopuaA C uen ynecHABaHe
Bb3Npoun3BeXaaHeTo Ha yA3BMMM BUOOBE — Pa3XoAnTe 3a CaMOTO U3rpaKfaHe.

3ana3BaHe Ha cTapu, FTHYeLwm xpanynaTu gbpeeTa

PasHoO6pa3nBaHe CTpyKTypaTa 1 CbCTaBa Ha ropata — ako ca HEOOXOAVMU LOMbIHUTENHN
WHBECTMLMM 33 NOCTUTaHETO Ha Ta3mn CTPYKTYpa

MpemaxBaHe Ha eK30TOYHU JbPBECHUN BUAOBE — NOArNoMaraHe eiHOCTUTE Mo NMPeMaxBaHeTo UM



