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Ministry of Environment and Water
MAF
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Introduction

Presently the area of PAs worldwide is covering more than 10 % of the terrestrial part of the globe. Nevertheless, a lot of the protected areas suffer serious degradation, and some are at risk of losing the values that have been designated for (World Commission on Protected Areas of IUCN). This means that even if successful in terms of quantity, we should strive more in terms of quality. That determines the necessity of focusing more efforts on protected area management efficiency.
The Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management Methodology is developed by the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and is more familiar under its acronym RAPPAM. The methodology draws on the evaluation framework developed by the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA). The commission has developed an overall assessment framework (Hockings et al. 2000) in order to provide a consistent approach to assessing protected area management effectiveness. The framework includes six main assessment elements: context, planning, inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes. WWF’s Rapid Assessment Questionnaire (Appendix 1 of this document) covers each of these elements, and is organized in accordance with the WCPA framework, as illustrated below:

Assessment Elements in WWF’s Rapid Assessment Questionnaire

	Context
	PA Design and Planning
	Inputs
	Management Processes
	Management Outputs
	Outcomes

	Threats

Biological importance

Socio-economic importance

Vulnerability

PA policies

Policy environment
	PA objectives

Legal security

Site design and planning
PA system design
	Staff

Communication and information

Infrastructure

Finances
	Management planning

Management practices

Research, monitoring, and evaluation
	Threat prevention

Site restoration

Wildlife management

Community outreach

Visitor management

Infrastructure outputs

Planning outputs

Monitoring

Training

Research


	Pressures


In 2004, WWF DCP, in cooperation with the responsible ministries implemented RAPPAM in Slovakia, the Czech Republic (together with WWF Austria), and Bulgaria. In the last three years the methodology is being used for protected areas on three continents.

The assessment of the management effectiveness of protected areas in Bulgaria is part of the related processes taking place throughout Europe. Together with the other participant countries in the Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe, held in Vienna in 2003, Bulgaria has signed Resolution 4 under which the signatories commit to analyze the effectiveness of protected forest networks in view of their nature conservation objectives.

Also, at the European Forest Team Meeting held in 2003 under the WWF Forests for Life Program, official representatives of the Bulgarian government conveyed their goodwill for continuing the effective collaboration with WWF in the field of nature conservation projects in the country.

Background

The history of protected areas in Bulgaria dates back in the 1931 when the first reserve in the country (Silkosiya) was designated. One year later, in 1934 Vitosha was designated the first park on the Balkan peninsula, before the adoption of any legislation in the area of nature conservation. Presently protected areas in Bulgaria cover 5% of the country’s territory.  Due its commitments as a candidate to the European Union, Bulgaria will have to develop the national part of the Natura 2000 network. The will of the government expressed at various meetings and public events so far has been to extend the overall coverage of the national ecological network (including Natura 2000 and national protected areas) to 15%. However, an objective process for investigating the actual coverage of sites meeting the Natura 2000 requirements has not been completed yet. There are pending proposals for designating new PAs submitted by various NGOs and other institutions for 5 nature parks and other categories of PAs, which, if accepted would significantly increase the coverage of national PAs. Whether they will be officially designated is yet uncertain. 

Protected area categories and protected area management responsibilities in the country are given in the table below:

	Protected Area Category
	IUCN category*
	Property
	Responsible authority
	Protected area administration


	Safeguarding
	Number

(as per 31 Dec. 2003)**
	Total area

(as per 31 Dec. 2003)
	% of total PAs territory

	strict reserves
	I (II)
	Exclusive public
	Ministry of Environment and Water
	None 

(managed through the Regional Inspectorates on Environment and Water 
	Rangers

(staff of the Regional Inspectorates of the Environment and Water)
	55
	76 979.0
	14.17

	managed reserves
	IV
	Exclusive public
	
	
	
	35
	4 517.1
	0.83

	national parks
	II (V)
	Exclusive public
	
	national park directorate (for each l park)
	Rangers

(staff of the park directorate)
	3


	150 362,3
	27.68

	nature parks
	V (VI)
	mixed
	Ministry of Agriculture and Forests
	nature park directorates (for each park)
	Forest guards (staff of State Forestry Units)
	10
	244 723,3
	45.05

	natural monuments
	III (V)
	mixed
	
	None 

(managed through the State Forests Units)
	
	352
	16 608,8

	3.06

	protected landscapes
	VI, III
	mixed
	
	
	
	402
	50 047,9
	9.21

	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	857
	543 238,4
	100


* The Bulgarian Protected Areas Act fdoes not include the IUCN management categories of PAs, and this information is published in the National Forestry Policy and Strategy Doucment, Forest Sector Analyses.
** The summarised information on numbers of PAs and their territory is provided by the MEW.

a. Management planning - the Ministry of the Environment and Water is responsible for the management of PAs, whose lands is exclusive public property (national parks, strict and managed reserves). Park administrations are responsible for the implementation of their Management Plans. Parks which do not have MPs are responsible for implementation of their designation orders.  MEW also controls the compliance with the Biodiversity and Protected Area Act on the territory of the rest 3 categories of protected areas. These are nature parks natural monuments and protected landscapes (PAs with mixed property). 

b. Land-use planning of PAs is set out by the Management Plan. By the end of 2004 National Parks will have management plans, but only two nature parks have Management Plans which have entered into force. Therefore land-use planning in parks without Management Plans is done according specific laws, but the park administrations have no actual authority on it. PAs administrations have no authority on the land-use planning of neighboring territories other then the general consultation process on the drafting of the various development plans. 

c.    The number of biogeographical regions presented for the country vary in different literature depending on the use of classifications used. In Bulgaria it is generally accepted that there are four biogeographical regions: Balkan Highlands, Continental, Mediterranean and Pontic Steppe According to WWF’s classification of Global 200 Ecoregions, Bulgaria hosts five Ecoregions: Balkan Rivers and Streams, Danube River Delta, Caucasus-Anatolian-Hyrcanian Temperate Forests, European-Mediterranean Montane Mixed Forests, Mediterranean Forests, Woodlands, and Scrub.
RAPPAM Implementation in Bulgaria
The implementation of RAPPAM in Bulgaria was agreed between the WWF Danube-Carpathian Programme (DCP), representatives of the Ministry of Environment and Water (MEW) and of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forests (MAF) in February 2004. A RAPPAM working group was set up by order of the respective deputy-ministers, consisting of three protected area experts from the two ministries, the WWF DCP Forest and Protected Areas Team Leader, and the Bulgarian project coordinator of the WWF DCP Project “Efficient Protected Area Management in Bulgaria –  project preparation and RAPPAM”. The initial task of the working group was to determine the scope, as well as the objectives, of the assessment. It was agreed that the RAPPAM will be used for the national and the nature parks in the country, since they have their own administrative bodies, and the existing information is enough to serve the assessment purposes.

Outlined objectives are:

· External and internal assessment of park management and nature conservation
· Identification of park management strengths and weaknesses
· Development of strategic recommendations for future park management
· Development of recommendations for legislation and policy-level framework
· Use of the results for influencing the policy-makers and for park-related competence and awareness raising.
It was agreed that for the purposes of the assessment a two-day seminar should be organized, being the most suitable environment for collecting the information for the questionnaire, giving in the same time a possibility for intense communication between parks. Two representatives of each park directorate (park manager and expert), as well as an external representative – familiar and involved with the park and its management – of each park participated in the seminar. The purpose of inviting external representatives was to ensure as much as possible, maximum objectivity to the assessment. They represented a spectrum of stakeholders, such as: municipalities, NGOs, and academic institutes.
The seminar was organized in Uzana, in the Balgarka Nature Park, Gabrovo. 
Forty-four participants attended the seminar, 36 of which directly involved in the assessment. The assessment was conducted during the seminar and the first findings were presented in graphic format to the participants at the end of the seminar.

In the present report the analysis of the results is integrated with the participants’ notes. The results presented in charts are grouped for national and nature parks respectively, see Appendix 2 – results presented in charts. Whenever there is a natural grouping of results, findings are formulated separately for the two PA categories. The report is agreed with the representatives of the RAPPAM working group, and all participants in the seminar.

Analysis of the results

Pressures and threats

Impacts from pressures in the past (set out in the questionnaire as pressures) and future threats were identified by the method of brainstorming, which outlined a large number of threats. After merging some of these into larger groups, 14 threats, common for the majority of parks, were identified. Pressures are being identified for the past 5-year period, and threats – for the future 5 years.

Each pressure and threat will be shown as a graphic below its description.

The inappropriate traditional forestry practices are identified as the most serious threat for Sinite Kamani, Balgarka, Strandzha, and Shumensko Plato, as opposed to all of the national parks and Russenski Lom Nature Park, where these practices are neither a potential threat, nor have been pressures over the last 5 years. Fig.1

Fig.1
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Examples of inappropriate forestry practices are: clear felling up to 3 ha in coppices is allowed on the territories of nature parks; traditional forestry practices include extracting of dead wood out of the forest; logging of old growth forests. The parks, where forestry has not been a pressure in the past 5-year period, but could intensify in the future, are Vitosha and Rilski Manastir. The un-appropriate forestry practices will increasingly turn into threat for all nature parks, except for Vrachanski Balkan. National parks will not be seriously affected by this activity.

The second among severe threats is infrastructure development. Fig.2.
Fig. 2
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Examples include construction of summer houses, hotels, numerous plans for ski resorts development. In the last five years, most serious pressures from infrastructure development are identified for Strandzha. Infrastructure development is indicated to be the most severe future threat for Sinite Kamani, as well as for Vitosha, due to their vicinity to big cities. In general, the tendency  for the majority of parks is increase of threat in comparison with the last five years. The threat will weaken for a several of parks, and will cease to exist only in one.
The change of land-use (Fig.3) (CLU), or the change of land purpose, is the third threat identified by the parks. As a threat over the last five years it is indicated to be most serious to Russenski Lom, Balgarka, and Strandzha. For five of the parks CLU is not even mentioned as a threat, but for two of them (Shumensko Plato and Zlatni Pyasatzi) it is considered to be a future threat, overpassing in degree those of all the other parks. The reason is partially due to the plans for sale of currently unexploited property of the Ministry of Defense, for the change in ownership will change the land function, most probably allowing in the future for infrastructure development. Regarding Pirin, Vitosha, and Vrachanski Balkan the change is not considered to be a threat in the next 5-year period. On the whole, the change in CLU is foreseen to be an increasing threat for parks in general, and to a higher degree – for nature parks.
Fig.3.
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Illegal hunting and fishing (Fig.4) In the last five years it has been a pressure of highest degree to Shumensko Plato, Sinite Kamani, and Strandzha, and a future threat – mostly to Sinite Kamani, followed by Shumensko Plato, and Strandzha. In some of these parks the game has been reduced to a degree at which even minor illegal intervention constitutes a serious danger. Except for three parks, where poaching is foreseen to decrease in the next 5- year period, the trend for all the other parks that level of threat will remain the same over the following 5 years as well.
Fig.4.
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Pollution (Fig.5.) is identified is a problem caused by different sources – pollution related to tourism, as well as water pollution (Persina). Pollution is considered to be the most severe pressure for Shumensko Plato, Vitosha, Balgarka, Rilski Manastir, Zlatni Pyasatzi, and Pirin National Park. As a future threat pollution is foreseen to affect most severely Sinite Kamani, Persina, Shumensko Plato, and Vitosha. It will decrease only in Pirin, Rilski Manastir, and Zlatni Pyasatzi. This problem is most serious for the parks that are close to big cities, and Persina in particular is impacted by pollution of the Danube River.
Fig.5.
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Over the past 5-year period alien species (Fig.6.) are identified to be a problem to a highest degree for Persina and Shumensko Plato. In the following period this problem is indicated to be major, though decreasing, for Persia, and invariable – compared to the last period – for Shumensko Plato. Increase in the degree of threat is foreseen for Balgarka, Rilski Manastir, and Strandzha. Among the problems are: Austrian pine forestation in regions where this species is not common (Shumensko Plato), the practices of alien fish species introduction (Rila), and the increasing spread of amorpha, widely used for erosion prevention (Persina). The threat of alien species differs broadly within the network of parks, but the overall trend is towards decrease in the degree of threat in the future.
Fig.6.

[image: image6.png]D Alien species threat

mAlien species pressure

I

S
e

-l

=

aa1oq





It was agreed that tourism should be addressed in view of visitor pressure (Fig.7) rather than tourism-related infrastructure, which was included above, under the infrastructure development. Over the last period this pressure was indicated to affect in highest degree the parks that are closest to big cities. The threat in the next period is foreseen to increase significantly in Sinite Kamani and Balgarka and to keep its high level in Shumensko Plato and Vitosha. The degree of threat will retain its level in Rila and Pirin as well, but in a much lower degree in comparison with the Nature parks. For some of the parks, improvements of infrastructure and investments in the surrounding areas present high risk probability (Balgarka). As a whole, visitor pressure is foreseen to increase as a threat to most of the parks.
Fig.7.
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Fires (caused both by natural causes or human activities) (fig.8) being a factor inflicting pressures over the last five years are identified to have affected in highest degree Rila National Park, wherein extensive fire burnt large areas in the coniferous and dwarf pine belt. In a lower – but still high – degree in comparison with the other parks, it is identified for Pirin, and Vrachanski Balkan. However, in the following 5 years this threat is foreseen to increase drastically in Rilski Manastir and Shumensko Plato. The abundance of dry spruce wood in Rilski Manastir is a potential source for thunder lit fire. Whereas not indicated as a pressure to Zlatni Pyasatzi at all, fires are expected to constitute a threat to this park in the next five years. The average system-level values show that fires are a threat likely to increase in the next five years.
Fig.8.
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The use of non-timber forest products (NTFP) (Fig.9) is identified to constitute a pressure in highest degree,  drastically differing from the other parks, to Sinite Kamani and Shumensko Plato, followed by Strandzha and Balgarka. The threat will retain its high degree for Sinite Kamani and Shumensko Plato, and is expected to increase in Rilski Manastir and Zlatni Pyasatzi.. No  significant commercial uses of NTFP have been registered and the threat for parks in the vicinity of big cities is actually the large number of visitors gathering wild flowers, forest fruits, and mushrooms. Regarding the use of non-timber forest products a change in the degree of threat is not expected for the majority of parks, but in general the problem is foreseen to intensify.
Fig.9.
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Change in land ownership (Fig.10) is identified to be a pressure in highest degree to Rila National Park, as a huge part of its area was excluded and designated as a nature park (Rilski Manastir). This has reflected on Rilski Manastir Nature Park itself, the main part of its area, unlike all the other nature parks, being in the ownership of the church. The other parks to which change in land ownership was identified to be a pressure are the newly established Balgarka Nature Park, as well as Sinite Kamani, whose area has recently been expanded. To four of the nature parks the pressure is expected to develop over the next five years into a future increasing threat, foreseen to be most severe in Zlatni Pyasatzi and Shumensko Plato, and to increase in Vitosha and – in low degree – in Russenski Lom. As national parks have the legal statute of exclusive state property, change in land ownership is not envisaged for Pirin and Rila, but there is still a danger that parts of Central Balkan might be excluded from its area. Average scores outline a general trend of decrease of this threat.
Fig.10.
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Management of surrounding park areas (Fig.11) is identified as the most serious pressure over the last five years for Vitosha, where due to the immediate vicinity of the capital city about 60% of the park borders are already built-up. To a far lower degree, but still exceeding that of other parks, it is a pressure to Strandzha and Zlatni Pyasatzi, followed by Shumensko Plato and Central Balkan.

As a threat during the next period the problem will continue to be most serious for Vitosha, where the situation is not expected to change. Increase of the degree of threat is foreseen to be highest in Persina (as a Nuclear Power Plant construction is projected near it), followed by Central Balkan, Zlatni Pyasatzi, and Strandzha. In general, the management of surrounding park areas is foreseen to be an increasing threat.

Fig.11.
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Illegal logging (Fig.12) is identified to be a pressure over the last period in highest degree to Shumensko Plato, Sinite Kamani, and Vrachanski Balkan. In comparison with its past degree, the threat in future is likely to increase in Rilski Manastir and Rila, and to decrease in Vitosha and Zlatni Pyasatzi, and is not considered to be a problem for Central Balkan. In general, in the next five years illegal logging system-wide will be a problem of the same degree as in the last five years.
Fig.12.
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Water management and use (Fig.13) includes both planning of new small Hydro Power Stations and water systems, as well as the threat of continuing deprivation of waters from nature (mainly from the mountain parks) for water-supply purposes. Water management pressure over the last period is identified to be most serious to Vitosha, followed by Rila and Rilski Manastir. The parks where this problem is likely to remain high on the agenda in the future are Vitosha to a highest degree (without any change in the degree of threat) and Rilski Manastir (where the degree of threat is foreseen to significantly heighten). Increase in the degree of threat is also foreseen for Persina and Pirin, and as to the parks where this problem has not existed (Sinite Kamani and Shumensko Plato) it is considered likely to emerge. In general, there is a trend for system-wide increase of threat due to the high number of planned new small hydropower plants.

Fig.13
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Grazing (Fig.14) constitutes a threat by two different aspects – overgrazing and lack of grazing, both of which have their relevant consequences. As a threat, the problem of grazing is considered to be most serious in Sinite Kamani, followed by Rila, Vrachanski Balkan, Russenski Lom, and Strandzha. The degree of future threat induced by grazing is likely to increase only in Shumensko Plato, Rilski Manastir, and Pirin. In general, the degree of threat is not expected to change system-wide.
Fig.14.
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By overall degree of pressure (Fig.15), Shumensko Plato comes first as most affected among the parks, followed by Sinite Kamani, Vitosha, and Strandzha. As to the three national parks, most affected in the past is Rila. Pressures have affected to lowest degree Central Balkan, Zlatni Pyasatzi, and Russenski Lom.

In view of future trends, highest degree of threat is foreseen to face Shumensko Plato, Sinite Kamani and Vitosha, followed by Strandzha. The overall trend for national parks is towards decrease of threats. Threats to nature parks are likely to increase, as the only exception is Vrachanski Balkan. The average scores indicate increase at system level.

Fig.15.
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Fig.16.
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Average pressures (Fig.16) (over the last five years) and threats (over the next five years), and by degree of impact to parks arranged in descending order, as shown below:

	Pressures (over the last five years)
	Threats (over the next five years),

	1. Poaching
	1. Infrastructure development

	2. Water management and uses
	2. Tourism (visitor pressure)

	3. Use of non-timber forest products
	3. Water management and uses

	4. Forestry practices
	4. Forestry practices

	5. Tourism (visitor pressure)
	5. Poaching

	6. Change in land ownership
	6. Use of non-timber forest products

	7. Pollution
	7. Management of surrounding areas

	8. Management of surrounding areas
	8. Pollution

	9. Grazing
	9. Fires

	10. Illegal logging
	10. Conversion of land-use (LLF)

	11. Alien species
	11. Illegal logging

	12. Fires
	12. Grazing

	13. Infrastructure development
	13. Alien species

	14. Conversion of lasting land use function (LLF)
	14. Change in land ownership


It is important to emphasize that infrastructure development ranked merely 13th place for the last five years, is considered to be a highest degree of impact in the future. There is a serious trend towards increase of the degree of visitor pressure to parks in comparison with the last period. Water management and uses also constitute a threat that will increase significantly.

Context

Biological importance, social-economic importance, and vulnerability

The biological importance is determined by the presence of rare, threatened, or endangered species, level of biodiversity conservation, endemism, landscape conservation function of parks, representativeness in the PA system, sustenance of the minimum viable populations of key species, diversity in historic context, presence of ecosystems whose historic range has been greatly diminished, and maintenance of the full range of natural processes and disturbance regimes.

Two of the parks with lowest degree of biological importance (Shumensko Plato and Sinite Kamani) are among the most threatened in respect of cumulative degree of threats (Fig.17.). At most risk are the parks of highest biological importance and highest cumulative degree of threats, such as Vitosha, Rilski Manastir, Vrachanski Balkan, and Strandzha.
Fig.17.
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The parks of highest socio-economic importance and highest cumulative degree of threats are also at highest risk. (Fig.18.)According to the results these are Sinite Kamani, as well as Shumensko Plato facing highest degree of threat, followed by a group of four parks, featured by quite similar parameters – Vitosha, Rilski Manastir, Balgarka, and Strandzha.
Fig.18.
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National parks are ranged with highest biological and socio-economic importance and lowest degree of threats. Among the reasons for this are: no commercial use of resources, resource allocation higher than nature parks, own rangers, they have their management plans developed, stricter regime.  This situation however should be monitored closely in view of already implemented (in Pirin National Park) and potential (in Rila National Park) projects for “heavy forms” of tourism.

Most significant factors for the vulnerability (Fig.19) of parks are:

· market value of resources (including wood, mineral resources, potential for construction of small Hydro-Power Stations. In some cases, i.e. (Zlatni Pyasatzi) resources are limited and there is no market demand, but if considering the land itself as a resource, the pressure is much higher. )

· easy access
· low capacity to monitor illegal activities (nature parks administrations do not have safeguard teams of their own)
· low enforcement of nature conservation legislation.
· Park managers are often subjected to pressure regarding infrastructure development.

· Limited possibilities for recruitment of employees
Fig.19.
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The parks with highest degree of vulnerability are: Strandzha, Vitosha, Rilski Manastir, and Balgarka. The degree of vulnerability for the three national parks varies around the system-level average.
Planning 
Objectives
As a whole, the objectives of parks are to ensure the protection and maintenance of biodiversity within their areas. Some parks do not have clearly stated objectives and the reason is that management plans (MP) are not yet prepared for half of the nature parks, though old park development projects are still in force. 
Management policies and plans are consistent with the parks objectives. Insufficient funds however do not favor the implementation of objectives. Widely accepted is the opinion that employees and administrators clearly understand the management objectives. It is indicated that local communities barely support the overall objectives and policies of the parks. According to half of nature park administrators, the achievement of objectives related to biodiversity protection rather contradicts the achievement of objectives related to tourism and resource utilization (Vitosha, Balgarka, Russenski Lom, Shumensko Plato, and Strandzha). Examples for conflicts are: logging, alpinism, delta-gliding. These are the nature parks (except for Russenski Lom) with highest cumulative degree of threat. In the other nature parks this contradiction is evaded through existing zoning. Appropriate zoning system should prevent this kind of conflicts. Unanimously, no such contradiction exists in national parks. 
Legal security

Parks have long-term legally binding protection. The establishment of nature and national parks in Bulgaria is well provided for by different level pieces of legislation.

Yet, there are disputes regarding land tenure and use rights. Unsettled disputes involve the following organizations: Society of Hunters and Fishermen in Bulgaria (SHFB), National Institute of Cultural Monuments (NICM), local authorities. For only three parks boundary demarcation is adequate to meet the PA objectives. Regarding Vitosha and Persina this demarcation is completely inadequate.

For almost all of the parks, staff and financial resources are not adequate to conduct critical law enforcement activities. Park administrations do not have enough capacity to manage the financial and legal issues. Ranger teams in national parks are young and inexperienced. The general opinion is that conflicts with the local community are not resolved to a full extent fairly and effectively. Still, to a higher extent this is being achieved in the national parks, while in Vitosha and Shumensko Plato such a resolving is definitely nonexistent. Park administrations seldom take part in resolving conflicts.

Site design and planning

Most of the parks’ siting is consistent with the relevant nature conservation objectives. However, there is no such a consistency in Vrachanski Balkan, Persina, and Russenski Lom. There are certain elements in the park and forestry development plans, which could not be described as consistent with the objectives of parks. For the national and most of the nature parks the layout and configuration of the PA optimize the conservation of biodiversity. Such a consistency is completely nonexistent in Balgarka Nature Park, and deficient in Russenski Lom and Persina. Regarding Russenski Lom and Shumensko Plato, the layout and configuration would optimize the conservation of biodiversity if the area were larger.

The zoning system of all national parks is adequate to achieve the relevant PA objectives. Definite failure in this regard was identified for both Vrachanski Balkan and Balgarka, which do not have Management Plans, and respectively – zoning. For only 6 nature parks the land use in the surrounding area enables effective park management to a certain extent. For all the other nature and national parks there is no such correlation. Vrachanski Balkan, Sinite Kamani, and Shumensko Plato are not linked to other protected natural areas. Such linkages exist only for the national parks and two nature parks (Rilski Manastir and Balgarka), which are part of a large mountain complex near national parks. This linkage is not so apparent for the other parks. No adequate analysis is made in determining the park boundaries. Forest planning is not always consistent with the objectives of parks.

Fig.20.
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Inputs

Staffing 
Staffing levels (fig.21.)are identified to be sufficient only for two national parks (Rila and Central Balkan) and Vitosha Nature Park. For all the other nature parks, as well as Pirin National Park, staffing levels are indicated as insufficient. It should be noted that nature parks do not have their own rangers and, therefore, protection and  forest management are not among the responsibilities of nature park directorates., but are responsibilities of the State Forestry Units. Appreciation for staff members’ skills is high and this is similar for almost all of the parks. Most adequate are the skills of employees in  Sinite Kamani Nature Park, and the parks that are most in need of improvement are Central Balkan National Park and Persina Nature Park. It is important to mention that for Central Balkan National Park staff skills are assessed in view of the high requirements the park has to meet being part of the Pan Parks Network, while in Persina the need for improvement is linked to the fact that education of most employees is not adequate to the park management needs.

Training and development opportunities are not appropriate to the needs of the staff. The only exceptions are Rila and Pirin, as well as Sinite Kamani, Zlatni Pyasatzi, and Russenski Lom. Staff performance and progress on targets are periodically reviewed in the overall system of parks. Both financial reporting and reporting on achieved targets  is widely implemented in all parks.

Employment conditions in all national and almost all nature parks are generally not sufficient to retain high-quality staff. Exceptions are Sinite Kamani, and to a lower extent Persina. However, this result for the two parks is rather a reflection of the high unemployment rate in the relevant regions and of park directorates’ role as an employee for higher education staff than an actual assessment of employment conditions, since these are not different from the others. In general, highly qualified staff in PAs are rather emotionally motivated. Antipodal are the small cities where unemployment rate is high, but it is still difficult to retain high-quality staff because the labour market is very limited. Low salaries are major problem.
Fig.21.
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Communication and information (Fig.21)
The necessary technical means of communication between office and field staff are provided in national parks. In nature parks however these means are widely indicated as insufficient or nonexistent, and this problem is most serious for Sinite Kamani and Russenski Lom. Only in half of the nature parks existing biological and socio-economic data are adequate for management planning. As about the national parks, adequate data is available for Pirin and Central Balkan, but not for Rila. Nearly all nature parks, where these data are inadequate, do not have Management Plans (MP). Presently, MP is the instrument in the country to provide initial structured information. There are systems for processing and analyzing data in Sinite Kamani and Russenski Lom, and to a lower extent in Central Balkan and Balgarka. In all the other parks such systems are rather deficient.

For all parks communication with local population is indicated to be relatively effective, and for Russenski Lom – most efficient. A problem is the lack of local population awareness. Park administrations endeavor to encourage communication between communities and the park administrations. Zlatni Pyasatzi is an example of a park where regular meetings of the advisory committee take place.

Infrastructure (Fig.21)
In all nature parks and almost the entire nature parks transportation infrastructure is well developed and adequate to perform critical management activities. The infrastructure is developed most scarcely in Rilski Manastir, and most extensively in Sinite Kamani, Persina, Shumensko Plato, and Zlatni Pyasatzi. The issue of maintaining the existing infrastructure is pending for all of the parks. The degree to which field equipment ensures the performance of important management activities varies greatly: from definite “yes” for Sinite Kamani, Vrachanski Balkan, and to a certain extent for Persina, though “mostly yes” for the three national parks, to definite “no” for Vitosha and Rilski Manastir. For the majority of nature parks field equipment is not adequate enough to perform important management activities. Field equipment, such as GPS devices and relevant software is not available for many of the nature parks. Similar is the situation with staff facilities, even though it is more favourable in this respect. This situation is a result of the fact that national parks were provided equipment through international project and programs, which is the results of the national policy to invest in parks of higher conservation status. For part of the nature parks, staff facilities are provided by congenial NGOs, through which park directorates carry out projects that could not be financed by the state.

Relevantly more uniform is the assessment of adequateness of equipment maintenance. The equipment is limited and the efforts for its maintenance seek to ensure its maximum long-term use. In Russenski Lom and Central Balkan however it is considered that maintenance is mostly not providing for long-term use. The reason is that equipment acquired under donor project is maintained with budget funds, which are too low for good maintenance.

The capacity of visitor facilities corresponds to the visitor level in only one national park (Central Balkan) and four nature parks. The existing visitor facilities are inadequately distributed.
Finances (Fig.21)
Regarding national parks, funding in the past 5 years has been adequate to conduct important management activities. In nature parks however the situation is different. The only exception relates to Sinite Kamani, while the problem is identified to be most serious in Russenski Lom and Strandzha. Strandzha stands out among all nature parks as a park with the largest area and the lowest state subsidy per area unit.  It also stands out as the park among the lowest level of funding and highest degree of threat.
Regarding the next 5 years, funding for all administrations is insufficient to conduct important management activities. The only exception is Sinite Kamani Nature Park. There is no system for future financial planning in the short-term. Financial management practices in Central Balkan, as well as half of the nature parks enable efficient and effective PA management. The park administrations themselves manage effectively their own finances. A problem for nature parks is that the budget is usually approved around mid-year, when the field season is already halfway over. For almost all of the parks allocation of expenditures is appropriate to the PA priorities and objectives. Exception is Zlatni Pyasatzi Nature Park. For most of the parks the long-term financial outlook is not stable.

The negative assessment of the long-term financial stability of parks in the country is based on the factors listed below:

· lack of state funds for nature conservation
· underestimation of the parks as a national capital
· lack of strategy to support and facilitate (administratively or through investment of state funds) park administrations in launching activities that would generate incomes of their own. Where this is being done, it is due to personal initiative or specific local conditions. No efforts are being put into multiplication of successful know-how. Additional problem is the impedimental and slow procedure of remittal of funds generated by park administrations, such as incomes of their own or funding under projects they won, as the funds are being firstly transmitted to the central-level budget. This hinders the work and is definitely no incentive for administrations to generate external funds.
Processes 
Management planning

Management plans have been developed for all national parks, and the MP for Rila and Central Balkan has been in force for three years now. (Fig.22). There is no MP for half of the nature parks. For the rest of them, MP had been elaborated, but none have been approved or enforced. The approval procedure is impedimental. In certain cases it takes several years to get from the point of MP elaboration to its approval – a period over which part of the data becomes out of date. Parks without MPs do not have comprehensive inventory of natural and cultural resources. 
Analysis of and developing a strategy for addressing pressures and threats have been elaborated in the national parks. Still, regarding the nature parks this accounts only to Vitosha, Sinite Kamani, and Strandzha. There is no such a strategy for the rest of nature parks. All national, as well as all nature parks, except for Balgarka, have a detailed work plan identifying specific targets for achieving management objectives. As to the national parks, the results of research and monitoring are routinely incorporated into planning. This is also valid for six of the nature parks. One of the problems is that park directorates are not necessarily informed about every single research, as these research works are implemented by different organizations under individual programs and information is not always presented to park directorates. Planning level is highly variable.

Fig.22.
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Management decision making (fig.22)
Parks in the country have clear internal organization. Also, with a few exceptions, the management decision making is transparent. For some of the parks, management decision making is transparent according to park managers, and not that transparent according to the external representatives.

Park staff collaborate successfully with partners, local communities, and other organizations. The parks actively seek to establish partnership relations to increase effectiveness and master more funds. Regarding the majority of parks, local communities participate in decisions that affect them. This however is not exactly relevant to Central Balkan, Vrachanski Balkan, Shumensko Plato, and Strandzha. Both local communities and park administrations are still learning to be real “civil society”.

Assessment of how effective the communication is between park and central planning administrations varies. It is positive for Rila and Central Balkan, as well as for most of the nature parks, and adverse for Pirin and one third of the nature parks. The frequent changes in administration and reforms in state structures do not favor internal relations.

Assessment on how effectively park administrations make use of business as an ally to achieve PA management objectives, also varies to a high extent. National parks mostly do not make use of business as an ally, and half of the nature parks have tried to establish such a relation (Vitosha, Vrachanski Balkan, Sinite Kamani, Persina, Strandzha). The explanation for the lack of such cooperation is the lack of legal preconditions for effective cooperation with business.

Research, monitoring, and evaluation (Fig.22.)
The impact of legal and illegal uses is accurately monitored and recorded in national parks, but not in nature parks. To a high extent this relates to the fact that national parks have their own rangers. Protection with rangers of nature parks however is assigned to forest-guards employed by State Forestry Units and State Game Breeding Stations (SGBS). This is indicated as a problem for most of the nature parks. The impact of these uses within nature parks concerns mainly wood products and game??.

Research on key ecological issues in Rila and Pirin is consistent with the needs of the parks. This is not so for Central Balkan, as well as for the half of nature parks. For parks, without Management Plan developed or under preparation, such research is not consistent with the needs of the park, or is mostly nonexistent. The interests of researchers are not always coinciding with those of the park administration.

Research on key social issues for the majority of parks is not consistent with the needs of the PA. Exceptions are Rila and Pirin, as well as Sinite Kamani. 
Access to recent scientific research and advice is more or less unavailable to staff members of national parks. The same applies to Strandja, Zlatni Pyasatzi, and Shumensko Plateau, though for most of the nature parks this accessibility is higher. 

To a high extent in almost all of the parks research and monitoring needs are identified and prioritized. As a whole, there is no policy for scientific research, monitoring and evaluation at central planning level. It is considered that systematized evaluation of these needs should start with the development of the Terms of Reference for the park management plan.

Outputs

Fig.23.
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All issues related to outputs are assessed for the last 2-year period, in view of the existing threats and pressures, the objectives of parks, and the annual work plans.

Regarding threat prevention, detection, and law enforcement, (Fig.23) assessments vary extensively. One of the reasons for the lack of substantial outputs in this respect is that staffing level required for nature parks is inadequate. Regarding national parks, outputs have been achieved in Rila, to a lesser extent in Pirin, and mostly not in Central Balkan.

Park administrations have been more successful in site restoration and mitigation of impacts. Definite successes in this respect have Rila, Pirin, Vitosha, and Rilski Manastir. The other parks have also achieved successes, as the only exception are Sinite Kamani and Strandzha.

Most of the parks have similar wildlife or habitat management outputs. Exceptions are Sinite Kamani, Persina, Zlatni Pyasatzi, and Strandzha.

Achievements related to community outreach and education efforts are significant for all parks in Bulgaria. 

Outputs in visitor and tourist management have been mostly achieved in Rila, Pirin, Rilski Manastir, and Zlatni Pyasatzi, and to highest extent in Vrachanski Balkan, where good traditions in the area of tourism have already been established. For the rest of the parks however, such a management has not been implemented. None of the parks have visitor management strategies and action plans in place.

The infrastructure development for the needs of the parks and tourism  is a fact to all parks, and mostly to Rila and Sinite Kamani.

Effective management planning and inventories has been implemented in all parks, as the most comprehensive outputs pertain to the three national parks, Sinite Kamani, and Shumensko Plato.

Outputs in staff monitoring, supervision, and evaluation have been accomplished in all parks with the only exception of Balgarka, but on the whole there is no uniform staff performance appraisal system.
Outputs in staff training and development have been achieved in all parks, except for Balgarka and Russenski Lom. Highest outputs have been accomplished in Rila and Pirin. Staff training in recent years has been mainly implemented through donor projects.
Research and monitoring outputs have been reported for all parks in the country, from “mostly no” for Zlatni Pyasatzi, to a highest degree for Rila and Pirin, Sinite Kamani and Shumensko Plato.

Protected Area System-Level Design

The prevailing opinion is that the PA system adequately represents the full diversity of ecosystems within the region. However the PA primarily include forest ecosystems. (Fig.24.)

Fig.24.

[image: image24.png]System level design

Points

b HHH

P





 The degree to which the PA system protects against the extinction or destruction of species is low. Two-thirds of the responses support the perception that:

· The PA system consists primarily of exemplary or intact ecosystems. (fig.24.)
· Sites of high conservation value for key species are systematically protected. This protection however is often only on paper
· The PA system includes the full range of successional diversity.
· Sites of high biodiversity are systematically protected, but a large number of high biodiversity areas are not included in the PA system.
· Sites of high endemism are systematically protected, but a large number of high endemism areas and of endemic species origination centers are not within the PA system.
· The PA system does not maintain natural processes at a landscape level. It has not been structured to protect the natural processes at a national scale – there are no migratory corridors, nor large landscapes. The PA system does not include the protection of transition areas between ecosystems.
· Management of surrounding areas is a problem. Stating that layout and configuration of the PA system optimize the conservation of biodiversity would be inaccurate. 
· There is no systematical approach to creating and developing the PA system, neither restoration activities in under-represented ecosystems.
Protected Area Policies

· The opinion that national PA policies clearly articulate a vision, goals, and objectives for the PA system is fully supported by one-third of the participants, while the other two-thirds reject this. (Fig.25.)
· There is no written strategy for PA development.
· Prevailing is the opinion that the area of land protected is inadequate to maintain natural processes at a landscape level and that it should include minimum 15% of the national territory. There is no demonstrated commitment to protecting a viable and representative PA network. 

· Consistency, planning and commitment are not part of the PA system management at all structural levels in the efforts to manage the system. 

· Although clear political statements exist, financial commitment is not sufficient. 

· There is no comprehensive inventory of the biological diversity in the country. Certain groups of organisms are even unstudied. No assessment of the historical range of variability of ecosystem types in the country has been performed. Mostly no restoration objectives for under-represented and/or greatly diminished ecosystems have been set. 

· There is ongoing research on critical PA-related issues, though no systematic research on solving socio-economic problems. The prevailing opinion is that the PA system is not periodically reviewed for gaps and weaknesses (e.g. gap analyses). Such an analysis has been performed for the last time in the elaboration of the National Biodiversity Strategy in 1994. 

· There is not an effective training and capacity-building program for PA staff. Two-thirds of the participants believe that PA management, including management effectiveness, is routinely evaluated, while one-third do not support this statement. In 2004 the National Audit Office has completed an audit on the management of national and nature parks, but it is the first of its kind and the analysis has not been published yet.

Fig.25.
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Policy environment

· It has been consented that PA-related laws complement PA objectives and promote management effectiveness. However, there is no conformity between the PA-related general and specific laws. (Fig.26.)  
· Sufficient commitment and funding to effectively administer the PA system has not been provided. 

· There is no system to secure the financial stability of management. 

· Environmental protection goals are not incorporated into all aspects of policy development. 

· The degree of communication between natural resource departments is mostly low. 

· PA-related laws and regulations are not effectively enforced at all levels. 

· Economic and political pressures and corruption practices, especially within the jurisdiction system, impair the control.

· National policies encourages widespread environmental education at all levels, but there is no system to foster and coordinate the activities related to environmental education at all levels. 

· Two-thirds of the participants believe that national policies do not promote sustainable land management. 

· National policies do not promote an array of land conservation mechanisms. 

· Adequate environmental training for governmental employees at all levels is not effective. There is training, but it is inadequate. 

· National policies do foster dialogue and participation with civic and environmental NGOs. Effectiveness of public participation however has to be enhanced.

Fig.26.
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Management Strengths of Bulgarian Parks

· High outputs in comparison with inputs
· Clearly formulated management objectives providing for the protection and maintenance of biodiversity
· Management policies and plans are consistent with the objectives

· The employees and administrators understand the objectives and policies
· The parks have long-term legally binding protection
· There is a good practice in elaboration of work plans, which are dully implemented
· Park administrations collaborate successfully with partners, local communities, and other organizations
· The internal organization is very good
· Management decision making is transparent
· Critical research and monitoring needs are identified and prioritized
· Community outreach and education efforts are adequate in view of existing threats and set objectives
· Management planning and inventorying is good
Management Weaknesses of Bulgarian Parks

Planning:
· Staff and financial resources are limited
· Unsettled disputes regarding land tenure and use rights, and low degree of resolving conflicts with the local community
· The land use of surrounding areas hampers the effective park management.
Inputs

· Staff employment conditions, especially in larger cities such as Sofia, are not sufficient to employ and retain high-quality staff
· There are no means for collecting new data
· Field equipment is inadequate, especially for Nature parks
· The long-term financial outlook is unstable.
Processes

· Only three of the ten  nature parks have prepared an analysis of and strategy for addressing the threats 
· A problem is the lack, as well as the delay of approval, of Management Plans already developed
· Practices of cooperation with business are not at an adequate level
· The impact of legal and illegal uses is not recorded
· There is no research on social issues consistent with the needs of parks.
Outputs

· Low degree of visitor and tourist management
· Low effectiveness concerning wildlife and habitat management
· Low effectiveness concerning threat prevention, detection and law enforcement.
System-level design

· No protection of transition areas between ecosystems
· The PA system does not maintain natural processes at a landscape level.
Policies
· There is no training and capacity-building system for PA staff
· There are no targets for restoration or inclusion of under-represented ecosystems
· The area of land protected is inadequate to maintain natural processes at a landscape level
· There is no long-term policy for PA system development.
Policy environment
· Insufficient commitment and funding to effectively administer the PA system
· National policies do not promote sustainable land management
· Adequate environmental training for governmental employees at all levels is not provided
· The degree of communication between natural resource departments is low
· PA-related laws and regulations are not effectively enforced at all levels
· There are no compensation mechanisms for resolving disputes arising from lost incomes resulting from non-utilization of resources in the park.
Recommendations
Strategic recommendations for future management can be developed from the analysis of the assessment of management effectiveness of national and nature parks. 

The government should attach greater importance to protected areas and to parks in particular, as part of the national capital of the country. To put this notion into practice, higher financial and moral commitment is required.

Finances

The widely recognized necessity of improving the financial inputs to parks should be implemented at two levels:
· direct increase of funds for PA-related activities and remunerations
· establishment of systems to assist the generation of own incomes through:
· facilitating the exchange of experience between parks in which successful practices in this area have already been implemented
· financing staff training in fundraising and partnership with businesses.
To allow field activities in the early seasons of year, it is important that approval of park budget be made much earlier.

Human resources

To improve the level of PA-related policy development, as well as communication with the park directorates, it is necessary to strengthen the staffing levels for central planning at the relevant ministries. It is also necessary that nature park rangers which currently work within the State Forestry Units should become staff of the of nature parks directorates . This will reflect favorably on the management and prevention of illegal activities of PA because of the following reasons: the forest-guards will be directly appointed by the PA administration and enforcement of legislation related to nature protection will be priority to them; there will be directly reporting on violations and conflicts to the park administration, as well as having opportunities for direct reaction for the solution of problems.

Clear criteria need to be developed for the determination of nature park budgets, especially in order to reduce the drastic disparity between the level of state subsidy per unit of park area between the various nature parks.

Staff employment conditions need to be improved not only in terms of remuneration level, but also in view of career and training opportunities. It is necessary to extend the skills of staff members to conduct critical management activities. Investment in raising staff skills education is a priority, followed by investment in foreign language courses because it will not only expand the administration opportunities to implement projects under foreign donor programs, but will also create opportunities for exchanges and mid-career training abroad. An effective program for staff training and qualification is important to be developed at a national level.

Guidance and introducing the practice for threat analysis and strategy development for their management is necessary for each park, which should be further integrated into the relevant work plans in the form of specific activities. Wildlife and habitat management is not only a matter of financing activities. It is also about existence of both system and practice. It is necessary to develop a system for management of ecosystem types, as well as monitoring. This includes the necessity of both developing a monitoring system, as well as the allocating the resources for its implementation. This is especially important for nature parks, for which monitoring systems has not been elaborated.

Possible solution for managing the threats of forest management practices within the parks is introducing the good practices, such as elaboration of plans for multifunctional forest use, promotion of sustainable forest management and credible certification, identification and appropriate management of the High Conservation value Forests, etc. All of these are practices providing for the protection of the interests of both consumers and nature.

It is recommended to research and promote good practices of cooperation with businesses in the country and abroad. This cooperation should be based not only on the “sponsorship vs. advertisement” principle, but should also seek to expand the basis of support to park objectives, to mitigate the conflicts, address the needs of local communities and promote nature/environmental friendly policies and practices within companies.

With the purpose of achieving conformity between existing objectives and park management, it is necessary to expand the park areas of Russenski Lom and Shumensko Plato.

Legislation and policy-level recommendations

The state has already done quite a lot to provide legislatively nature conservation and protection of parks in particular. What is yet to be done in legislation is an analysis and elaboration of recommendations to ensure higher conformity of the PA-related general and specific laws. A huge problem however is the inadequate co-ordination of PA-related legislation. There is a high risk that responsible departments, despite their authority favor interests of businesses rather than nature protection, notwithstanding that their main function  is to protect the natural resources of the country. It is of crucial importance that executive and legal authorities in the country breathe life into the regulations existing on paper, i.e. endure efficient enforcement. For they are the one that should ensure the compliance of priorities of PA management objectives, as in line with and by the letter of the law according to which nature conservation in protected areas is a priority over the other activities within PA.
The social and business aspects in the country have the highest effect on the park areas and should be addressed with special consideration. Often powerful business interests lie behind plans for projects presented to address social aspects. This generates threats, such as infrastructure development and intensified visitor pressure. Research on social and economical issues affecting parks should be incorporated into the park activities, and a unifying analysis should be made at a central level. In this relation, a practice for cross sector-level work should be established (e.g. through establishment of temporary interdepartmental commissions) and administered by the two relevant ministries to:

· settle disputes on land tenure and use rights.

· establishment of “buffer” regime of area around parks in view of achieving more efficient management – for example by designating Protected Zones
 according to the Bulgarian Biodiversity Act, or other ways.
In consultation with such commissions, compensation mechanisms should be developed to resolve disputes on lost incomes resulting from non-utilization of park resources.
To foster good practices within the PA and adjoining areas, a national plan for sustainable development should be elaborated to promote land and forest management certification.

Tourism, on the one hand, is among the activities of great potential for park administrations to generate incomes, and on the other hand is one of the severe threats in the context of visitor pressure. Development and implementation of sustainable tourism strategies and action plans, including visitor management plans for all the parks should address this issue. Efforts should be directed to establishment of visitor centers in the parks, with the purpose of providing not only services, but also information about the regimes and restrictions related to visitor activities in the park. Apart from visitor management, a system should also be created to manage tourist service businesses, as part of the overall tourism strategy. Being an element of such a system, the possibility to promote certification of park-related ecotourism products (e.g. according to the international ecotourism standard of the Green Globe 21 Program) should also be considered.

The procedure for approval of management plans should be changed, for so far it has been impedimental and ineffective. Analysis of the reasons for impediment approval of written plans and elaboration of measures for improvement of this procedure is also recommended. The first step should be organizing of prompt approval of park management plans already elaborated. 

The state policies for putting EU funds to use into nature conservation are inadequate. For example, park administrations have been recently disentitled to apply under the PHARE Ecotourism Program. The solution is to open competitions for EU funded projects targeted especially at nature conservation, as well as accession of the country to the potential extension of the EU Life Program. The funds that are to be acquired by the country through such projects are much more than those invested as a participation fee in the program. Another opportunity is instead of returning unassimilated funds to the EU, to use these – on a competition principle again – to make up for insufficient funds for PA management in the country.

· It has been consented that PA-related laws complement PA objectives and promote management effectiveness. However, there is no conformity between the PA-related general and specific laws. (Fig.26.)  

Sufficient commitment
To resolve the issues related to creation of transition areas between ecosystems and to ensure the maintenance of natural processes at a landscape level, it is necessary to address at a legislation level the issue of ecological corridors and their inclusion in the PA network in the country. In view of the upcoming establishment of Natura 2000 Network in Bulgaria, it is necessary to analyze the scheme for expanding the national PA system in order to include:

· areas of value to biodiversity, which are not within the national PA system and Natura 2000
· endemic source areas and other high endemism areas
· ecological corridors
· under-represented ecosystems.

The degree of communication between administrators responsible for PAs and natural resources within the various departments should be improved. 

A national protected area monitoring system, based on objective criteria and indicators, should be developed. It should be incorporated into the PA management as a basic instrument for analysis and to serve as a basis for planning and implement improvements in management.

Next steps
To make sure that the recommendations drafted in this assessment process are accepted, the outputs should be presented to: MEW, MAF, the parliamentary Commission on the Environment and Water and the Ministry of Finance. The process of assessment and planning should become a regular practice that is to be officially organized by the ministries.

The ministries should adopt a more comprehensive management effectiveness assessment methodology containing general and specific parts – there is a necessity of a standardized methodology, including implementation of management plans as well. These should be available to public. This applies to all activities, including financial reports as well. The commitment of Bulgaria to the Convention on Biodiversity, made in 2003 should be put into practice. An acceptable and feasible method should be selected as requested by the future EU membership, and in accordance with IUCN.

The assessment process should become a part of the system for monitoring of biodiversity.

A wider range of views on the protected area system-level issues, PA-related policy and management framework should be convened and the opinions of parks considered for future planning at this level.



















� These are provided for in the Bulgarian Biodiversity Act and are the transposed versions of Sites of Community Importance from the Habitats Directive
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